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ABSTRACT

Hans Jonas ranks among a small but expanding group of recent ethicists who have
argued that a robust ethical theory must account for human ontological considerations.
He is among those who make claims that such considerations issue fronmchlologi
foundations. In The Phenomenon of Lifee reclaims elements of the Aristotelian
biological ontology of the soul while adjusting this ontology to the theory of evolution.
The first problem with Aristotelian biological ontology, one suffering fr@aseatialism,
is the confrontation with the biological flux of species, presented in the Darwini@y the
of natural selection. The dissertation explains that Jonas was correctatumsto
Aristotle, insofar as there are elements of human beings that are aatlxativersal.

The task is to follow Jonas by constructing a robust philosophical anthropology. Jonas’s
philosophical anthropology understands human beings as nature’s most magnificent and
advanced examples of what he calls “needful freedom.” Jonas’s argument includes a
refutation of reductive materialism and epiphenomenalism, one that leaves the
possibilities of the human soul/consciousness and freedom in at least as goodm positi
as offered by Kant. His argument is also an attempt to rescue ontology, human nature
and ethics from the relativism of Heideggerian thought. He does this bgingpla
Heidegger’s concept of “thrown projection” with an idea of “projection” based on
biological ontology. With this ontological foundation in place, Jonas’s “ethics of the
future” sees human beings as the caretakers not only of themselves but of tlyeofotalit
nature and not simply for anthropocentric reasons. Jonas’s philosophical anthropology
was incomplete insofar as it lacked an accounting of sexual reproduction, larkente

for Jonas’s ethical theory where political responsibility is modeled aitenthood.

After offering a critique of Jonas’s incomplete philosophical anthropology arghfhé
leaves for his ethical theory, this dissertation shows that the value of hi®ctom

remains intact.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The dissertation that follows investigates the connection between HansJonas’
ThePhenomenon of LifandThe Imperative of Responsibiliymd is a defense of Hans
Jonas’s work in ontology, philosophical anthropology, and ethics. My purpose in
undertaking this project is, most generally, revealing an example of thefriite old
adage that one should never throw away the baby with the bath water. Hans Jonas
realized this with regard to Aristotle even in the face of Darwin's theayadfition by
natural selection. Toward this end and first, | wish to explore and explain theavalue
relevance of Hans Jonas's recovery of elements of Aristotelian ontology, phyjagoph
biology, and psychology and how this project has been on the mind of some eminent
biologists even in the face of evolutionary biology. Second, | wish to explain the
innovative way that Hans Jonas used Aristotelian concepts in conjunction with
evolutionary biology to give a more adequate account of philosophical anthropology as
against all reductionist versions of materialism. Third, | wish to explain andxtoatize
Jonas’s ethical and moral theories as a direct challenge to “Hume’s Gujllatulieect
challenge to all solely principle-based moral theories, a direct chaltertge relativism
of Heideggerian existentialism, and argue that Jonas's challengesdesl if an
adequate theory of valuation is to be revealed and developed.

Hans Jonas was a philosopher of German Jewish heritage, born in
Monchengladbach, Germany, in 1903. He studied under Edmund Husserl, Martin
Heidegger, and Rudolf Bultmann and earned his doct@atema cum laudérom the

University of Marburg in 1928 after writing an existential interpretatiothefGnostic
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religion drawing on the thought of Heidegger. A few years later in 1933 when Adolf
Hitler came to power, Jonas fled Germany for Jerusalem, where he taugmuimber
of years. Heserved in the British Army during World War II and in the Israeli
military before working as a professor in Canada and then at the New School for
Social Research where he taught from 1956 until his retirement in 1977. Among the
greatest difficulties for Jonas over the course of his life were leaving Germany and his
family behind in 1933. He was never to see either of his parents again and later
discovered that his mother had fallen victim to the Nazis in the Auschwitz
concentration camp after offering up her emigration visa for Jerusalem to her son
Georg, who was prisoner at the Dachau camp in 1938.* Coupling these experiences
with those of a soldier both during World War II and after, one can see through the
development of his thought that in spite of all the human folly of Germany, a good
many of its citizens, and above all his mentor Martin Heidegger, being taken in by
Nazism, which eventually led to his mother’s murder at Auschwitz, something of the
human striving not only for survival but for ethical reasoning remained in humanity
itself. In his letters to his wife Lore, sent during World War II, one sees Jonas’s ideas
about hunger and the striving for the continuance of life itself in the constant state of
contingency by which all life hangs in the balance, already in formation. Over the
course of the twenty subsequent years, Jonas would write essays later published
together as The Phenomenon of Life. He then branched out from a focus on ontology
and philosophical anthropology to his work on bio-ethics and medical ethics. His

seminal text on ethics and morality appeared in his The Imperative of

1 As related by Hans Jonas in chapter 5 ofesnoirs(Jonas, 2008)
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Responsibility.

In addition to a short book on Jonas's work (Levy, 2002) a significant amount
has been written regarding Jonas’s relationship to Judaism (Tirosh-Samuelson,
2008; Fleischacker, 2008; Weise, 2007) and to Heidegger (Fleischacker, 2008;
Wolin, 2001). By contrast, little thought has been given to his neo-Aristotelian
ontology, philosophical anthropology, or to the validity of these in relation to his
ethical and moral theory.

The philosophical reflections of Hans Jonas were fundamentally shaped by
the ways in which his personal experiences interacted with and informed his efforts
to develop a response to the tensions growing out of the thought of René Descarte$n
this way by writing ThePhenomenon of Lifét seems that Jonas was responding first and
foremost to René Descartes' dualistic metaphysics of “thinking thamgs“‘extended
things” that had cast the philosophical enterprise into a tailspin. Earletsefd respond
to Descartes’ dualism ended in a polar split between two competing versions sfrmoni
idealism on the one hand and materialism on the other. Idealism attempts to &mcount
the relationship of energy and matter moving through space in terms of minds that have
ideas, or simply in terms of ideas. Materialism attempts to account foy baings with
minds that have ideas in terms of the relationship of energy and matter moving through
space. But each disregards the other in various radical ways and thereby fqlaito e
the human being satisfactorily. This is because both idealism and msiteaat
incomplete insofar as they each try to account for the integral dualgglafyritself,
which Aristotle's ontology had described as form inextricably tied tcem&ach in

focusing solely on “thinking things” or on “extended things,” ignored the other to the
3



detriment of the quality of their explanations of human being. Jonas thought that one
must integrate the duality present in nature itself, of matter and form, cotmglete
monism that builds on Aristotle’s explanation of the purposeful nature of ahéfdits
within the boundaries of modern scientific insights and particularly the theory of
evolution by natural selection.

Toward this end, chapter 2 of the dissertation is concerned with what elements of
Aristotelian ontology, biology, and psychology Jonas thought ought to be preserved even
in the light of the theory of evolution and a defense of the correctness of his argument.
Life seems to move purposefully and not simply mechanically. Jonas answers this
guestion with immanent teleology or what Colin Pittendrigh has coined as the term
“teleonomy.” The resulting monism that Jonas developed is the phenomenon or internal
experience of what it is like to be alive, a phenomenon that simply cannot be accounted
for adequately by many prevalent versions of materialism. Jonas claiateddtdern
science in general sought to explain everything, including life itselfrnmstef dead
matter moving through space. Proponents of reductive materialism (and motb/rece
eliminative materialism) have attempted to explain the mind and its varioual rsités
as nothing more than matter moving through space. The mind is nothing separate from
the body and therefore it can have no independent causal efficacy. If reductive
materialism is true, then the mental phenomena that we experience, likeoaensss,
the emotions, any degree of freedom, could be explained through laws of efficient
causation among arrangements of matter. In like manner, if epiphenomesaiigint, i

then the subjective experiences we have are illusory side effectssal efficacy among
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atoms. No teleological explanation of human capacities or experiences would need to be
given if reductive materialism and epiphenomenalism are true. All of nataheding

human nature, would be nothing more than a collection of nicely organized matter
moving through space according to laws of efficient causation and thermodyn&iuics.
explanation of all worldly events, including mental events, could be achieved through
efficient causes among material causes. This would imply that alhadtiken by

human beings are reactions to external stimuli and that no actions orfgimate
consciousness itself independently. The mind would act as an extremely cortfplex se
correcting servo-mechanism, the tenet of a strict behaviorism.

Certainly Jonas believed the scientific truth that things, including livimg$hi
consist of the relationship of energy and matter moving through space. In addition,
however, he insisted that through the movements of history and evolution, living beings,
organisms, become more. Life is emergent from matter. Jonas argued that above and
beyond matter moving through space, living beings composed of matter moving through
space in particular arrangements achieve something more: subjectivityitaakty and
degrees of freedom. This explanation of subjectivity or spirituality, common|iairadj
creatures in different expressions, he called “needful freedom.”

In chapter 3 | will explain and defend Jonas’s philosophical anthropology, the
human side of life, where our human capacities, constitute our experience of “needful
freedom.” Organisms are special arrangements of matter with inteterasts and the
freedom to satisfy themselves: “needful freedom.” It is with the notiorlexdltgy and

purposeful action in living creatures and especially the account of human beihgs t



Jonas develops his philosophical anthropology. While insisting that his philosophical
anthropology be developed in accord with the discoveries of modern science and
especially the Darwinian theory of evolution, it was Jonas’s belief, in conithrt w

thinkers like Karl Jaspers and Ernst Cassirer, that these alone could not ttapture
meaning of human life. Jonas's philosophical anthropology, although affirming the
concept of evolution, is a teleological ontology. All life, including human life, is
purposeful by its very existence as various collections of capacities andga®edath

the purpose of preserving the particular living creature and as | will demenstea

species itself. If something like spirituality, subjectivity, or consciolusoas be

defended against reduction then, not only must spirit be more than just an illusion, it must
itself be causally efficacious. The importance of freedom to Jonas’s argliesamnit

simply in proving reductive versions of materialism inadequate to explain human nature
but in tailoring explanation to fit the vicissitudes of the daily experience of hufean |

the experience of the individual at the point of making decisions. At the crux of making
decisions there is the lonely individual, certainly influenced in a myriad of fkays

forces outside, but making decisions. Jonas posits an argument whereby thatpassibil
freedom exists even within the mechanistic universe.

While conceding mechanisms of biology but concurrently ascribing purpose
linked to conscious human activity, Jonas develops an explanation of what distinguishes
life: metabolism. However, the human experience of “needful freedom” t®o$§isot
only the capacity to metabolize (as is consistent through all forms of lif@jdo to

perceive, to experience pleasure, pain, and emotion, to move under one's own power, and



to make images. Jonas's reflections on the human capacity for making ihoagesith
knowing truth and developing an “image of man,” ultimately, were the source of his
ethics of responsibility informing, in particular, his account of the power humansbeing
possess and the responsibility we thereby also accrue. Human willing is not purely
isolated willing toward the ends projected by the individual and whomever he or she can
persuade. It is in this way that through his life’s work Hans Jonas also responded to a
third party, another whom he believed to have posed an especially significaahgaall
to the purposefulness of human existence, his teacher, Martin Heidegger. Without the
details of all organisms, his response to Heidegger’s supposed nihilism is that human
beings express this “needful freedom,” this internalization, through metabolism
perception, emotion, locomotion, and making images (Vogel, 1995). According to Jonas,
as an accident even in its inception, life serves no purpose. It does, however, have
purpose. The purpose of all life is to survive and to thrive in the myriad of ways
accumulated by living creatures over evolutionary history. All of the cagsciti
accumulated in any individual living creature are a gamble and the statkesgaimble
are success at survival for the individual and the genes/structure/forineadividual
carries to pass to another generation. Through chance, nature itself tmpuirtg
creatures, as part of the struggle to survive, the purpose of struggling anthgurizike
all other life forms, human beings have purpose in preserving their own lives, though
sometimes it comes at the expense of other human beings.

Given his understanding of organisms as purposeful beings, Hans Jonas realized

that the then current (late 1960s and early 1970s) philosophical trend of taking seriously



the theory of evolution, in conjunction with reductive versions of materialism, placed him
in the realm of the “philosophical rearguard” (Wolters, 2001). But his own convictions
and strong arguments for a teleological understanding of life (partichlanan life)
comforted him in the belief that some day he might turn around to see the “philosophical
vanguard” approaching from the rear and that he would have been leading theaharge t
which others had finally caught up (Wolters, 2001). He may well have been right as we
see newer understandings of “subjectivity” (Nagel, 1974) and naturalistic exqmhenait
human freedom (Dennett, 1995 and 2003) emerge even from the “Anglo-American”
philosophical tradition.

The goals of the fourth chapter are, first, to explain the problems with regard to
value theory in general, that emanate from “Hume’s Guillotine,” the widddyitiea that
there is an unbridgeable gap between statements of fact and statenvahis.of
Secondly, | wish to clarify that modern moral theory, briefly representéthht’s
deontological moral theory and Mill's utilitarian moral theory are dead dradisetave us
without a set of goals by which we can use the principles involved. Lastiy tovishow
that a number of prominent philosophers, including Hans Jonas, have made headway in
arguing against “Hume’s Guillotine and that in addition to a moral theory based on
principles, an ethical theory which attempts to develop an understanding of the “good
life” from biology itself is warranted and needed if value theory is to be raimaist
valuable.

In chapter five, | explain the ethical and moral theories of Hans Jonas showing

both the strengths of these intertwined theories and some areas of relative



incompleteness. Jonas explained to us why he believed that an ethical theawtialess

in giving guidance to a corresponding moral theory, and defended this position from the
perspective of being a member of a species that reproduces sexually, of 8@téact

that species evolved. Political responsibility issues from the type of “ndezddbm”

that constitutes the human organism: metabolism, perception, emotion, locomotion, and
making images (which would necessarily include the capacity to think eyhicslwell

as being a social and sexually reproductive organism. As image makinglfand s
reflective of purposes, human beings are alone among organisms in not only regognizi
purposes but also in being responsible for their achievement. Jonas explained this, but
not thoroughly enough. The seed of the full explanation lies, agaimeifPhenomenon

of Life. Jonas criticized the one-sided view of evolutionary biology which understands
the somatic organism as “disposable” (Kirkwood, 1999) in the name of the germ cells
being passed on and variation occurring. Jonas explains the position about organisms,
taken by many evolutionary biologists, as that of a germ history being a blindtatce
employs somatic organisms to do its bidding and wage its battles in the process of
continuing the line. The criticism is that the germ line cannot be passed on andavoluti
cannot proceed on the human species or “form” (or any species for that matien; w
particular members of the species surviving and thriving in the environment.
Concurrently, those individuals are nothing definable without their genetic blygpant
form of what it means to be a human being. Importance does not lie in one or the other
but in the inextricable relation of the two to each other, in process. Lastly, réslignsi

falls to the individual human being to revere himself or herself and his or her national and



international neighbors. Jonas makes a sound cdseeitmperative of Responsibility

for a revaluation of the ethical life, in the realm of political decision makingthecaé

life which will implore as well as command politicians to gamble more céyefith the

fate of humanity and the world based on a “heuristics of fear.” This work onlethica
theory has its origin in his earlier work on ontolog@ire Phenomenon of Lif€he
“imperative of responsibility” is an ontologically based imperative towaed t
preservation of the human species and the environment as a process of interastion. It
an understanding of life itself, not just human life, as something worth presemiply si
because it exists and in most every way strives after this preservation, blo¢hlewvet of

the individual in the process of survival in its environment and the survival of the species
through novelty in reproductive capacity.

The Imperative of Responsibilgéxplains a version of communitarianism based in
Aristotelian virtues, where politicians have an ethical duty to preserve natare
humanity as part of nature, as a result of having the power to command or destroy both.
No matter what the source of power, possession of such power entails responsibility.
That human beings are beings with command of enormous power over nature and
ourselves as part of nature, we ought to employ that power with care given thatfzo
much of what we are as organisms is in place to ensure our survival. Jonas, having
argued inThe Phenomenon of Lifkat there is purpose in nature in general and that
purposes pervade all organisms in their being and their parts (as “subjéotivity
“spirituality” and the “needful freedom” to press on in existence), then madaskgas

opposed to most moral philosophy written in modern times) that conclusions about values

10



can be derived from the ontological status of living creatures. While he retaraed t
Aristotelian form of argument deriving the ethical “ought” from “beirtgélf, he

attempted to do so while taking into account the truth of evolution and the loss of
invariant natural kinds. He explained that whatever else might be true abouttteeofa
matter, natural selection has imbued some collections of matter, organismesn w

internal nature (subjectivity or spirituality) which drives the organswatd self-
preservation (whether as plants, animals, or human beings). The drive of livigg isein

an ethical drive promoting purposes and ends to be served not simply a set of moral rules
with no ontological understanding of how or why to apply them. In this way Hans Jonas
was looking beyond the Kantian tradition of deontological and utilitarian moralekeor

in favor of an Aristotelian ethical theory. In an age when so much value theory Is mora
theory which puts emphasis on rules of operation in terms of particular actions, Hans
Jonas wrote an ethical theory, though an incomplete one, which explains rules #ong wi
how and why they should be applied, again putting himself in the “philosophical
rearguard” knowing the “philosophical vanguard” would catch up (Wolters, 2001). With
the work of some of his contemporaries in ethics, it seems that he was not alone
(Macintyre, 1981; Taylor, 1989 and 1992).

In the sixth and last chapter, | will evaluate and defend criticisms that hewe be
leveled against the ontology, the philosophical anthropology, and the ethical and moral
theories Jonas left behind. This defense is not necessarily to defend every word Jonas
ever wrote as he left many questions unanswered, especially with regard exadtby

is entailed by his “ethic of responsibility.” The value of Jonas’s thought Ipcidly in

11



resurrecting questions long since thought by many philosophers to be anachtonistic
rethink positions taken by Aristotle, and to keep the baby while changing the bath wate
In terms of saving the baby what Jonas left unexamined, perhaps because he
believed that it was self-evident based on his imperative of political decisikingna
the light of world preservation, is something like an “imperative of respongilofit
politicians to individual citizens, one of individuals to one another, and one for the
individual toward himself/herself: the imperative of health. | will end witoaclusion
explaining the value of Jonas’s thought for the concept of health and the practice of

medicine.
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CHAPTER 2
JONAS'S RECOVERY OF ARISTOTLE

The Importance of Aristotle?

Hans Jonas understood himself to be among the philosophical rearguard insofar as
he was employing Aristotelian teleological concepts of biology whicimeddo have
been overthrown over the course of the century previous to his writing. And yet, though
he clearly understood the truth of Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural sglebg
could not accept all of its seeming entailments insofar as they contradieady, ¢the
experience of being alive. He believed that these bypassed Aristotglianations
which seemingly put him among the philosophical rearguard would actually, put him
among the vanguard eventually (Wolters, 2001). For instance, simply because the theor
of evolution can explain the development of life without a creator of that life does not
necessarily imply that teleological conceptions of purpose emanatingifiam |
creatures need to be, much less should be, reviled. From life emanates purpaseful act
even if such action serves no purpose. The lived body and its genetic structurteaprojec
set of possibilities that indicate proper function and goal directed capa&iéeondly,
just because the human genome (and every other genome for that matter) isqgomethi
which is in a state of flux does not imply that there are no elements to that genome
without which humanity does not exist. Lastly, all collections of matter arequotatent
and those that live are ontologically and substantially different, given feziemce of
the embodiment of certain capacities. The conclusion to these premises is that whil
materialism is the true ontology, the truth of life cannot be reduced to mereniwatha

interaction of parts nor to all action being simple reaction; efficient tagpkanation is
13



incomplete for living things and therefore life must involve formal and finalataus
explanations because that is how the subject and most keenly the human subject,
experiences being alive.

In the face of the burgeoning details of modern science, Darwin’s theory of
evolution and the research in evolutionary biology, genetics, and microbiology that has
followed, the last thing that would seem philosophically, much less scientifpraidient,
would be to entertain any element of the Aristotelian biology that permeatedddiyeof
life for so long. Yet, inThe Phenomenon of Ljfand in his philosophical anthropology,
this is exactly what Hans Jonas undertakes when he uses an understanding of the
Aristotelian concept of the soul to develop his concept of “needful freedom.” Needful
freedom, according to Jonas, is the subjective experience of being alive, & stat
intermittent need and a hungering for sustenance but free in various degréess(tbé
which is evident in plants and the greatest of which is evident in humans) as to how to
sustain life through nutrients. Aristotle had no conception of the adaptation and evolution
of species over time. For Aristotle, all species, including human beings, alwsigsie
They exist now (as they did in Aristotle’s lifetime), and they will contitauexist barring
a cataclysm the likes of which could destroy any of them or all of them esspe
Permanence lies in the form of the living creature embodied in matteguhleezomes
actualized in the flesh. Speaking of animalf)@éGeneratione Animaliuyristotle

remarks that,

It is impossible that such a class of things amats should be of an eternal nature,
therefore, that which comes into being is etemahée only way possible. Now it is
impossible for it to be eternal as an individulb(igh of course the real essence of things
is in the individual) — were it such it would beetal — but it is possible for it as a

14



specie?
From this we may be clear that Aristotle understood living creatures tatheading
in the eternal rationality of the universe by reproducing like membersiokpezies,
this being the case for plants, animals, and human beings. Living creaturesnlasran
of a species are the temporal and temporary embodiment of an eternal ideacnilhe f
and the potential for the actualization of purpose are passed from generatiorratigene
through reproduction, the passage of the form of the species, the soul, to a new
generation. The soul in Aristotle’s biology is equivalent to what modern bicdagzBt
DNA or the genetic structure of the organism. With this understanding of living @eatur
as members of species with certain capacities according to a type,diisstoltle
derived an understanding of what life can and should be for an individual as a member of
a species. Teleological explanation is crucial to Aristotle insofar aothef an
organism having certain capacities purposefully drives the organism towptiptsse,
to achieve Godly rational perfection. This occurs through the achievement déegeel
as the embodiment of a certain type of soul and the transmission of that varaait/tof s
a new generation of organisms. The species to which the organism belongsingster
its ideal actualization. Aristotle was then able to derive his ethicalth@oexplanation
of what human beings can and should be, based on the human membership in a biological
species. Jonas's general understanding of living creatures as exaifipéssiful

freedom” has its foundation in the Aristotelian concept of the soul as “the fids# of

2 Platt, A., 731b, 33-39.
3 For recent commentary on this dimension of Atiste thought, see the work of Jonathan Barnes
(Barnes, 1982), Terence Irwin (Irwin, 1988), anda®aBroadie (Broadie, 1991), to name a few.
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actualization of a natural organized body.”

On the Supposed Downfall of Aristotle and Teleology

According to Jonas, the move away from a teleological conception of nature, a
teleological conception of living creatures in nature, and of human beings splgcifical
occurs in roughly three stages in intellectual history: the prevalence afdbe-J
Christian conception of God, the mind-body dualism of René Descartes, and Charles
Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection. It begins in western philgseipin
the move away from the Greek conception of the world and nature as rational and
possessing a soul. In referencing this tradition among the Greeks, Jonas si®atdie

understanding of nature where the “God of Timaaeuscreated the world as the perfect

‘animal’ or visible god, ensouled and intellige®t.The God offimaeus considering the

beauty and magnificence of eternal Being, infused the material world ofiag, with

a soul that was rational. This understanding of nature venerates the createskasve

godly and rational, based on God'’s ethically good acts of shaping the cosmos and
imbuing each heavenly body and all living creatures with a soul. Aristotleaterated

the eternal motions of the planets as godly becoming, not caused by God in thet efficie
sense of causation but caused by God as their striving for purpose. With the advent of the
Judeo-Christian tradition and its understanding of the cosmos, any veneration of the

world and of nature, at all akin to worship, is forbidden. God, from such a perspective,

creates the material world from nothing. The universe that we know is mattedcaed

4 Smith (2001), page 555.
5 Jonas (2001), page 70.
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set in motion by God’s will. 1t is efficiently caused by God and given a forshape but
it has no final cause of its own as the Greeks thought. It is matter in motion without
purpose other than God’s original purpose in making it. God’s intervention in the
creation of the material universe is for human beings. We are the focus ofcGadien

in the Judeo-Christian Tradition. The problem here, according to Jonas, is that

Nature, created out of nothing, has no mind ofdvem, but mutely performs God’s will
by which alone she exists. Thus the idea of a legsdor “blind” nature, which yet
behaves lawfully — that is, which keeps an intdligy order without being intelligent —

had become metaphysically possi@le.

The historical intellectual movement from the ancient Greek conception of tegaha
world, including the planets, as embodied rational souls, to a mechanism designed by the
Judeo-Christian God, is the first removal of teleology from nature itsalixd®le. In

the Judeo-Christian view, the world is a collection of inert matter which Gadesrfrom
nothing to do his bidding. One could draw an analogy to a mechanical engineer who
designs an engine and a frame around it and who then builds a car to transport people
from place to place more quickly. The car is neither alive nor has it purpose oth&r tha
serve as a means to an end as a vehicle for human beings. The world created by the
Judeo-Christian God has no other purpose than to serve as the place of life for human
beings and the living creatures that serve their other ends. The world is nothéng mor
than the place where humans live by the will of God. The instantiation and prewalence
the Jewish creation story with an omnipotent God who creates everything fromgnethi

the first separation of intrinsic teleology from entities which were oncedenesi

6 Ibid, page 71.
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animated by soul and purposeful living beings. The heavenly bodies were no longer
God's greatest creations as it is related@imaeus nor are they the greatest example of
rational motion striving for Godly rationality as in Aristotle’s cosmologye Judeo-
Christian tradition puts humans at the head of creation’s table as the onlyeseuath
souls. In Jonas’s understanding, this very idealistic conception of the universe and of
human nature actually completes the first chapter in the history of westerhttodug
materialism: the mechanical cosmos.

The second removal of teleology, according to Jonas, is performed essentially by
Descartes with his dualism ofs cogitansandres extensamind and body. It is in the

work of Descartes that the “essential division between God and world is thus chirrore

the essential division between mind and natdrérying to give credence to modern
science based on reasoning about experience, Descartes comes to grips with a God
centered universe, compatible with Catholicism, where God allows for the human
capacity for modern scientific understanding. God is an intrinsic featuleamiithin

each individual human consciousness, the thinking tmegydogitany amid a world
comprised of extended thinge$ extensa Descartes explains the nature of the world in
which we live as spatial existence. Matter is something that takes upashise
determined by the laws of efficient causality. This includes all anifeadid even the
human body because Descartes understood that “animal bodies were machines
constructed to function as they do, and though there is neither intelligence nor

purposiveness in their functioning itself, this being automatic, their constnctvard

7 Ibid.
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such functioning seemed to call for precisely those qual@ e Descartes’
understanding of the universe, God makes a material universe, replete with living
creatures, operating on the principles of efficient causality. Tryingagine why God
would construct such a universe is beyond our capacity to answer, according to
Descartes, but we can understand that these creations must have had a purpose for God.
But, and this is the important feature of Descartes’ argument for Jonas, no semak of fi
causality is necessary to understand this material universe, the pahistotake up
space, as it is nothing more than the mechanism of the world, as constructed by God, an
enormous set of wind-up toys. The only entities distinct from that which is extereded a
the things which think: human minds. So, Descartes extends this impending sense of
mechanism in the world to all things which are comprised of matter itsefialspa
existence. The only element in nature which is purposeful is the human mind iteflf whi
is substantially distinct insofar as it is immutable, indestructible, armhahtlike God
himself. But as David Levy points out, it was the “distinction between an organism and a
machine that Descartes failed to see; from this failure flows his ityaloiti
unwillingness, to recognize the unifying distinctiveness of living being, ofi@ei as
opposed to inanimate natureThus is written in the history of western thought,
according to Jonas, what we may call the second chapter in the triumph of msaterial
mechanical organisms.

The third and final defeat for teleology comes with Darwin’s theory of ewoluti

by natural selection. Descartes left behind a dualistic ontology of extendesldking

8 lbid, page 41.
9 Levy (2002), pages 60-61.
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opposed to thinking things. Everything in nature, including nature itself, could be
understood mechanistically except for the human mind. The problem that this leaves
behind is of course the mind-body problem, or, put succinctly, how could an immaterial

substance affect change on a body which is extended? But according to Jonas,

The continuityof descent now established between man and theahniorld made it
impossible any longer to regard his mind, and nigritanomena as such, as the
ingression of an ontologically foreign principlejast this point of the total flow.
...Evolutionism undid Descartes’ work more effectivéign any metaphysical critique

had managed to k1Y

The theory of evolution, that species develop and change over time, allowed for the
possibility of a naturalistic and mechanical explanation for humanity irrgjesned for

the human mind in particular, although that complete mechanistic understandilg is sti
incomplete in terms of such phenomena as consciousness, emotions, freedom, etc. Thus
the human mind could be explained in theory, if not yet in details, as the historical
product of the struggle for existence, inheritance of genetic charactenstriation of
characteristics (under environmental stresses, mutation, and sexual waenegit is the
case), and natural selection. The purposeful construction of the human mind by God,
under Descartes’ frame of reference, is a superfluous explanatiomdt ithé human

mind can be explained by probability of success in an environment under natural
selection. Teleological explanations in general are superfluous exptentin fact
everything in nature can be explained mechanistically. As Jonas said, theatheory
evolution by natural selection “completes the liquidation of immutable essenddabua

signifies the final victory of nominalism over realism, which had had its lastokiliw

10 Jonas (2001), page 57.
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the idea of natural species Yet, Hans Jonas proposes exactly that, a return to
teleological explanations not only of human beings and their minds but also of all living
things, a return to a version of realism from nominalism. Even if rigidly defined
immutable species do not exist as eternal essences, a teleological attoung

creatures may still be warranted based on what is common to all life in&pltehe
variations. Life, especially self-conscious human life, is not the sarhe asotogical
structures of which it is composed, or the physical matter of which those struatires
composed. This implies the irreducibility of living things and their expeggntlife
actually lived to their material components or put more succinctly, the irialilyaf
consciousness to biology and the irreducibility of biology to physics.

The question is raised whether, in spite of the enormous chasm that exists
between Aristotle’s view of species and the modern Darwinian evolutionary fiew o
species, we can learn anything from Aristotle or if any of his insightstitiame$p us to
understand the objects of biological study: living creatures. Aristotle’sofispecies
was that living creatures were grouped according to like characteriigicsapacities,
and the ability to reproduce. Aristotle explained that species are intripsi@tens
among types of living creatures, the form/soul of every species was homogemebus
that species did not change over time. Darwin, however, seems in some pagsages, t
have understood species as more of a heuristic devié@n the Origin of Species

Darwin stated that he looked

At the term species, as one arbitrarily given Far $ake of convenience to a set of
individuals closely resembling each other, and ithdbes not essentially differ from the

11 Ibid, page 45.
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term variety, which is given to less distinct andrenfluctuating forms. The term variety,
again, in comparison with mere individual differeagis also applied arbitrarily, and for

mere convenience saké.2

So in nature, species may well not exist at all and any arbitrary or ingegriouping of

living creatures might do for different purposes. If this is true, then taxondiorytse

human purpose of convenience in naming but it is not the naming of real esk&Mees.
the continued contention over the issue of what species are, if in fact theytaregny
yields meaning for the validity of Jonas’s thought as a Neo-Aristotdliaker and for
his argument about the nature of humanity. In terms of the contention, all species
concepts share a common thread in spite of the varieties of systematization, the
understanding that an essential system is there to be found for the classibEéving
creatures. In terms of the nature of humanity, the contention exemplifies pioss qfui
struggle to classify in general and more importantly to classify ourselwasdo
contributing to and edifying what Jonas calls the “image of man.” As | will shawbel
the key to Hans Jonas’s philosophical anthropology is the unique capacity of human
beings to conceptualize the internal experience of being human, whereby the“priva
objectivity of the self is thus in constant rapport with the public image of man and

through its own exteriorization contributes to the remaking of the latter — theraoosy

12 Darwin, page 46.

13 At this point we may note that at least two ¢joes are being begged at once. The first of these
questions is when scientists are investigatingispexs a concept, is there a distinction to be made
along the lines of Husserl's noesis/noema with réda the projects that scientists are undertakigt?
differently, is there an essence to which eachispaoncept is ultimately referring? Secondly erms
of Heidegger’s project of fundamental ontologythiére is not a referent for which each specieseapginc
is a sense, does the very search for the speaiespbyield meaning with regard to being human?
These questions come to mind as Jonas was infldestcextensively by the thought of both Husserl
and Heidegger.
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share of each self in the history of alf*

The recent history of the quest for the answer with regard to species imthe sa
whether it is a species concept based on reproductive compatibility likedlogiBal
Species Concept of Ernst Mayr (Mayr, 1970), a species concept based on lineage and
genetic similarity like the “Phylogenetic Systematics” of MHlennig (Hennig, 1979), or

the complete overturning of the concept of species whereby “species are sed oldh

members, but individuals with parts (Ghiselin 1974; Hull 1976; 193:?@).”In the first

two general cases, Mayr and Hennig, there is the quest for the foundatibeakeree

of evolutionary change, the unchangeable essence that describes the fluxesfapaci

their relative stability at any particular time (the former imablg essence). In the third
class of cases, that of both Ghiselin and Hull, we have the negation of the spe@es$ conc
as a naming of a class. Instead, species are considered as individupkrtsith

Therefore, | am like the part of an integrated body known as the hurlame Sapiens
Sapiens My son’s pet Siamese Fighting-Fish, “Bob,” is a part of the integrated body
known asBetta SplendensThese two bodies are common, as are all other bodies (extinct

or yet to come) to “one family tree, and therefore only one case of a ceraptet

exhaustive ancestor-descendant relation — life itd&fIh this case, there is an
immutable species that exists in the classical sense and this is compraid/img
creatures. The essence of all living things is their being alive. @haégal Hull cannot

escape a version of essentialism due to the fact that the only

14 Jonas (2001), page 186.
15 Grene and Depew, page 300.
16 Ibid, page 301.

23



Property allowed, it seems, is the ancestor-dess#ndlation. But isn't that a property?
Species, like (other) individuals, are supposehetiaptized, not characterized. They
just have the names they have, regardless of¢hanacters, because they have been
given them. Yet each one is characterized by thpayty of having a set place in a
family tree. That one property is not only peredttfor the individualists, it is in fact the
essential property. So what we have is an eséisntinuch narrower and more

dogmatic that anything to be found in Aristotlel./.

The beauty of this conclusion with regard to the unity of organisms, that both Ghiselin
and Hull have developed, is what Hans Jonas attempted to descrie henomenon

of Life, published in English in 1966, a full eight years before Ghiselin and ten years
before Hull. Jonas would clearly not agree that there is only one species cdraprise
living creatures in spite of defending the ontological difference of livimggise He
understood species in a way much closer to that of Hennig, as examples of historical

lineage of relative stability where “this stability represents tméytemporary

equilibrium among the forces which generally determine the structuteesssful.18
What Jonas also understood is that for every individual as a member of a species,
function does in fact precede form. What I, as an individual human being, inherit from
my parents through their genetic histories is an historical collection cfidas which
precede the form of the individual: me. This is true in every instance of liépieiar

the original progenitor(s) of life itself and also, perhaps, instances of indiwmith

characteristics that are truly innovative. As Jonas states,

even assuming the first beginning, the formingmfamic macromolecules, to have been
mere accident, not the fulfillment of a precediagdency (to me, a most unlikely
assumption) — from there on, certainly, tendenapbees ever more apparent: and |
mean not only a tendency for progressive evolufianich can rest as long as it pleases)

but above all the tendency to be, ceaselessly &t iwa@ach of its creationsl 9

17 Ibid.
18 Jonas (2001), page 50, note 6.
19 Jonas (1984 -A), page 74.
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Jonas’s position is that at each instantiation of an individual life, the capaditexged

by the organism are there as a result of vitality and reproductive succ¢kss of
progenitors. The vitality and reproductive success of the progeny is still imoguestil
potential is realized but the function and purpose of maintaining the organism and the
genes are in place. There is chance involved in each new instance of life but gdoordin
Jonas, nature itself is a constant, if inconsistent, projecting of life andingnefntself
through individual organisms struggling to survive. Darwin’s “struggle forenc&t’ is
aptly named. What is important is that he was attempting to explain the ontological

facets of life that differentiate living from non-living matter, an erptéon that

Ghiselin’s and Hull's species concept demaf@slaybe more importantly, for Jonas
and his differentiations of living creatures according to capacities and fund#larjsrie

Grene has stated that

First, the non-eternity of natural kinds does mit# (as even Darwin sometimes thought

it did) their non-existence. Nor, secondly, ddesc¢oncept of kind as norm for its

instances entail essentialism in the sense thahatacters of a kind necessarily belong to

it in an all-or-none, bean-bag W%J:
Grene admits, in allegiance with Jonas’s thinking that “[e]volutionary epidtay is a
slippery slide, but this little bit of it: a defense of a minimal belief in @hkinds, | think

we can and must allowe2 Natural essences need not exist interminably in order to be

20 Further examination of these reflections is eeéeadlith regard to the project of taxonomy and waeth
all versions of taxonomy are in some ways essésttials it seems. This examination goes extensivel
beyond the confines of this research on Hans Jonhlas.key, if | am correct is that modern
evolutionary biology, in certain of its reflectigmaay be searching for and finding essences ireplac
Aristotle simply could not have imagined and is simg them in places that Aristotle found.

21 Grene (1978), page 133.

22 Ibid, page 129.
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real as it would seem the completion of the human genome project would indicate — there
are real genetic structures, mapped out neatly, that explain the humanity of himgan be

in spite of the slow accumulation of changes whereby we may evolve into sognethi

other than human.

The theory of evolution by natural selection seemingly changes Aristotelia
taxonomy which had been thought of as the process of nhaming real, permanent fixtures in
nature, into an approximation for nominal efficiency. But as | have argued, bensath thi
denial of Aristotelian essential species there is the quest for, if not the aisobve
purpose and essence, a quest that Darwin was not altogether avoiding hinmesst, iat |
terms of his word choices. As Leon Kass has pointed out, Darwin's

“Origin of Specigsis replete with teleological terms and passageth, &xplicit and
implicit, not only about the functioning of indiviidl animals but about the overall course
of evolution, Terms such as “useful,” “importartgurpose,” “adapted,” “fit,” “the good
of each being,” “profitable,” “harmful,” “beneficid “injurious,” “advantageous,”

“good,” “tendency,” “success,” “welfare,” “improvesnt,” “perfection,” “low” and
“high” in the “scale of nature,” and “absolute pmafion” occur frequently, almost on
every page. Most of these terms are treated heedent and apt; Darwin apparently
felt no need to define or discuss most of themtaatefend their use. One might say

they flowed naturally into his accouBB
Kass then waxes poetically about why Darwin might have left in such obviously
teleological terminology. He considers the possibility that Darwin mag ha
intentionally tried to make his theory more palatable to a scientific contyrmuoti ready
to accept the full implications of his naturalism. Perhaps he kept the tetadlogi
language to win followers. Kass even considers it possible that it was sragéntion

to detail and the implications of his own ideas. But last, Kass considers whether the

23 Kass (1978), page 108.
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language that Darwin used was simply the emergence of description thatnphs si
indescribable in other terms. Perhaps Darwin was only agnostic with regarésloge
insofar as he believed that “we may look forward with some confidence to a seauge fut
of inappreciable length. And as natural selection works solely by and for the good of
each being, all corporeal and mental endowments will tend to progress toward

perfection.24 From the Darwinian perspective, perfection could only mean so fit to

survive as to be inextinguishable either as an individual or as a species.

In the passage above, not only has Darwin spoken of perfection, which
would indicate a hierarchy of life and a goal for each living creature (its1ot
species), he has indicated that there is a “good” for each being (as an inglividual
in this goal, and he has distinguished corporeal from mental endowments, mental
life and something other than simple corporeal endowments. These passages and
many like them that Kass pointed out, call into question, even within the tenets of

Darwinism, “whether a mechanistic biology can do justice to the phenomena of

life.” 25 If everything in nature seems to be driven toward novelty and increased
complexity, whether moving toward perfection or not, then the key consideration
is the origin of life's momentum forward (if not upward as well).

Modern evolutionary theory, according to Jonas, does not do justice to the
phenomenon of life at any level insofar as it does not and cannot, with its attempt
at a mechanistic account of nature and living creatures within nature, aamount f

the experience of what it means to be alive as a human being, or, by

24 Darwin, page 399.
25 Jonas (2001), page 52.
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extrapolations, as any other form of life. This point is made clear in what Jonas

calls

A new dualism.... Itis not, as might appear it fjlance, the dualism of organism and
environment — this pair rather forms one interactystem — but the dualisgperm:

soma in which the soma (the actual organism) is itpalft of the “environment,” namely
the immediate environment for the germ plasm aedibdiator of the effects on the
latter's existence of the wider environment. udthe Platonic-Aristotelian immortality
of the species is here replaced by the immortalfityhe germ plasm as a continuous
existence in itself; and in a reversal of the dtzddormula, one would have to say that

the developed is for the sake of the undevelogedtree for the sake of the s,

If certain proponents of the rigid mechanistic account of nature are correcth¢he
existence of the individual somatic organism, be it bacterium or human, is for the sole
purpose of being a conduit for life's continuation of the germ cells; the continuation and
perpetuation of life itself generally without regard to the individual eaai

transmission. Tom Kirkwood calls one such theory, used to describe the reasons for
aging, the “Disposable Soma Theory.” Therein, Kirkwood describes the vidissibf

aging as driven by evolutionary diversity and success. Transmittingrie&égmaterial

to the next generation requires time and energy, so nature has allowed enough
mechanisms in the body for enough self-repair to allow enough organismsh@nepge
enough age to reproduce enough of their kind to survive and spread diversity, but not
more than is generally needed to get to and through the age of successful reproduction.

As Kirkwood puts it,

Maintenance is good for the organism because st sudvival, but it is also bad because
maintenance activities, like everything the bodgglaequire energy to fuel them. In
fact, the disposable soma theory exemplifies tka iof trade-off in the 'bioeconomics' of

living systems.27

26 Ibid, pages 52-53.
27 Kirkwood (1999), page 68.
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But this contradicts every experience we human beings have of our lives. | do not
experience my life as a housing of the mechanism of the transmission of mymatic ge
material. | experience struggle in the face of adversity to continud lgejoy the
fulfillment associated with meeting those challenges. | take headublatfulfillment
might be abundant at certain times and scarce at others. | am saddenedseabtterdi
of at least some others like myself and even of other varieties of life and takerplen
their fulfillment. Last, the “Disposable Soma Theory” takes no account of human
striving, through knowledge of the biological sciences, especially medicineeko se
extended life, even at enormous expense in pain, suffering, and economic lossifin fact
we take the “Disposable Soma Theory” seriously, then much of medicine would be
considered wasteful insofar as it attempts to care for and restore to heatte &ryond
the age of fecundity. As teleologically oriented as Darwin's langsagyedi for whatever
reason it is so, it makes no claims as to the disposability of individual organisms as
carriers of genetic material as Kirkwood's Disposable Soma TheoryMogsto the
point, the “Disposable Soma Theory” can be accused of teleological lan¢gedfye i
insofar as soma are being disposed of in the genetic material's strivinglifcatien and
“maintenance” of the organism through tradeoff. The difficulties of telémdbpnguage
might be beyond even a theory which claims to be purely mechanistic.

Life, according to Jonas is more than this mechanical playing out of forces imibeoha
genetic preservation. The life of the individual is more than the force of evolytiona
history pressing my life onward as a vehicle for my germ cells. Speakiagms of

evolution, there must be at least as much importance to the somatic organism as to the
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germ cell it transmits and in fact, the phenomenon of life is exactly the kyeience

of that former importance. The latter importance of the pressing fore®lotienary

history is felt by humans as the sexual urge, as strong or as weak as itiméyebease

of the individual. There is pleasure associated with sexual activity and dahlg wi
considerable understanding of biomechanics can we then surmise why or how it came
about. We as human beings are certainly under the sway of these genetic intu¢nces
sexual response is also conditioned by the subjective feeling of its sway artettteof
desire external to the sexual being. The germ cell is inseparable frorheegidite
somewhat if not significantly dependent upon, the somatic organism and the organism's
experience as a reproductive being. Most importantly for human beings, wedaa rea
happy and fulfilled life (although one might argue not nearly as happy otefdfil

without reproducing. It is somewhat indicative of sexual expression and reproduction
being natural, appropriate, or good for human beings, given the recent medical evidence
that women are statistically less likely to contract breast candenifreproduce

children, particularly at a young agfeéNonetheless, without the active intention of the
willing participants in reproductive activity, the germ cell cannot be tratesmatithout
reproductive action, be it intentional or unintentional reprodutinghe active

subjective experience of being sexual as a human being affects the raprodiict

human life in general by either carrying the intentions to reproduce forward or by

28 This is among the findings reported at the séavEnropean Breast Cancer Conference in 2010.

29 With regard to Jonas's arguments about the deg@fefreedom present in human beings, it wouldnsee
that only human beings can decide through abstadsith control, family planning, and active
sterilization, whether or not to reproduce whichwaoindicate that through culture and other
manifestations of human existence that allow uwtwsider quality of life, humans can actually
intervene against the spread of the human genome.
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impeding reproduction. It is this experience of myself as an individual with hopes,
dreams, wishes, desires, thoughts, strivings, etc., that Hans Jonas explored and implore
us to understand. | simply do not experience myself as a somatic organism or an
integrated system much less a collection of molecules or particlesatieal&zthe likes

of which have led Daniel Dennett seemingly to give real standing to what si¢heall
“intentional stance,” in addition to the “design stance” and the “physical st&hthe

elements of being human which Jonas believed to be irreducible to mechanisms, and that
he wished to extend, in various degrees, to all living creatures, he classdesthe
phenomenon of life itself: “needful freedom”, the subjective experience of akenegn

a state of intermittent need and a hungering for sustenance and free in varioes degre

to how to sustain life through nutrients.

DNA to the Rescue of Aristotle and Jonas

In spite of the failure of Aristotle’s notion of species in the face of Daanini
evolution, Aristotelian biological thinking may in fact still have value forrsme the
philosophy of science, and ethics. If there is an essence to life as Jdaaseap
ontological difference which makes life something other than simply mesctham
motion reacting to environment, then this principle of life should be able to yield
definitions of the good life for humans and for all species in nature, giving us s-dya!’
at which to aim, a bull’'s-eye thought hopelessly irretrievable without pemarcé

species. According to Max Delbrtick, Nobel Laureate in Physiology or Medanine

30 These ideas run through many of Daniel Denneftbiks but are explained nicely in his bodkse
Intentional StanceDarwin’s Dangerous IdeaandFreedom Evolves
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1969:

If that committee in Stockholm, which has the unehle task each year of pointing out
the most creative scientists, had the liberty vfngj awards posthumously, | think they
should consider Aristotle for the discovery of greciple implied in DNA.... It is my
contention that Aristotle’s principle of the “unnmexl mover” originated with his
biological studies, and that it was grafted, froaneh first onto physics, then onto
astronomy, and finally onto his cosmological theglo

I should like to suggest, furthermore, that thesson for the lack of appreciation,
among scientists, of Aristotle’s schemes lie in loaving been blinded for 300 years by
the Newtonian view of the world. So much so, tratbody who held that the mover had
to be in contact with the moved and talked abouuamoved mover” collided with
Newton’s dictum: Action equals reaction. Any stagat in conflict with this axiom of
Newtonian dynamics could only appear to be muddimtsense, a leftover from a
benighted, prescientific past. And yet, “unmovealver” perfectly describes DNA: it

acts, creates form and development, and is notgetthim the proces%l

The claim is made here that Aristotle should be awarded the Nobel Prize for disgove
DNA, in principle if not specifics, more than two millennia ago. Watson and Crick's
achievement notwithstanding, we cannot fault Aristotle for using different amaohii
terminology. When Aristotle wrote of the soul of a living creature, he meant the
efficient, formal, and final causes taken together, or put differently, tvengnprinciple,

the idea taking shape(s), and the purpose(s) being actualized. Livingeseatia
member of a species, emerge from potentiality to actuality througbriineof soul

present. Delbriick, and the scientific community at large call this DNA, théetural
design or plan, previous to all environmental factors coming into play, which determines
what a living creature will become over time and exposure to its environment. But the
genetic structure that defines a living creature in terms of its cagsaeithat Aristotle
called the soul, is something in a state of flux over time according to the theory of

evolution. This variation over time is the process through which new varieties and

31 Delbriick (1971), page 55.
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variations of life emerge. The fact that species (no matter what teeacat division)
change over time, however, and that the DNA of an individual can be altered or damaged
does not change the fact that there is a function and form at work directieg evat
onward over the lifetime of the individual, even if this form is individuated and therefore
only highly similar to certain other creatures. Even if there is no absolute hoenyge

and permanence to species, each individual is formed by DNA and Aristotle notsced thi
and called it the soul. Each living being has a genetic code that determirtegho a
degree what it can or will become. Simply because it is something other than a
permanent form or design over time, within a species, does not change the fact that it
exists within the individual, as Watson and Crick demonstrated. So speaking of@ form
soul may simply be different terminology than genetic structure or DN#pI$3

because Aristotle was incorrect about the fact that the form or soul can arahaogs

over time within species, does not mean that he was incorrect about the existhigce of t
design, developed historically through evolution by natural selection, presenh@ livi
creatures and how important that may be for what constitutes the good hiarian

beings. There may in fact be good reason why Hans Jonas initiated this retarn to t

thought of Aristotle when so much of scientific thought proceeds othe&ike

concept that Hans Jonas used to explain the soul, the form of a living creature, jts DNA
the phenomenon of life, regardless of species is “needful freedom”, the striahdjfef

for continuance in the face of metabolic need and the degrees of freedom as to how to

achieve said sustenance.

32 The idiom of not throwing the baby out with teth water comes to mind here.
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The Phenomenon of Life among other things, Hans Jonas’s critique of

Descartes’ understanding of living creatures composeesaxtensansofar as the

Main fault, even absurdity, of the doctrine[s] laydenying organic reality its principal,
and most obvious characteristic, namely that iitatdin each individual instance a
striving of its own for existence and fulfillmemt; the fact of life’s willing itself. In

other words, the banishment of the old concepppgttion from the conceptual scheme
of the new physics, joined to the rationalisticrgpalism of the new theory of
consciousness, deprived the realm of life of i$ust in the scheme of things. Itis a
measure of the compelling motives behind this cptiog, far fetched as it was, that it
could hold its ground against the irrepressiblegaf our psychophysical experience,

every one of whose acts eloquently contradictsitradistic division33

If one can take Descartes’ reasoning seriously, the implication forra @xtensaall of

the material world and entities in it that take up space, including all loreegures other

than human consciousness, is that there is only the illusion of purposeful action. Of
course Descartes’ “compelling motives” were to save the special pltoe lofiman

being and human consciousness, through an argument which preserves our human “soul”
in the face of a world seemingly otherwise rigidly deterministic. \\Descartes’

dualism of mind and body is challenged under the weight of arguments over
psychophysical compatibility (among others), Jonas cannot help but admit that
“materialism is the real ontology of our world since the Renaissance, thenet®

dualism, i.e., to its residual estate, and with it must be our discourse. Only wilst 're

standpoint can there be a fruitful discourse anyway# His version of realism is an
attempt to account for the experience of life’s vicissitudes that cannot lzenexjbr
explained away by a reductive materialism, epiphenomenalism, or hard detgecmini

evolutionary biology. He does so by taking both materialism and Heidegger's

33 Jonas (2001), page 61.
34 lIbid, page 20.
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fundamental ontology seriously. Jonas criticizes a mindset of these cirdiea®in
general.

In the hue and cry over the indignity done to man&taphysical status in the doctrine of
his animal descent, it was overlooked that by #aestoken some dignity had been
restored to the realm of life as a whole. If masuhe relative of animals, then animals
were the relatives of man and in degrees beardhabfnwardness of which man, the

most advanced of their kin, is conscious in himgéf

What is at issue ithe Phenomenon of life a phenomenological understanding of what
it means to be alive as a human and, in the process, to recognize in various gradations, the
same principle of internal motivation and striving at all levels of life. h the

experience of human life as “needful freedom” that Jonas extrapolateeftheofjwhat

is higher in the lower forms from which the higher evolv@ Jonas understood that as
well as degrading humanity in terms of being of the same stock as alliwitinger
creatures, the theory of evolution could also be seen to re-elevate all livingesesnd
nature itself, back to the level of purposeful existence. He does this by perfaming
extrapolation of the human experience of striving, in order to show the same striving
pervading in nature. He attempted to rescue human beings and all of nature from
attempts made by philosophers and scientists to explain everything mechbyiske
firmly believed that a fully mechanistic account of life, which includedcmoant of the
internal lived experience of human consciousness or consciousness at any ledelptoul
be accomplished much as Thomas Nagel did in his article “What is it Like t@B&'a

(Nagel, 1974%" Perhaps more important, Jonas firmly believed that the very attempt to

35 Ibid, page 57.
36 Jonas (2001), page xv — in the Foreward by Lawr&foggel.
37 Nagel makes the case through the fascinatingeieaof the physiological sonar of a bat, that¢her
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do so was a danger to humanity and life itself insofar as it is a degradation ofttyumani
and nature itself. In like manner, Jonas faced a similar danger in tryingltiststalue

in what he saw as the nihilistic tendencies of the existential phenomenology of his

mentor, Martin Heidegge¥3

something that it is to be like a bat, that thimething is not the same as the mechanical sonar tha
humans build since we use but do not feel mechbsizear directly, and this something is real but no
realizable except to bats. In the same way theserizething that it is like to be a human, the sttbje
experience of being a human, it is real, anditdge or less the same for us all.

38 Interestingly, Jonas understood the theoryolution as an important predecessor in the cultura
milieu which led to Nietzsche’s nihilism, his copt®f the “will to power” as an escape from it, and
the general nihilistic tendencies which Jonaskatted to existentialism.
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CHAPTER 3
HANS JONAS'S PHILOSOPHICAL ANTHROPOLOGY

Jonas’s Ontological Distinction: Metabolism

According to Hans Jonas, there is an ontological distinction between awitecti
of matter that are alive and collections of matter that are not alive. Qoiledf matter
that are not alive have neither an idea/form/soul efficiently, formally,iaathyfcausing
them to be something different from moment to moment, according to a plan or design,
nor a motivation to act in a way as to bring this idea/form/soul to fruition. By arguing
this particular direction, Jonas is reverting to an Aristotelian way opirng life as
the result of evolutionary history. In H¥hysics Aristotle explains the four causes that
must be understood if one is to understand anything in a complete way. There is the
material cause, which is the compositional element(s) of that which is incqueshere
is the formal cause, which is the shape(s) taken with regard to the idea upheld by that
which is in question. There is the efficient cause, which is the moving principld in tha
which is in question. Finally, there is the “final cause” which is the purpose of that whi
is in question; “that for the sake of which something exists,” as Aristotle puts it

According to Aristotle, what makes a living creature different is the sbhigdhacomprises

the efficient, formal, and final causes of the living crea8%é principle can be brought

to matter from without but it requires the intervention of the artist. The artgisithe

39 Aristotle, in referring to the efficient cause oflald, says that “the father is the cause of thilt
This is certainly true insofar as, from Aristotlggerspective, it was the father’s seed that tratsstiné
form to the human child. More recently, of counse,know that both mother and father transmit the
“form” or genetic material to the human child. Tihgportant thing to note is not Aristotle’s sexibuit
that the genetic material continues to be an efficcause morphologically allowing actualization of
potential to take place over the development otthilel into adulthood. In a sense then parentébeg
the process, the genetic material continues theegsowith the help of parental/environmental
nurturing.
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initial and progressing changes, the shape(s), and the purpose to a pile ofsaday, as
artist sculpts a bust. A pile of clay cannot sculpt itself much less have mucjtlohgn

to do with the artist's project. The principle of becoming exists outside the&l&aying
creature, however, is driven toward its own survival. Aristotle was incotveat ¢he

nature of species being fixed as is made clear by the theory of evolution. Sloecies
change over time (which as we have seen, calls into question the very notiones apeci
concepts in any sense other than a nominal or practical sense). New speciesies vari
come into existence when novelty arises due to enough stresses from the envjronment
mutations from that environment, novelty of sexual pairing (if in fact the species
guestion does so), or some combination of the three. This does not change the fact that
Aristotle was correct about certain things, namely that living things &dakesign that

determines to a significant extent what each individual will become. As Agistated,

Since, ‘nature’, has two senses, the form and thiéem we must investigate its objects as
we would the essence of snubness. That is, suudsthre neither independent of matter
nor can they be defined in terms of matter only. ut.iB.. art imitates nature, and it is
part of the same discipline to know the form arelatter up to a point (e.g. the doctor
has a knowledge of health and also of bile andgwhjén which health is realized, and

the builder both of the form of the house and efrtatter, namely that it is bricks and
beams and so forth): if this is so, it would bet pdiphysics also to know nature in both

senseéo

In spite of the flaws of Aristotelian biology, there are things about Alestovay of

thinking, which according to Jonas are indispensable in terms of their meaning and which
allow Jonas the linchpin in the argument about life's distinction. Jonas reverts to a more
Aristotelian biology because there is something common to all living cesattiner than

the fact that living things are composed of matter, and this matter obeys v

40 Hardie and Gaye (2001), page 239.
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Even if species change over time, there is something that guides, to aangmktent,

the course of any life. It is the modern concept of DNA and most recently theetimmpl

of the mapping of the human genome that explains this about human beings. In fact, if
there is a definable human genome, then there has to be “something that it is like to be a
human being” as would be the case for all species of living creatures, everoiilit is
relatively stable. The blueprint which exists in any and every livingunee& that

which projects its course of becoming what it will, in a particular way. aiddyta

human child needs years of substantial nurturing to grow and develop but the principle
guiding this growth and development, is an internal design and the working out of a plan:
genetics.

What Jonas asked the philosophical and scientific communities to consider is a
monism that can recognize the distinction between living things comprised ef amtt
opposed to “dead” matter. While life proceeds, life is not fully reducible to gr full
explainable by its material substrate and “to reduce life to the lifles¢hing else than

to resolve the particular into the general, the complex into the simple, and therdppar

exception into the accepted ruftl"What makes collections of living matter different
from collections of dead matter or individual atoms is “identity in differenoaugh the

exchange of matter within the living form. According to Jonas,

The material particle, identifiable in its spacei position, is simply what it is,
immediately identical with itself without need tamtain that self-identity as an act of its
existence. The identity of its Now is simply thapy logical one of A = A, its duration

is mere remaining it is successively “identical”’ fxy other principle than that of the
continuity of the dimensions — space and time whith “its” states take place. It is this
one and not that one, because this is now her¢hahdow there; it “remains” this, that is
to say, is “the same” at a different (later) paihspace-time, because from its present to

41 Jonas (2001), page 11.
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its new position there leads the continuous sequehall intermediate positions which

as it were hand it on from one to the next, withexr letting it outside their bond. ...In
purely physical description, no more than contiraiptesence in the continuum is
assumed (but no less can be assumed) for the “smsieof an entity; and thus, on
physical terms alone, there is only this exterdahtity conferred in discrete units
(particles or fields) by thprincipia individuationis(space and time), or, equivalently, by
the totality of the physical universe defining thegliace: in either case a matter of external

referencé1r2

In addition,

Concerning the single particle, then, the traceatdady presence in the continuum is the
sole operational meaning of “identity,” and theced “path” is its complete verification:
no obvious claim to an internal principle of idéntisuch as retentive historicity or
protentive urge for “self’-perpetuation, issuesnfrids manner of inert permanence. And
lacking any suggestion ofthreatto its existing, the imputation of conative inwaeds

to its enduring seems gratuitoﬂlg’.

The existence of a solitary particle is a purely externalized egsstelts identity
is its pervasion over time in a path traveled through space. According to Jonas, there is
no reason to indicate that these particles have any inwardness and “no wemgnot e
applying the concept of identity at all; and there would be none unless we endow the

elemental with an inwardness which by a kind of memory would bridge the discontinuity

of actual event44 Alfred North Whitehead, a renowned scientist and philosopher of
science dealing with many of the same issues as Jonas, posited the exisieward
experience and teleological existence to particles whereby paréicd considered as
organisms. He did this likely as a response to the Heisenberg UncertamnciplBythe
discovery in particle physics that ontologically, for any given partickepbsition and

velocity of said particle cannot be simultaneously know as measurement of one or the

42 Jonas (2001), pages 81-82.
43 Ibid, page 82, note 14.
44 |bid, page 81.
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other affects significantly the measurement of the other. This must havaeddica
Whitehead the intentionality or willfulness of the particle. According to Jdhiss

transferring of the category of identity to particles is a mer@apatation based on the
capacity to trace the path of the same particle in space over a period. @uichea

transfer of creativity, down to the particle level, cannot account for the phenamena

death (the end of life) and evil (that which is counter to our conception of the good life).

If all matter is conscious coming to pass of purposeful action, then life is neediffe

than death. Particles may exist for a time in living creatures and atiotksrthey may

not. Yet at any given time, no matter what collection of particles compsggghysical

being, | have concerns about any number of things, including death and evil. In human
experience, death matters extraordinarily. We plan our lives around avoiding the
inevitable as long as possible and when that is not the case we plan according to making
the time we have count in terms of the creation of a life we can call good. Oftagh,thou
there is the combination of both: we consider the quantity and quality of life. Acgordi

to Jonas, what Whitehead'’s process philosophy cannot account for is what Heidegger
called our “being towards death,” the anxiety one feels as a mattaliaing the

possibility of no longer being in the world and no longer having the time for authentic
creativity of one’s life. It also cannot account for our experience of evih&het

connected to death or not. Particles do not care or do not seem to care, yet as a person |
do, so there are either parts me as an organism which are at odds with me as a whole, or
my existence as an integrated whole makes me something substantrallharothe

sum of my individual parts. Whitehead seems to have chosen the former, Jonas the latter
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stance. Whitehead avoids Jonas's duality in matter but Jonas adequately exgigins m
more phenomena. Life teems with existence based in striving and espediadiyhmher
levels of complexity, the anxiety associated with failed strivingsistgiput on hold,
striving interfered with, etc. According to Jonas, in Whitehead'’s universe, “tpe dee
anxiety of biological existence has no place in the magnificent scheme. hé&dt{en

this respect like Hegel, has written in his metaphysics a story of ingliyssecured
success: all becoming is self-realization, each event is itself etar(pk it would not be

actual), each perishing is a seal on the fact of completion achieved. ‘Death s

sting?™42 In Jonas’s understanding, the existence of a particle as an identity is its
continuation in motion through space over time. The particle is not striving to become
something other than what it is, it resides and moves unchanged, and is made nothing
beside itself in its travels, except, perhaps, if one takes into account fissiomor fus
reactions. A similar case can be made about all material objects but asolaegee
collections of particles.

A material object is a

Distributive identity, then, which accordingly i8 that accrues to complex bodies, to
aggregates, is represented by the “bundle” of iddiad “paths,” running as it were in
juxtaposition and presenting the same patternootirtuous variations of it, in
succeeding cross-sections of time — which theysdiorg as they run, more or less,
“parallel.” The identity of a material object isuhthe collection of the identities of all its

simultaneous member units while they travel togetiwugh space-tim@.6

An object pervades over time insofar as it is the collection of particleditrg@¥ogether

in a cohesive unit. The fact that they are a cohesive unit and hold together does not imply

45 1bid, page 96.
46 Jonas (1974), page 189.
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anything about their striving. A rock does not strive. It is a collection atjesthat
pervades over time cohesively bound together. The rock is not so cohesively bound that
it cannot be divided. When divided, it is simply two rocks of different shapes and smaller
sizes but they are still rocks. The motions of the particles involved have been divided;
their paths diverge. The important thing is that the rock doesn’t need to do angthing t
continue being a rock and it will continue being a rock (or a collection of rocks, if

divided). As Jonas said, “in the realm of the lifeless, form is no more than a apangin

composite state, an accident, of enduring maftér/: living creature, likewise divided,
is not likely to be so fortunateshich is an indication of the living creature as an
integrated whole.

In a rare and beautiful thought experiment, Jonas explains the differenesibetw
inert matter (such as that which composes a rock) and a living organism irotdhmas
view of a divine mathematician and whether such a removed analytical entiy coul
understand much less create the world that we know and in which we live. Considering

the organism, regardless of what organism, Jonas states that

As a physical body the organism will exhibit thensageneral features as do other
aggregates; a void mostly, crisscrossed by the gggrof forces that emanate from the
insular foci of local elementary being. But spégigings-on will be discernible, both
inside and outside of its so-called boundary, whidlhrender its phenomenal unity still
more problematical than that of ordinary bodiesl a1l efface almost entirely its
material entity through time. | refer to itsetabolismits exchange of matter with the
surroundings. In this remarkable mode of being,rttaterial parts of which the organism
consists at a given instant are to the penetrafirsgrver only temporary, passing
contents whose joint material identity does notcimie with the identity of the whole
which they enter and leave, and which sustainavits identity by the very act of foreign
matter passing through its spatial system, thadiform. It is never the same materially
and yet persists as its same dajfnot remaining the same matter. Once it really
becomes the same with the sameness of its materiggnts — if any two “time slices” of
it become, as to their individual contents, ideadtivith each other and with the slices

47 Jonas (2001), page 80.
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between them — it ceases to live; it dies (or bexodormant as do certain seeds and

spores whose life stops, to be resumed under apqima)|xronditions)‘.18

Juxtaposed with this concept of a material object, like a rock, in which form isgothi
more than the collection of its matter at any given time over the course pfgithe
living organism, in which the composition of matter is never exactly the same at t
different times while an identity remains. The form of the organism over i@ i
“identity in difference” through the process of metabolism. Any living creatarthe
process of living, requires sustenance or fuel to continue its very existesgela The
perseverance of its form, as determined by its genetic structure, demaindakb of
new matter to be synthesized by the body’s processes. This is just as truadt@-a s
celled organism such as a bacterium as it is for a huge conglomerateo\gpes of
cells comprising organ systems, which work together, like a human being. Althoug
different varieties of organisms take sustenance in various ways, wimajLisstionably
certain is that sustenance must be taken and there is striving for saidrstestena
otherwise organisms die. The form of any living creature is inseparably bound to the
material substrate from which it is comprised. This form, if it is to be ssittesd
continue, must continuously overturn itself in terms of the actual particles ci v

comprised through metabolism; “it stands in a dialectical relationshipeuffuie

freedom' to matter49 An element of the form, the soul, or the genetic structure of any
and all living creatures is the capacity for and the necessity of metabolise word

metabolism is derived from the Greek woM¢étapoiicpuog” — "Metabolismos,” which

48 Ibid, pages 75-76.
49 Ibid, page 80.
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means to change or overthrow. This translation of the Greek word is instructifag ins

as the organism is overthrowing itself in the process of becoming its@lf g insofar

as itis renewed. In order for an organism to continue the process of living it must
constantly overturn itself, or part of itself, in order to continue being itself. $ thie
through a successful economy of the body entailing: (1) the consumption of sustenance,
(2) the exchange of this sustenance in the body though digestion, (3) the distribution of

sustaining nutrients throughout the body and (4) the production of energy througltr cellula

absorption and waste products remaind®@@he organism must become something
other than itself by consuming something outside itself and integrating et is
consumed into itself through digesting that which is other to it. This dialeptmeéss,
Jonas calls “needful freedom” insofar as the organism needs the sustenaindcakibsit
from its environment in order to continue living but it is free in its various caggciti
(capacities based on what type of creature it is) as to what willysiatsfd how exactly

this satisfaction will be met out. Jonas’s argument is that

Freedom, which in the traditional dualistic condepif either Descartes or Kant
belongs to thees cogitansr to thenoumenalworld of the pure reason respectively,
actually has its very basis in organic life. Thet$ of life itself, thus, constitute an
ontological refutation of dualism as a misleadibgteaction from organic reality. The
epistemological direction of Jonas’s theory of rhetsm goes from freedom to
metabolism, i.e., we understand metabolism in a@ensomprehensive and deeper way
than science or the divine mathematician, simplyhenbasis of our own human

experience of freedomd

50 Any similarity between this description and Kdarx’s description of political economy in
Grundrisseis purely intentional on my part. Jonas refera tife as a balance sheetlihe Phenomenon
of Lifeon page 107. He unfortunately does not fully eitghis analogy. A living being, its process as
an integrated set of systems, and its self-motivpteservation can be understood metaphorically as
balance sheet and this demands an economy of thedmal the cost benefit analysis of actions taken
over a lifetime as preservative or destructive.

51 Wolters (2001), pages 92-93.
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Living beings need sustenance and in various degrees through various capacities
are free to take sustenance and continue living. The understanding of “needfoihfte
is clear and distinct experience of life lived based on the internal composition of the
human body, the suffering we undergo when we hunger, and the satisfaction we receive
when we have eaten. In the varieties of living creatures, this experiencsedfl
freedom” is a greater and greater extrapolation of human experientaiiiee one
moves away from creatures that are genetically similar to human beingbadibe
foundation of life, what makes organisms different from the matter exterioeno i
metabolism, the internal drive of the organism to meet its own needs and preserve its
integrity. Jonas explains the difference using the comparison of metahoksnorganic
body to the fueling of a car. The car can run out of fuel and at any time in theitfuture
can be refueled and it will run again. The organism is especially “needful” inrtbe sk
being completely tied to a temporal existence where it will at some: tiixee no longer
be capable of being reinvigorated by sustenance and will be dead. Also, and even more
importantly, the car requires gasoline as fuel as we require food but the gdselsneot

become integrated into the car as part of it. The food we eat literally bequart of us,

s0, “metabolism is more than a method of power genera®nt’is the process by
which a living creature continues living.

In another analogy, Jonas compares the body of an antique ship to a living
organism. The ship may require significant replacement of its parts over jpelood of

service. The body of the organism requires constant overturning of its parts through

52 Jonas (2001), note 13, page 76.
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metabolism, absorption of nutrients, cell repair, cell division, and cell death. The ship
may have to be repaired significantly, never being comprised of exactlyntiee sa
collection of wooden parts. In like manner, from one time to another, the living ereatur
is never exactly what it was previously, in terms of its constituent maisean antique,

all that may remain of a battle-tested ship is the original shape but none agihal or
wood. Over a significant period of time, the living organism may completely overturn
the collection of particles that constitute its body. According to Jonas, tleeieuar
differences between the ship and the organism. First, the ship is changed through the
willful actions of human beings who are interested in its preservation. The onganis
responsible for its own process of replacement of parts. This process issuis from
internal self-management through DNA and, given the capacities of the organism
guestion, its capacity to act on these demands for sustenance. The organisnmis its ow
efficient cause of motion toward reparation of itself. Secondly, the ship ordg nee
repairing if it is in fact damaged in some way. The organism is in constant need of
sustenance, an exchange of some of its parts, necessarily. The orgaespunsible

for the overturning of its own material cause. Thirdly, the ship is only the same ship,
through the change of its parts, due to the “continuity of memory and tradition in those

who accord it, the identity [of the ship] is the function of another identity, namaly, th

established in memory, individual and sociBThe form of the organism is maintained,
insofar as it is successful in its striving for sustenance, by the action®dfAtsits

integrated cells and organ systems, through the constant overturning of rialrpatés.

53 Jonas (1974), page 193.
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The organism maintains its own formal cause over the course of its life. ,lthsthepair

of the ship is indicative of the same purpose germane to those who find it valuable to
preserve it, in a way similar to those who found purpose in building it. The organism is
the source of its own striving and purposeful existence, not necessarily just for the
preservation of its kind, as is thought by some, but according to Jonas, out of a striving
for itself as worthwhile and good. So while the organism is the source of its own final

cause, “we cannot credit the ship itself with any such teleology: in Aristotelrms, it is

not an ‘entelechy.®4

From the analogy of the engineTihe Phenomenon of Ljfand the analogy of the
ship in “Biological Foundations of Individuality,” Jonas draws a rigid boundary around
living organisms, showing that living beings are ontologically differemhfodther

collections of matter which are not self-driven. Living things have a wholertesks w

Is actively self-integrating: form is not the radolit the cause of the material collections
in which it successively exists. Here, unity i-smifying by means of ever-changing
multiplicity. Sameness is continuous self-renetliedugh process, borne on the stream
of continual otherness. It is this active selegmation of life that first provides the
ontological, as opposed to the merely phenomencddgioncept of the individual or

subject. 55

Metabolism is the ontological foundation of life as purposeful and intentional damgor

to Jonas. ImThe Phenomenon of Ljf@onas draws the conclusion that God could not be a
divine mathematician. Not being a physical being, the divine mathematician ofsJonas’
thought experiment could only see the fueling side of metabolism but never the need of

such sustenance, the feeling of pleasure and invigoration of consuming sustenance, much

54 Ibid, page 194.
55 Jonas (1996), pages 65-66.
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less the pain of starving to death. It is this existential awareness okoueuous

position as living creatures in need of sustenance that leads Jonas to call hunsan being
and all living creatures “needful.” We cannot change the fact that we must edeiiriar

life to continue. We, as humans, have enormous degrees of freedom with regard to how
this most basic of needs is met, due to our other wondrous capacities. In this way, Jonas
is employing the Aristotelian notion of the “nutritive soul” which is, according t

Aristotle:

The most primitive and widely distributed powersolul, being indeed that one in virtue
of which all are said to have life. The acts inehhit manifests itself are reproduction
and the use of food — reproduction, | say, becfarsany living thing that has reached its
normal development and which is unmutilated, andsehmode of generation is not
spontaneous, the most natural act is the produofianother like itself, an animal
producing an animal, a plant a plant, in order #zatar as its nature allows, it may

partake in the eternal and diviné

Whether we call this nutritive power an element of the soul or a part of genettargtyuc
Aristotle and Jonas were correct. Metabolism of some type is common to all living
beings. It is the ontological distinction whereby living creatures atvaldere
something other than the matter of which they are made; matter whids ftig&inst its

own demise. Living creatures in general and human beings in particular

Are individuals whose being is their own doing (dhds, in a sense, their task); entities,
in other words, that are delivered up to their gdor their being, so that their being is
committed to them, and they are committed to keepmthis being by ever renewed act
of it. Entities, therefore, which in their beingeaxposed to the alternative of not-being
as potentially imminent, and achieve being in amsaéhis constant imminence; entities,
therefore, that are temporal in their innermostirgtthat have being only by
everbecoming, with each new moment posing a nave isstheir history; whosiglentity
over time is thus, not the inert one of a permasabstratum, but the self-created one of
continuous performance; entities, finally, whai#erencefrom theother, from the rest

of things, is not adventitious and indifferent bemn, but a dynamic attribute of their
being, in that the tension of this difference is ery medium of each one's maintaining

56 Smith, J. A. (2001), page 561.
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itself in its selfhood by standing off the othedastommuning with it at the same tird.

The essence of a human being as a living creature and distinct from inertisnétat of

a constant self-driven, self-creative process whereby individuation oaturscause of
simple separation of collections of cohesive particles but due to the process of dgntinua
reaffirming one's existence by actively taking part in the preservat that existence.

The basic drive of a living creature is to stay alive. In order to stsg; #he living

creature must exert itself according to its capacities to achietemanse. The crux of

the matter, in terms of achieving sustenance is driven by time, the time antd eff

required to achieve that sustenance. If too much time elapses between instances of
attaining sustenance, then life expires.

Jonas diverges from Aristotle at an important moment. Aristotle was maleing t
case that all living creatures live and reproduce in an attempt to padicighe eternal
rationality of the universe. Jonas is not willing to go that far with the nature of the
universe or at least not in Aristotle's direction. If the “Big Bang Theisrgbrrect then

reason in the universe is likely an illusion, an accident, or a God acting in a way

significantly different that Aristotle's GoeB Aristotle’s concept of teleology is
ultimately involved in a cosmic teleology where everything in nature tbaeshas
some capacity to participate in the eternal reasoning of the uni@seas Leon Kass

has remarked of Aristotle, in agreement with Max Delbriick (see above),

57 Jonas (1974), page 187.

58 Jonas does develop a cosmogony and a cosmaldig last chapter dthe Phenomenon of Lifehich
he expands upon iortality and Morality: A Search for the Good afteuschwitzhat could
accommodate “Big Bang Theory” and a concept of Gfamhe is willing to make the metaphysical
journeys that he admits to and that he takes.

59 This is true of many interpretations of Aristéahcluding that of St. Thomas Aquinas.
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These notions of external teleology, and of deaiggh conscious purposive planning, are
all secondary notions. The primary home of telgigal thought is thinternal and
immanenfpurposiveness of individual organisms, in theimayation, their structure, their
activities. It was almost certainly his viewinggtactivities of living things in and for
themselves that called forth Aristotle’s view ofur@ as directed toward ends, and which
led him to consider the “that for the sake of whiak an indispensable part of an

understanding of natural phenome@wg.

According to Kass and Delbriick, Aristotle likely extrapolated about nature and the
universe in general, based on his observations of living creatures growing and developing
according to a plan or program, and doing so coextensively with other creatures.

Aristotle likely used this variety of teleological analysis, the ‘fimé or “immanent”

teleology of organisms as a model for his cosmic teledib@plin Pittendrigh first

recognized the usefulness of a separate term for programmed development: the
“teleonomic” processes of living creatures or “teleonomy” (Pittendrigh, 1988) as

Ernst Mayr has pointed out,

Pittendrigh has introduced the concept “teleondnais,a descriptive term for all end-
directed systems, “not committed to Aristotelialeddogy.” This negative definition not
only places the entire burden on the word “systéf’it makes no clear distinction
between the two teleologies of Aristotle. It woskEem useful to rigidly restrict the term
teleonomic to systems operating on the basis obgram of coded information.

...Such a clear-cut separation of teleonomy, whichdrmaanalyzable
physiochemical basis, from teleology, which deatserbroadly with the overall
harmony of the organic world, is most useful beeahgse two entirely different
phenomena have so often been confused with eaeh oth

The development or behavior of an individual isgmseful, natural selection is
definitely not®?

Various biologists and philosophers of science have recognized this biological

conception of teleology operating in the works of Aristotle and its worth for modern

60 Kass (1978), page 99.

61 For areview of the work on Aristotle and timterpretation of Aristotle as asserting cosmied&gy
as an extrapolation of teleology in living creajreee the works of Allan Gotthelf (Gotthelf, 1976)
Martha Nussbaum (Nussbaum, 1978), and Richard f¢®atrabji, 1980).

62 Mayr (1965), page 42.
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biology and the theory of evolution, by establishing the term “teleonomy” to diffatent
the development of a living creature according to a plan or program, although #&s use i
still contested® Even though Jonas leaves open the question of the participation of
organisms in cosmic rational teleology, Jonas employs the Aristotelian caficept
“internal teleology” or “immanent teleology,” to describe what it maarse alive. As
David Levy has remarked, “Jonas redeems the essential truth embodied in the
Aristotelian view. What is restored is not a universe of unchanging essecssac
forms, each qualitatively different from the other, but a view of relativetaonies and
intrinsically necessary conditions of survival that is consonant with the modentifec
conception of nature® Jonas did not use this alternate terminology “teleonomyhia
Phenomenon of Lifer afterward® Given that he explained living creatures as
teleological beings, | shall continue to refer to the teleonomic processtsax i
teleological or expressions of internal or immanent teleology.

As humans we experience our own teleological behavior directly and then we
extrapolate through observation about living things in general. Jonas is making the case
that purposive action emanating from purposive beings in nature emerges vatlt bife
the complexity of arrangements of matter; with life evolves purpose and purposeful

activity but in a special sense. Rather than perfect reasoning drawing asdftovitself

63 For arguments over the validity and use oft¢hm “teleonomy” see the work of Colin Pittendriph
(Pittendriph, 1958), Grace A. deLaguna (deLaguB&?2), Ernst Mayr (Mayr, 1965 and 1974), and
Ernst Nagel (Nagel 1977).

64 Levy (2002), pages 57-58.

65 InThe Phenomenon of Liienas likely made no use of the term "teleonomyaose authoritative use
of the term was being discussed late in the proakaad after the publication of his work — althbug
there is no evidence one way or the other thatesvlof the usage of the term “teleonomy”. With
regards to Jonas'’s work after the publicatiolo¢ Phenomenon of Ljfi is not clear why he never
embraced the term, if in fact he knew of it.
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in terms of our capacities being actualized, living beings operatedangd®o an

internally teleological program emanating from DNA. The question has beahlaske
Strachan Donnelly (Donnelly 2001, 2002) about whether or not Jonas evades cosmic
teleology. Some passagesline Phenomenon of Litespecially its last chapter) can be
understood as indicating at least the possibility of organisms doing Godly work. The
more important question is whether he wanted to do so. | will respond to this matter in
the Sixth chapter at length but as his philosophical biology allows for but does not
demand a cosmogony — one Jonas provides brieflhéPhenomenon of Liad more
extensively inMortality and Morality: A Search for the Good after Auschwitwe may
leave this question for now. Irreducible to the simple interaction of theiritmmit
particles, Jonas explains all living things as projections of an internal desigleaan i
informing matter as to how the life in question may progress in terms oftyemat
development; a projection with a well-defined trajectory in the puzzle of the ever-
unfolding history of evolution. Biologists call the sciences involved genetics and
morphology; genetics being the study of organic heredity and its methods of
transmission, morphology being the study of the growth and shape that livinge&seatur
achieve over the course of a lifetime. If Jonas is correct, the ontologitattion of
“needful freedom” has its foundation and most common element in metabolism. By
extension, organisms are purposeful and intentional beings whose nature it isrioeconti
existing through the process of consumption whereby the self is continuallytreteds
But as stated above, there is a duality of drives at work, one that Jonas wasragtempt

defend against reductionism, the duality of germ cells and somatic organism.
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Living creatures, according to Jonas are intentional beings and therefoedcstri
stay alive as individuals in addition to being carriers of the genetic pogssbibt the
next generation. Jonas’s attempt at reviving a teleological conceptioraoisong was
to defend the value of life against those who denigrate life through a completely
mechanistic account. The value of the individual organism, as it strives towaraits ow
continuation is to balance out the notion of the individual organism as nothing more than
part of the environment for genetic material: part of the blind mechanistid rofarc
evolutionary history. Metabolism at every level of life, for Jonas, is the evideniois of t
striving in the individual organism. But certainly, this basic drive is not the only basic
drive we experience as human beings or that we can recognize in other pahges.
Leon Kass has remarked of the incompleteness of Jonas’s philosophical bigtogy w

regard to reproduction. Kass relates that

| had occasion to present this difficulty to Hainsperson. After pondering the matter in
silence for a brief time, he commented that this tt& most serious and powerful
objection anyone had yet raised against his accddatexplained the omission in two
ways. First, reproduction and sociality are ndispensable functions of life for an
individual animal qua living thing; a sterile orlibate being, and even the last member of
his species living on a deserted island, is nohessesery much alive. ...But Jonas's
second reason was more important. | paraphrasenWivas writing this book | was

still too much in the grip of the teachings of Hegder and his view of life as (mainly) a
lonely project over-against-death. Were he to réevthe book, he said, he would make

the necessary qualifications and correctiBfs.

The problem it presents for Jonas’s philosophical biology is that it leaves the daoality

important to defending organism against reduction unexplored in any complete way a

phenomenon of lived experien€é.Jonas recognized the importance of this duality of

66 Kass (1995), page 9.
67 It should be noted here that Jonas does mékenee to reproduction as a “genuine dimensiatsof
own that has its own foundation as irreduciblehas ¢f self-interest” ifPhilosophical Essays: From
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germ and soma but left elements of the Aristotelian soul unexplored, under the sway of
Heidegger or not.

If, as seems to be the case, Jonas was following an Aristotelian conceptien of lif
as purposefully driven, then another expression of purpose at work, as driven from

within, is that of reproduction. As Aristotle relates, “nutrition and reproductiodwse

to one and the same psychic pow@8.50 within the Aristotelian conception of life, the
nutritive capacity drives all organisms in terms of nutrition, growth, and reproduction.
The first two are undertaken for the purpose of maintaining the life of the individual in
guestion, the last for the preservation of like members of its kind. Even without an
essentialist account of species, this is true. All living creatures regradeatures like
themselves. Some organisms reproduce asexually and some reproduce sexually. The
point is that all life forms have this second basic element that Aristotlgpmeded into
the nutritive soul, an element that ought to have been accounted for under Jonas’s
concept of “needful freedom.” This omission was to the detriment of his arguniém in
Phenomenon of Lifand to the detriment of his philosophical anthropology as a
foundation for his ethics as statedTine Imperative of Responsibilityonas himself

admitted to this missing link in his philosophical biology to Leon K33#e truth of the

Ancient Creed to technological MarThis is, however, an application of the thoughthe study of
enomomics and what the study of economics doeslamald entail, in much the same way that he uses
the thought about reproduction and family life ks toundation of his ethics of responsibilityTihe
Imperative of Responsibility

68 Smith (2001), pages 562-563.

69 Leon Kass explains in his article “Appreciatthg Phenomenon of Life”, how a student of his, Jeff
Weiss, brought up this criticism of Jonas’s bddle Imperative of Responsibility a class. Kass then
relates a conversation that he pursued with Jaras snonths later on the topic. Kass explains that
after some time for consideration, Jonas statedwias the greatest criticism leveled against hikto
date. After further consideration, Jonas deferfdsgbosition that a living creature does not need t
reproduce once it is alive in order to be considetéve. But then, admitting the problem, he ekmd
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matter is that one does not need to reproduce in order to be considered alive or healthy
(although it has been shown that women have less proclivity for breast cahegr if t
reproduce and that men who are sexually active are less likely to have prastss.
But given the fact that reproduction is a capacity within all living creafuyarring injury
or malformation, reproduction is a factor that needs explanation, one that Jonas did not
provide us due to oversight and later a seeming unwillingness to reFivete
Phenomenon dfife.

The ontological foundation upon which Jonas builds his philosophical
anthropology of “needful freedom” is metabolism. Metabolism involves differeioinact
for different types of living creatures but generally it means thaisliédout consumption
and integration of that which is consumed into the body. Living creatures are self-
integrating projections of themselves into a future that is always ummceni thus
perilous because the degrees of freedom the life form possesses (and thagelsjy w
are always directed by need, the need to consume. Jonas distinguishes, as didstotl
between the existence of plants, animals, and human beings, plants having only the
capacity to take nutrients and reproduce, animals and humans having much more. In
terms of an understanding of humanity, the intentional stance of the human being has a
biological foundation in hunger. If, as Heidegger explained, the essence of being human
(Dasein is temporality, then Jonas has answered Heidegger’s fundamental ontology with
an explanation of human lived experience as experience mediated through a body with

distinct capacities. Certainly our awareness of ourselves is of immemeatgr depth

his own view at the time of writing the severalaasthat comprise the book, as overwhelmingly
influenced by Heidegger — the consideration ofitigiividual confronted with the reality of mortality
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than just hunger but Jonas’s ontology of life takes into account the human capacities
insofar as some of those capacities are shared by all living beings. Jondaimental
ontology is therefore more complete and robust in terms of explaining life irafjase
well as human life.

Jonas’s employment of the Aristotelian categorization of the soul of the human
being, in all of its capacities, yields fundamental insights into nature aindrall
creatures, including ourselves. The first of these insights is thaeal biriven
purposefully from within by a plan, the genetic blueprint. Second, as a livingrereatu
any particular living creature must secure sustenance in order to continge last,
with regard to metabolism as the foundation of life, given that this nutritive ibasac
uniform to all life, a vision of the good life for all living creatures is projectechfthe
living creature itself, through its genetics and what the genes demandirfor the
preservation both in the individual and as part of a line of descent. Jonas’s ontology of
life is his philosophical anthropology; only with an understanding of what it means to be
alive can we understand ourselves as a specific type of living creature, anclguais a
type of being (perhaps the only type of being) capable of reflecting pwéfen fact
interpret all of life in a particular way, with regard to similartyourselves as human

beings.

Mediation and the Great Divide
Metabolism is that capacity which all living things possess. This necessary

process of constant self-replenishment and replacement, such that life isaatconst
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process of transcendence (identity in difference) makes human beings d#tesaliving
creatures according to Jonas, despite our other immense differences frotypethef
creatures. Agreeing with Aristotle, Jonas finds that the nutritive dgps@ll that there

is to the life of a plant. Clearly, that is only half an understanding of the nusdiue

the rest being reproduction. Again, this is a particularly troubling omission ongonas’
part given the nature of his ethical theory but one that | will address in Chapten6 be
Nonetheless in terms of the metabolic capacity, the plant metabolizes through
photosynthesis and the absorption of nutrients through its root system. In photosynthesis,
plants use sunlight to change carbon dioxide from the atmosphere into sugars. The
various components of the plant are composed of these sugars. The soil in which plants
grow, supplies them with water and important nutrients. As a certain typenof i

creature, plants have no use or need for other capacities. The greatdwplant-life is

being wedded to the environment. Through the root system, plants are

Exploiting the inherent advantages of a photosgittiregy organism. Possessing them,
the plant is relieved of the necessity (as it daleprived of the possibility) of movement
through their continuous contact with the sourceugply, the organism-environment
relation functions automatically and no further aggtus for adaptation to short-term
change is necessary. Here we have immediacy geadhby constant contiguity

between the organs of intake and the external pr(BI

Movement on the part of plants is limited to growth and the reaching involved, over time,
to get to the sunlight. No other is needed as even reproduction is carried on and through
a supportive environment where other living creatures aid in pollination, indicating that
animals and plants evolved together side by side as evolutionary variationslifélant

completely wedded to its environment and it is debatable whether Jonas is correct i

70 Jonas (2001), page 103.
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calling plants living individuals given that when they are truly individuated or made
separate from their environment, namely a supportive soil with moisture, they ar
extremely likely to die unless re-wedded to the soil. Plants have no gap to bridge

between themselves and their environment, as their

Condition is an environment contiguous with theamigm: in this stage environment is

nothing but the immediate surroundings with whiech themical interchanges of

metabolism take place. This situation of materaaitiguity means also continuity in the

process of exchange and thus immediacy of satisfaconcurrent with the permanent

organic need. In this condition of continuous fagdhere is no room for desire. Need

passes of itself over into satisfaction by the dyezperation of the metabolic

dynamics71
Plants are organisms tied to a particular place over time, inextricgtilye lemands of
metabolism, demands satisfied in and through the environment with little or no control of
the environment. Despite the immediacy of plants to the environment, plants are

biological individuals because a striving can be interpreted, if not directty isgglant

growth./2 In addition, the newer biological investigations of “plant perception” may
provide physiological information that requires a changed conception about plants and
their capacities from the traditional Aristotelian conception. In Jonas'srielogy

while plant-life is certainly “needful” and its life is a process of tamistranscending of

the individual organism, it is difficult, and perhaps a significant (if not exagss

extrapolation, to see how it is free, being so wedded to its environment. Jonas’s

71 lbid, page 102.

72 | have recollections both distant and recemhpfown amazement at trees along Interstate 295csatw
Baltimore and the District of Columbia and the gtowatterns that they achieved through multiple
years of pruning by the local electric company Witiges to keep the power lines clear of interfesen
The trees actually grew around the power linesiénshape of the letter “C”. This, of course, ttiud
cooperative effort of local authorities preventthg wanton removal of the trees by the power compan
and the effort of the company to keep the treagalWhat it might show also is the striving towénd
sunlight of the trees in the face of pruning. $amstriving can be seen in any vine that grows up
against the side of a building rather than beingp$ ground cover.
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perspective is that in all life, “there is inwardness or subjectivity involveuisn t

transcendence, imbuing all the encounters occasioned in its horizon with the @fuality

felt selfhood, however faint its voicé3 In plants, this voice seems extraordinarily faint.
Nonetheless, from Jonas's perspective, plants are living beings with the noajitaaty,
nothing more but more importantly, nothing less.

Human beings are metabolically driven organisms but, similar to the anineal
achieve our sustenance and live significantly differently than plants do. Following

Avristotle, Jonas state that

Three characteristics distinguish animal from pldat motility, perception, emotion.
The necessary connection of locomotion with peiioegs obvious and has been noted
already by Aristotle; that with emotion calls fdoger scrutiny, which will show that all
three manifest a common principle.

The emergence of perception and motility opens jpmthapter in the history
of freedom that began with organic being as suchveas adumbrated in the primeval
restlessness of metabolizing substance. Theirgssiye elaboration in evolution means

increasing disclosure of world and increasing irdiiation of selfl4
With the capacities of perception of the environment and movement through the
environment, animal and human life becomes truly individuated spatially. These life
forms are not tied directly to the environment in which they sprout up. They require the
environment in which they find themselves, an environment in which their specific
capacities have evolved, but are not completely part of it. Animals and human beings ar
significantly different, more highly advanced living creatures in that thetabolic
process is mediated through time and space. Animals and human beings desire,

experience greed, fear, satisfaction, and pleasure (among others), and hatd power

73 Jonas (2001), page 84.
74 Jonas (2001), page 99.
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temporal awareness that plants do not have due specifically to the developrhent of t

central nervous systef? They have significant spatial awareness of the world around
them and what exists in it beside themselves, through the use of the sensesifgjght be
the most useful, most often to most creatures, though not pervading throughout). Last,
they have the power to move, once the object of desire is located in space, to move
toward it, all for the sake of satisfaction of those desires. They also hasepety to
move away from danger when an object of dread approaches. Therefore spatial
awareness is also a protection insofar as the creature in question cantdefead i

move away from danger. In addition, animals are imbued with the desire for
reproduction, sexual, or otherwise. This animates the salmon to make the arduous
journey upstream to lay eggs at a given time of the year. It also mstivatean beings

to mating rituals like the singles’ bar. Each animal and each human promotes liteow
and the life of creatures like it in reproduction. For animals and humans, even more so

than plants, time and space take on significant and real meanings as yaoessit

freedom respectivel(®

Life for animals and humans is sustained through the metabolic process called
digestion and its effects, the temporal experience of self-transcertiemaegh nutrition.
Like plants, animals and human beings are creatures of need. But forsaauuhal

humans, appetite, the feeling of hunger in this case, supplies the urge for movement in

75 This is especially the reason why applying “éelifhood” to plants is controversial. No plans fsa
central nervous system, so how a plant could fiehéeng, much less selfhood, is at best a pooraghoi
of words on Jonas’s part.

76 Against Kant, who understood space and timengsphenomenally real constructs of the human mind
as it structures experience, Jonas understoodphae and time are not simply constructs of theamm
mind or the minds of any living creatures but oogitally real modes of existence for living creatur
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pursuit of sustenance, that of which plants are incapable. Food enters the mouth and is
broken down with chemicals in the saliva during mastication. Once swallowed, it is
pushed, through the peristaltic motion of the esophagus, into the stomach where it is
mixed with digestive juices through muscular contraction. Finally it is sent thtbeg
intestines for absorption and into the colon for elimination. The animal metabolic
process does in fact contain the lower level plant digestive process of absosbiich
occurs in the intestines, which may be further proof that the evolutionary standaed of t
more advanced having surpassed, yet preserved the less advanced-advateredons
here in the sense of multiplied capacities, individualization, and freedom. Ther&er
is the source and the transmission of sustenance and the fact that animal&mtistise
sustenance from the environment rather than passively receive it as plants do. Jonas
explained that in order for animal life to exist and thrive, the three parts atithala

soul must exist and in fact do function for the preservation of the organism, the teleology
of the organism is still the same however, continued wholeness and existence. The
animal craves. According to Jonas, the animal function of desire is an internal
consciousness of real time, the proverbial biological clock, a reminder thatlliéxpire

if said desire for sustenance is not satisfied: felt discomfort and itdatore emotion,

fear. This is of course an extrapolation of the human feeling of hunger pangs and the
associated emotion but to the extent that anatomy and physiology of the dreature
guestion is similar to humans the extrapolation is minimal, where anatomy and
physiology is significantly different, the extrapolation extensive. hternal

experiences of discomfort and satisfaction and the accompanying emotiongty a
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and pleasure drive the actions of animals and human beings. Jonas speaks of “temporal

distance,” the feelings associated with the needs of the body. According tp Jonas

Unlike sentience and motility, emotion has no endorgans by which to be identified
and to force its way into the physical account, @misl invisibility or complete

inwardness (any outward expression being featsatility) seems to make it dispensable
in a scientific description of organic behavior l@sg ago Descartes and most recently

Cybernetics have illustratefl!

This internal experience of the emotions is, according to Jonas, inextricablarfrom
accurate and complete account of an organism. As | slave away on the compirner, writ
this dissertation, it is only by feeling a pang of hunger associated wlthgehe emotion

of greed for sustenance (or fear of lacking sustenance), that motivate spbsefir

activity of seeking something in my environment and acting to secure it Balinyt is

only by feeling a pang of hunger associated with feeling the emotion af, gna¢

motivates a cheetah to seek out an antelope in its environment, hunt it down, kill it, and
devour it. The primary experience of time as temporal distance is pain or pleasur
associated with emotion like greed, fear, and joy. These feelings anécaiae from

the understanding of living creatures insofar as they are the motivatiogsfaehind
purposeful perceiving and locomotion.

The animal function of sensation allows the animal in question to locate in its
immediate spatial environment, something other than itself for consumption, b ibipla
animal. This is the calculation of spatial distance. Finally, the animaidaraf
locomotion allows the animal in question to move toward its prey, which exists outside

itself in space, for the satisfaction of its metabolic needs. Whether thiog snapping

77 Jonas (2001), page 100.
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up a fly in mid-flight, a cheetah chasing after and pouncing on a gazelle, olaa hum

being fishing the Chesapeake Bay, the process is the same insofar as the

transitory relation of organic form to its mattéstdnds from the beginning two

“horizons” “into” which life continually transcendtself: internally that of time as the

next impending phase of its own being toward wiliichoves; externally that of space,

as the locus of the co-present “other” on whideipends for this very continuation. Life

by its nature faces forward and outward at oncew N is the main characteristic of

animalevolution as distinct from plant life thapace as the dimension of dependence, is

progressively transformed into a dimension of ferady the parallel evolution of these

two powers: to move about and to perceive at adégt. In fact, only by these powers is

space really disclosed to life, while the initiiation of irritability and irritant confines

the experience of the inside-outside differentidhiat of mere contiguity which allows

the outward no true dimension but lets it diffusebyncide with the sensitive surface of

the organism itself 8
Space is a part of the living organism’s experience, its external lived exqeees a
creature with needs, the condition for the possibility of continued existencelthroug
sustenance. It is the relation of the organism to that which exists outsidledt i
phenomenon of life itself. Space is part of the phenomenal process by which life
proceeds and it is absolutely crucial to the living animal organism in thetbahses
the path in the process of life through which the living organism perceivesytaipd
captures said prey through movement, or the path away from impending danger. Space is
the condition for the possibility of life itself, the condition for the possibility of the
transcendence of self through mobility to sustenance, as well as the condition for the
possibility of the transmission of the form of life, the genetic blueprint, to the next
generation. For plants, space can be little more than room to grow, to the extent that
other living things or inanimate objects do not interfere, mere contiguity, acgdadi

Jonas and “no true dimension.” For animals and humans, space is disclosed as a path of

self-transcendence (continued life through capturing sustenance forahgi

78 Ibid.
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reproduction) through the evolution of the sensitive and locomotive capabilitiesqparts
the soul) and truly a dimension of freedom. Animals and humans make choices,
expressions of freedom through selective movement, about how desires will bedsatisf
What does not change is that those desires must be satisfied, the temporal dimension of
impending mortality. The dialectic of being and non-being (life and deaitlides

with the dialectic of freedom and necessity (how one is sustained as opposed to the fact
that it must be sustained) through the dimensions of transcendence, time and space. Th
presence of full expressions of both dimensions through conjoined capacities of appetite
sensation and locomotion indicate purposeful biological existence to Jonas. But the
priority of time in the process of life is disclosed clearly by the factwhée space is
something that develops, changes, and expands as the dimension of freedom through the

hierarchy of nature (formerly tteeala naturag the necessity of time and the intractable

fact of mortality pervades all lifé9

Despite thinking that humans and animals are more highly evolved organisms
than plants, Jonas admits that plants have one advantage over animals, a constant and
immediate access to sustenance, whereas, for animals and humans, sustemance is a
something mediated through space, time, and much effort. The integration of pants int
their environment is complete whereas individual animals and humans are aighyific
differentiated from the environment, though nonetheless dependent on it and the other
living creatures in it. But this would have to be the only advantage as plants have little or

no defense against each other (being in each other’s shade cut off from storigét)

79 A defense of a hierarchy of nature will be mad€hapter 6.
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much less the animals around it. Also, they would have no defense against animals
eating them which is especially important for species (relativelyests they may be)

who only eat plants and for the animals that eat those animals, namely all amchals
humans. Are animals and humans truly better off, whether more highly evolved or not?
All must risk their lives, or at least put forth significant effort, in ordeake tsustenance
from the environment but they are also able to defend themselves against the
environment and other creatures in it. As all animals and humans must go through the
same process of foraging for sustenance, they forage for edible plants but alschunt e
other. The evolution of locomotion, then, has a dual purpose; the offensive purpose of
hunting and the defensive purpose of eluding the hunter, highlighting once again the
dialectic of being and not-being, freedom and necessity. The secret of li&mal

according to Jonas is “the gap between immediate concern and mediate isatjsfact

in the loss of immediacy corresponding to the gain in sc8BeThe freedom gained by
animals and humans is bought at the price of having to bridge the distance between
desired object and satisfaction through appropriation and consumption of it, as well as
defending oneself against being another creature’s prey.

The living organism as described by Hans Jonas is an organism teetering on the
brink of life and death. So wedded to the environment in which they grow are plants that
separation from the soil or the sunlight implies death. Animals and humans teeter on the
same brink of death in a different way. Separate from the ground itself, animals and

humans are left to their own devises for sustenance and protection. Animals’ and

80 Ibid, page 102.
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humans’ experience of existence is that of a war waged against time, @Heftibefore

either desire must be satisfied, or else, death faced. It is also a gett against time in

the sense of evading being p&ly.Animal and human existence is a war waged in and
through space, the distance between what is desired and the taking of it from the
environment. Animal and human existence is also one trapped between freedom and
necessity; the freedom to identify in and move through space to take pleasure in the
satisfaction of one’s desires and the necessity of doing so as the feathdfydea
starvation becomes imminent. Living organisms are always engaged irutigdestor
existence in an environment. For most living creatures, this environment is one to which
they and their ancestors have become adapted. Many animals transposeretu diffe
environments simply will not survive as individuals or as a species. Many living
creatures besides plants are inextricable from certain environmems &aie
flourishing, despite the level of individuation and freedom achieved. Living creatures
depend on one another through the relation of space. Life without an environment in
which to take sustenance is simply not life but the lifeless matter to wiatdrialism
wishes to reduce everything.

All organisms taken together share the need of sustenance through some process
of metabolism. For most plants, this process is photosynthesis and for animals, this
process is digestioif.Animals process sustenance captured through the hunt and through

foraging either of which is a process of racing against time through sveaslt

81 Clearly, life is also the experience of a war wagethe name of passing along progeny.

82 It should be noted that there are plants wdighst in a way similar to animals. Venus Flys;ap
Sundews, and Bladderworts (to name a few) attesatf,and digest their prey. This does not unda wha
Jonas has to say about the distinctions presemtimals but highlights, further, the variance ia th
degrees of consciousness in plants and theirrsgivi
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sustenance. Jonas means us to understand this as the internal experiencestf life its
The criticism can be posed against this phenomenal account of life’s process that to
analyze what happens on the human level and then to interpolate what happens in the
experience of other varieties of living creatures, both animals and plants, ssinoea®o0
much. After all, these other organisms have no way of communicating to us alout the
experiences. To recall Thomas Nagel's problem, this would be like trying to knaw wha
it is like to be a bat, as well as an elephant, a lion, or any other form of nonhuman animal.
However, in the observation of any and all animals, one will find habits of feeding and
reproduction. A fish will bite on the hook of a line attached to a fisherman’s rod if said
hook has a fat juicy worm on it and the particular fish is hungry. A cat will chase and
devour a mouse if it desires sustenance. A chimpanzee will invade a termie doill f

high protein snack if it has not had its fill of other forms of sustenance. Observation of
such organisms feeding will not disclose the qualities of the excitement thal &ais in
locating prey, the thrill of the chase, or the satisfaction of a full belly. What isiatde

is that among any and all living creatures, sustenance is required. Forsaamhal
humans, the desire for sustenance and the emotions of greed and fear are there and t
satisfaction of that desire is a necessity over time. Nagel tells ubé¢habser the

creature is to humans in terms of structure, the closer we can get toimgaghat their
sensations and experiences are like. But as vague as this might be, whata,itent

the desire for and the need for sustenance along with various capacities tatsecure

indicating the pervasion among living creatures of purposeful exis®&nhce.

83 This of course begs the questions that profsrdrtybernetics, reductive materialism,
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Vision, Theory, and Practice: What it Means to Be a Human Being
So far, Jonas has disclosed to us what human beings share with other living
things. We share the nutritive capacity as the requirement of all living thirigs
means that, as humans, at our very essence, is a requirement that we consumeesustena
The reality for any particular human organism, as for any organism, is theoneed f
sustenance. We are “needful” beings. In a sense, life is like a clock runningadown,
clock that we rewind each time we feed ourselves based on felt need. But clearly

according to Jonas, we are much more than clocks winding down, as many materialist

would have us believ@4 Unlike a clock that is in need of a good winding, the human
being (like all other animals), in addition to lacking sustenance, feels pleeiexce of
hunger (among other pains due to the central nervous system), the accompanying
emotion of fear if it goes on for extended periods of time, has senses that atlow it t
perceive instances of sustenance in its surroundings, and has the capacity to move under
its own power to achieve the sustenance in question. We have significant degrees of
freedom as to how we sustain ourselves. As partaking of the animal soul, humans are
often ultimately the subjects to our intentions and often the objects of our intentional
actions. | attend to the purpose of preserving myself because my body tells me tha
preservative measures are required. Yet, what makes my situation differea

cheetah living in Zimbabwe is that | do not have to hunt my prey directly, urdassse

to. | do work which allows me to earn money. The money that | have earned, | can

epiphenomenalism, and behaviorism have all askbithws, why not use a completely mechanistic
model to describe animal and human behavior? lasilect Jonas’s answers to the question in the las
section of this chapter.

84 See the last section of this chapter.
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spend on a variety of natural and factory-made products. | do not have to eat as much of
whatever | buy for fear that there will be none later. The markets are nestgaite
well-stocked with a myriad of possibilities. The cheetah, on the other hand, wititdat
surfeited because of scarcity and competition. So one may ask why the ei@sanaf i
enormous freedom for me and not the cheé&talthas’s answer is the human capacity to
make images as allowed most perfectly by the sensory capacighbof s

Jonas employs another thought experiment to express the unique quality of human
capacities. We are to imagine visitors from another planet trying tordeteif and
where human beings were present. What would they look for as evidence of humanity?
According to Jonas, while looking, if our visitors located paintings, sculpture, or other
images created with no clear use, then humans were indeed present. A human is, unlike

all other living creatures, “potentially a speaking, thinking, inventing, in short

“symbolical” being.’86 In explaining the image-making capacity, Jonas uses the example
of a work of art, such as the cave paintings at Altamira. Perhaps no other human
undertaking is a greater example of human freedom at work than the creatiowofkhe

of art. All actions involving the making of images would exemplify degrees of human

freedom but the work of art

Is one that indulges in the making of useless abjer has ends in addition to the
biological ones, or can serve the latter in waysate from the direct usefulness of
instrumental things. Whichever it is (and it maydll three), in the pictorial
representation the object is appropriated in a menpractical way, and the very fact that

the interest in it can shift to itddossignifies a new object relatich!

85 The capacity to produce mass quantities otaljural products endows humanity with the freedom
pursue a myriad of other interests and activities.

86 Jonas (2001), page 158.

87 Ibid.
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Through an analysis of the work of art, Jonas dissects the image and the imagge maki
capacity to show how it is at the root of all of our higher capacities as humas.being
At the root of all of these human actions, whether it is creating a work of akjrepea
thinking, or inventing, is the capacity to capture an image in the mind from exgerienc
and translate it into a something physical.

According to Jonas the image as created in the work of art is (1) an exhibition of
recognizable likeness with an object; (2) a likeness which is clearly prebeuite
intended representation; (3) a likeness that is incomplete; (4) a likenessdtestted
with freedom or artistic license (decision processes as to what to inclue in t

representation, what to leave out and what to accentuate); (5) a likeness rhade wit

alterations from the original, for the sake of symbolf&h{6) a likeness created through
and with a mind to the visual as it is the ground of abstraction — the conveyance of an
idea; (7) a likeness removed from the change of causal interaction in tlle-veorl
immortalization of an idea; (8) a likeness translated or mediated by thte didking the
Altamira paintings as an example, why would the Paleolithic painterspnastaced the
images of bison, dear, and other animals on the walls and ceiling of this casisPePos
answers would include but not be limited to simple decoration (although theseasiesp c

are not thought to be living quarters by anthropologists), keeping a record for tlee futur

88 In RepublicBook 4, in Socrates’s argument about the attemptake all classes of citizens happy
rather than just some citizens, Plato makes refer&mpainting a statue with purple eyes and haw th
would be ridiculous and unrealistic (making onet garbeautiful as to make the entire statue
ridiculous). Jonas is making that case that artisense imbues the artist with the freedom rmady @o
represent reality but to do so as he/she seasditpiress/emphasize an idea. If it clearly meant
something to the artist to paint eyes purple aatl\would convey the meaning to the connoisseun the
the artist will do so even if it conflicts with thieal limitations of physiology.
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of what is available as safe food, ceremonial prayer for the abundance of suals asim
food, or even worship of the creatures through imagery. In the first case, the
representation would in fact be simply aesthetic. This does not directty seduring
the basic necessities of food, clothing, or shelter but bringing the surroundings of the
outdoors into living quarters making them visually pleasing (again applying, petbaps
other cave paintings but not to Altamira). The second reason would be a practical,
pseudo-scientific pursuit of maintaining a record of that which is edible tegp@hers
from falling ill. The third reason could be a religious practice of prayinchéor t
abundance of sustenance. The fourth might be a praise of such animals but that would
indicate that they were venerated and not eaten. In any case there isteoproj® the
future of an idea significantly shaped by the artist and created in the ligistaritduture
purposes and not immediate practical uses (as would be the case in a man making of a
stone axe to be used for falling a tree), though all seem to be useful in the long run in one
way or another. But the idea as separable from the intended object has its saginte is s
Sight yields that capacity for abstract thought about classes/spaciessals whether
they exist in any absolute sense or not.

Jonas places the condition for the possibility of image making in the animal and

human capacity of vision. Vision, as the title of the sixth essay iRltbeomenon of

Life makes clear is the noblest of the sel®Ehis is because of the freedom it conveys
both to animals but even more so to humans. First of all, vision presents a landscape and

represents this landscape to me simultaneously. The sighted creatureesdesi@r

89 Reference here is to “The Nobility of Sight: A Syud the Phenomenology of the Senses”.
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landscape, differentiated but existing concurrently. The visual spatihbfieds me a
snapshot of coexistence in time, fixed if not immortalized in the mind. Second, because
any moment can be isolated, the movement/change present in reality iSzezlitral
Objects stand out as existing alongside one another and me. These same obgelds per
in time, to me, despite changing — | individuate them, | can think about them, and
ultimately I can classify them. Lastly, according to Jonas, vision proméesith

distance both spatial and temporal — experiencing the object as diffedlamtarto/far

from me as well as time to think about the object(s) in question, if any are in question.
What sight provides most of all to the creature endowed with the capacity, whethe
animal or human, is the freedom to decide about interaction with anything in the visual
field because it allows the purveyor time to consider options (running toward or running
away from, seizing or avoiding, etc.). Interestingly though, according to Jaytgsalso

involves a loss, “namely, the elimination of the causal connection from the visaahacc

[whereby] sight is the freest and at the same time the least “@abisthe senses?0

Accordingly, “[i]t is the sense of “appearances” par excellence,sic¢heheir display,

richest also in deceptiof Sight is deceptive in the sense that it allows us time to think
about the world in which we find ourselves while removing us, at least for aftone
bodily interaction with the world. When my son asks if he can help carry in the
groceries, simply seeing me effortlessly lifting two full baggmiceries does not inform
him how heavy these objects are for him to actually carry. Even as an adsde i& bag

of groceries with bread at the top, | might be surprised by the weight of the bag if

90 Jonas (2001), page 147.
91 Jonas (1974), page 227.
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underneath are two gallons of milk. Sight by itself does not yield full knowledge of
physical objects. Touch and physical straining, here, tell a fuller talens t# the
interaction of forces. Sight yields spatial and temporal distance. This wouddtandn
evolutionary tradeoff. Sight yields those creatures that possess it figtigand

advantage (at least) but it also leads to deception about effort requiredtjait|ssesst

until spatial and physical engagement in the world occurs. For instance, withoubhgnowi
any differently and based just on looking at a grizzly bear, | would think that thee
differences in our sizes that | could outrun the bear and save myself, givargtiztly

bear weighs several times what | do. The truth of the matter is however, tharticarbe
run roughly twice as fast as | can. Rather, | should lie down and pretend to be dead i
order to save myself, perhaps the last thing one would consider based solely on sight.
Sight alone would never yield this truth. If sight develops and is useful in the
preservation of the lives and genetic material of living creatures, that tenstiyield
highly with regard to life given the deception involved with its use by itself. This of
course would indicate that the other senses develop before or concurrentlgktitmsi

that, as Jonas states, “possession of a body capable of self-motion in countehplay wit

other bodies, is the precondition for a vision of the woP#Regardless of the deception
that can be involved in the use of sight, the spatial distance of knowing something about

an object before | come into contact with it, yields the temporal distandari&ing

about said objed3 This substantial degree of freedom being present in animals and

92 Jonas (2001), page 156.
93 Jonas could be suggesting hear that idealigimedfype that Plato puts forth is ultimately arrexte
miscalculation of the deception involved in sighato surely finds knowledge from the senses digio
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humans does not, however, by itself explain the human use of it or how it is different
from what animals do. It also does explain how those who are blind are still capable of
abstract thought. Jonas makes the case about the blind that they “can ‘see’ bgfmeans
their hands, not because they are devoid of eyes but because they are beings endowed
with the general faculty of ‘vision’ and only happen to be deprived of the primaryg orga

of sight.”® The images of things existing simultaneously in vision can be captured by the
blind person through feeling shapes and filling in that which is missing with integina

The instantaneous image may take longer to formulate for the blind person but only on
first encounter with a new category of objects one would think.

Given that Jonas puts significant emphasis on the visual quality of works of art
and the importance of vision to the image in general, then the question is begged about
what makes the human capacity for and use of vision different than that of aniinals?
difference between animals and humans (and the arguable distinction could e “most
animals and humans) is the capacity to recognize similarity in addaimersess and

otherness. But as Jonas says,

For the animal mere similitude does not exist. Y&hee perceive it, the animal
perceives either sameness or otherness, bitatiotin one as we do in the apprehension
of similitude.

Likeness, then, must be perceived as “mere likghasd this involves more
than perception. Indeed, “image” is not a funciidperceptual degrees of likeness, but

but not so much because of their excellence oreigagcy but because of the nature of the substance
that the senses have at their disposal: mattecHzatges constantly. If Jonas is correct, then the
deception that leads Plato into ontological dualigith the formation of his “theory of Forms” is a
double deception based on sight. Plato is decaiménlogically into believing that ideas abstracted
exist separate from the objects that embody thienaddition, Plato is deceived epistemologicallypin
thinking that the senses are of little or no usadquiring truth. Used together, they yield muchh,
according to Jonas, as part of an embodied lifét, &i@mal or human with a physical necessity,
metabolism as the foundation.

94 Jonas (2001), pages 141-142.
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a conceptual dimension of its own within whichdgigrees of likeness can oc&P.

An instance of this is the human use of a scarecrow. The human can cast anverage (e
a shoddy one made of tattered clothing stuffed with hay) and fool a bird intogstayin
away from a cornfield. A neighbor looking for farmer Brown even if fooled fona t

into approaching the scarecrow from far away will eventually recognitevthie the

shape appeared to be farmer Brown, it is in fact a mannequin made to scare birds away
The neighbor will not simply start talking to the scarecrow as if it waradr Brown.

So while the animal can think abstractly insofar as categorizing objectsaf ais per

se, “prey,” “predator,” “mate,” etc., human beings can, in addition to recognizing
something as a member of a category, remember the idea without further uisulaisst

at a later time, manipulate the abstract idea through imagination, innovate chariges on i
represent it symbolically with language in spoken word and written word, pliysica
construct a copy or an innovative artifact, and as the scarecrow exampldigageest,
recognize another person’s work and purpose in making a scarecrow. Human difference
lies not in the perceptual accuracy but in the clarity of what is remembleesgijantity

that we are capable of remembering/recording, and our capacity to inagmgulations

of stored images and translate these manipulations into real objects; “draberad

form can be translated from internal imagination into an external in¥4&jetis
according to Jonas gives us distance and control of what actions we take and o what w

produce. With regard to the work of art and with regard to the casting of any irsegje th

95 Jonas (2001), page 166.
96 Ibid, page 171.
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is the act of mediation. The human being perceives the object and is the carrier and
manipulator of the image as well as the being that recasts the imagalityoa®the
work of art. Therein, the image represents an entire class and relagsna@mtedf truth
about the subject of the artwork.

Departing from the work of art as an example of image making, the kritica

juncture with regard to the extent to human freedom is that

The remaker of things is potentially also the makarew things, and the one power is
not different from the other. The freedom thatades to render a likeness may well
choose to depart from it. The first intentionallgwn line unlocks that dimension of
freedom in which faithfulness to the original, orany model, is only one decision:
transcending actual reality as a whole, it offésgange of infinite variation as a realm of
thepossible to be made true by man at his choice. The saméty is reach for the true

and power for the new./

Human beings, in addition to having the ability to hold an image in mind and translate the
image into a copy of most any variety of quality can also manipulate thgéima

purposefully, imagining the idea held as different from what it is. This allowstusnly

to contemplate the truth of the matter at hand but also to manipulate the ideas in question
in any number of ways, what Jonas calls the “eidetic control of imaginationitd@éas

that come to me through experience are held, combined, torn asunder, and reassembled in

mental imagery. It also implies that “the experience of truth, as simaitarexposure of

untruth, indicates an element of negati@ﬁ.’rhe capacity for being clear about the truth
of the objects of experience entails, beyond the shadow of a doubt, a criticalyctapacit
compare and contrast experiences and to integrate experience into a workietctleor

whole: collective human knowledge. In addition, beyond the capacity to remember and

97 Ibid, page 172.
98 Ibid, page 175.
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wield ideas, we must have what Jonas calls an “eidetic control of motility,” an
understanding of the body as usable and useful toward translating our ideas irdal physi

realities, “that is, muscular action governed not by stimulus-response pattéehut

chosen, internally represented and purposefully projdoted” 99 In the process of

learning about the world, | learn about my body and vice versa. Put differedly, |

only learn about the world by being a being in the world whose body is part of the world
and at use in the world while being capable of affecting change in that world. Tte eide
control of the imaginatioandthe body, for Jonas, is the origin and foundation of the

capacity for the retention of theoretical knowledge and its practical afhisa

internalized imagery and externalized ima&®.

Only by prior visual experience of the bison painted in the Altamira paintings
could the painter have thought about them. Only by thinking about those bison could the
painter have made decisions about what use they might be. Only by thinking about what
use the bison might be could the painter (or people like him) even considered hunting
bison. Only by hunting and eating bison could bison be determined to be good food and
their skins used for clothing, etc. This of course involves the capacity to colleatavide
that is true and over time, to weed out what is false about our knowledge — bison might
well be good food but all mushrooms are not good food. Bison are defined as sources of
food and clothes by manipulating them in the mind before killing them in the flesh. In

the same way, humans can have any variety of theoretical knowledge andlpraetca

99 Ibid, page 172.

100 Again this demands that Jonas overturn thei&&aphenomenal quality of space and time as ¢kert
reality of space and time as constitutive of aentibnal being determined significantly by time and
free in actual spatial bodily existence.
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for it, ultimately due to the capacity for vision (along with the other senses), irya bod
that moves under the command of emotion fueled primarily by hunger for sustenance,
along with the will to be in command of said knowledge. Human beings are aptly

classifiedhomo sapienbut

The eidetic control of motility, with its freedonfi external execution, complements the
eidetic control of imagination, with its freedomiofernal drafting. Without the latter,
there would be no rational faculty, but without fbemer, its possession would be futile.
Both together make possible the freedom of mampré&ssing both in one indivisible
evidencehomo pictorrepresents the point in whittomo faberandhomo sapienare

conjoined — are indeed shown to be one and the.$8Me

As products of evolution, humans are rational knowledgeable creatures, but only by first
being visual symbolic creatures, creatures that have the urge and the dapacikg
things, what Jonas names “projective thinking.” This leads Jonas to conclude, in terms of

the original thought experiment, that

Our explorers, chancing upon pictorial represenativhether accomplished or poor, can
be sure of more than having discovered creaturdsantertain peculiarity of behavior
(“species S with habits a, b, c..., among which isys&e making”). They can be sure of
having discovered, in the makers of those likergsgeatures who enjoy the mental and
corporeal freedom we term human; who also give saméhings, that is, have language.
They can be sure of the possibility of communiaativith them. And as a possibility,
they can anticipate that the abstractions showhdse likenesses will lead in time to the
abstraction of geometrical form and rational cotcapd that the motile control implied

in their making will, in conjunction with that aloattion, lead in time to technolod*;g).2
Sight, the capacity to see the landscape of one’s surroundings, allows ttoe seer
differentiate himself from things around him and to see himself as partt ¢dnidgcape
as embodied. In the halting of time presented in the visual images, differentiadulis obj

present themselves to the seer and allow for abstract thought about said olojlestseas

101 Jonas (2001), pages 172-173.
102 Jonas (2001), page 174.
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of things. And all of this is done at a distance so as to allow for consideration of that
which is perceived, to study it and to master it in theory as truth. All of this depends on,
evolutionarily speaking, the seer having a body capable of movement wheretgy seei
that which is around one would make a difference, the difference being surysaaitga

for the individual and members of its kind. Humans are creatures with the capacity t
behold ideas in the mind abstracted from the objects of experience, to think about them,
and to manipulate them. The images produced are intentionally created images, produced
purposefully, whether for aesthetics, keepings records of adequate foodstuffgy foay
plenty of these foodstuffs, worshiping said objects, or any other reasons. Just as today
scientists and technicians have provided hungry people in libraries with macheates fill
with food of little or no nutritional value based on the intentions of feeding ourselves in
the simplest, tastiest way possible, using accumulated work value that wecal,.

Whether it is the simpler application of the capacity to copy, manipulate, andudje

an image intentionally, as is depicted in the Altamira paintings, or the use oy mone

industrially manufactured nutritionally valueless foodstuffs, image crebstans, over

the course of human history, to the sky itself not being a limit on this cré&dre.

The Image of Man: Who We Are and Who We Should Be
In considering what it means to be a human, Hans Jonas has shown us three
separate levels of human mediation where we as living creatures act inigniiotiee

maintenance and creation of ourselves as individuals. Thus he has also described three

103 Not only can we scare birds away from our simpmaking a scarecrow, we can build devices that
allow us to fly through the atmosphere and inteospace, thus surpassing the birds themselves.
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degrees of human freedom but still “needful freedom.” Plants are completabdiate

to their environment, wedded to it by a root system where the necessity of susisnanc
met through a connection with the environment itself. If there is a trace ofontnt

activity here, it is a significant extrapolation to call it freedom of actiontHare is

striving for sunlight, be it significantly dependent striving through the gathef

nutrients through the root system. The first level of mediation is the leveattairding

to Jonas, only animals and humans share. This is the active procurement of sustenance
by being divorced as individuals from physical connection to the environment. These
capacities are expressed as various types of sensation (the capachetalgiz from

the environment), locomotion (the capacity to move through the environment under one’s
own power), and emotion (the internal feelings associated with pain, pleasyrefetc
animals and humans space becomes a dimension of freedom but also one of risk. The
creatures in question can be motivated by the intricate experience aviingrodies to

find and move toward their basic source of security: sustenance. It is of tyeitedsall

living creatures must consume sustaining matter, animals and humans havedbeetieg
freedom of determining when consumption occurs, where it occurs, and what is
consumed. As an extrapolation of the human capacity to feel hunger, find sustenance,
and move toward procurement, Jonas has explained that animals must feel sonkething li
what we do and to the extent that we experience ourselves as freely capabbeiohgr
sustenance animals must experience something like this due to the existiece of

central nervous system. Certainly, the understanding what it is like to betahcisesn

extrapolation of human experience, but given that the creature has sensesdkéas
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a central nervous system, and strives so mightily through its actions, it seénweted
and intending to procure and the undeniable fact of the matter is that it mustat. Ca
don’t drive to the gas station to pump their own gas nor is gasoline integrated into the
machinery of the car. Animals and humans decide upon and move toward sustenance
based on feelings of pain before and pleasure in the procurement. Animals and humans
consume what will eventually become part of them, freely, according to Jonas.

The second degree of freedom is explained by the capacity on the part of human
beings to think abstractly and make images. In this capacity, all experiaredse

integrated with past thought insofar as

Imaging and speaking man ceases to see thingdlgiree sees them through the screen
of representations of which he has become possbgdgid own previous dealings with
objects, and which are evoked by the present perabgontent, impregnating it with

their symboliccharge, and added to by the new experience %84,
Experiences remembered are experiences that one not only stores in ienaoeyalso
what one can call up when needed. In fact that is what happens according to Jonas.
Constantly and consistently, all present experience for a human being isesper
occurring through the lens of the integrating capacity of thought itseffitomyeand
imagination. Thought is constantly studying its own content and comparing and
contrasting what it already knows with what experience is currefithgté. Human
action is then the attempt to keep up with the dictates of this integration of knowledge,
which then allows for improvement in making and acting in general. The capacity to
think abstractly and act based on the knowledge of these abstractions is the secend degre

of human freedom. The comparison and contrast of facts leads, according to Jonas, to the

104 Jonas (2001), pages 184-185.
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third act of mediation for humans.

The phenomenon of truth itself is according to Jonas the third degree of freedom.
This is literally a process of building and weeding out. Based on the individual’s
collected experiences, which are constantly integrating new knowledgekjeerience
into memory, a process of discernment occurs where we not only classifisafjec
experience according to type, but come to an understanding of truth about these
classifications that is not naive. More importantly, as image creatingidiigoeings,
this is not only an individual capacity but also a collective human body of knowledge,
shared to the extent that people are in communication with one another. Copernicus
could have never developed his theory of the heliocentric cosmos without a having
working knowledge of mathematics, the terra-centric cosmos, etc. In spitpaience
telling us that the sun revolves around the Earth (and Judeo-Christian religious
indoctrination demanding that God would put his greatest creations only at the €enter o
the universe), Copernicus comes to understand through reflective theorizing that the
Earth itself is moving in two ways at once (rotating on its imaginary axisevolving
around the sun) which gives the appearance of stationary position. The contemplation of
truth and falsehood and, therefore, the attempt to attain objectively valid knowledge
about the world and use it to our benefit is of the utmost importance in the freedom of
man and in our success as living creatures. But there is a fourth degree of human
freedom, which ultimately is an extension of the second and third degrees: the image of
man.

In addition to gaining truth about the objects of experience, developing scientific
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conceptions of the world, its parts, and how they can be used, man, in the process
becomes an object of study to himself collectively. History is the tellinigeofale of

human happiness and misery, success and failure, war and peace, kindness and savagery,
etc. In our excursions in acting in the world, we as human beings develop along with a
collected body of knowledge about the world itself, a collected body of knowledge about
ourselves as individuals and as players in the ensemble cast constantly cnehting a
recreating the “idea of man.” On the individual level, along with my consciousnéss of t

world, “there is constituted the new entity, ‘I.” This is of all, the greatesture in

mediacy and objectificationt®9 But in addition we also encounter, already formed, an
“idea of man.” This “idea of man” entails based on collective human experience, over
the course of history, every possible facet of what humans have been, holding onto what
is true about humans and discarding what is myth or false. Although if Jonas weas$ cor
and my portrayal of his thought is accurate, sometimes we throw away too much of wha
we know. As an example, the image-making faculty and the capacity ¢errisg truth
culminate in learning how to conquer the challenges of spatial distancekimgma
movement through space faster and more efficient. But human ingenuity has given us
many efficient ways of travel: the bicycle, the steam locomotive, caeshuscks/trains

that use the internal combustion engine, and airplanes with a variation of the same. Eac
began as an idea in the mind of its inventor with a purpose in mind and ended up as an
artifact that allowed people to conquer distance that required traveling. Bahhum

knowledge is a collectively held body of knowledge that seeks truth as well. This

105 Ibid, page 185.
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evaluative capacity allows us to decide that, in terms of efficiency ofanmde@mount of
distance traveled, if expense is not an issue, the airplane is the wise/good khoice.
considering the evaluative capacity with regard to ourselves as individulads goart of

the “image of man,” Jonas makes the case that

Man models, experiences, and judges his own irtaéz and outward conduct after the
image of what is man’s. Willingly or not he livé®e idea of man — in agreement or in
conflict, in acceptance or in defiance, in comptiair in repudiation, with good or with
bad conscience. The image of man never leaveshuwever much he may wish at
times to revert to the bliss of animality. ...Thagige is worked out and entertained in
the verbal intercommunication of society, and tthesindividual finds it ready-made and
thrust upon him. As he learns from others to beegs and to speak about them, so he
learns from them to see himself and to express Whaees there “in the image and
likeness” of the established pattern. But learning, learning to say “I,” he potentially
discovers his own identity in its solitary uniquese A private objectivity of the self is
thus in constant rapport with the public image afhnand through its own exteriorization
contributes to the continuous remaking of the tattthe anonymous share of each self in
the history of all. In complete accommodatiommiy let itself be absorbed into the
general model; in defeated nonconformity it mayhdiaw into its own solitude; in rare
cases it may assert itself to the point of setitisejf up as a new image of man and

impose it on society, to replace the prevailingg’;ﬂ:ﬂﬁ06

Jonas describes here a dialectical interplay in which the individual selficoss
person is in a constant process of study of what it means to be human by existing in a
world bound up with an historical preconceived idea of what it means to be human. The
idea of humanity as collected in the annals of human history through the actions of other
people, who have already lived — what Jonas calls the “image of man,” is thrust upon the
individual thereby determining, in many ways, how the person will live. @learl
biological needs and the capacities to satisfy those needs freely, profoundiycefioe
“image of man” as well. This simply means that social, historical, anthropalogi
indoctrination and biological “needful freedom” frame/shape/determine to a sagifi

degree, how a person is likely to live. The capacity for freedom here, on the {hart of

106 Ibid, page 186.
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individual is either to accept the “image of man” and live according to whatatrsbel

against the “image of man” and live the life of an outcast, or, in rare caggsfaundly

affect the “image of man” by radically changing what it means t@ tweman being.

Which one a person will choose and the amount of discretion each person has to choose,

may well vary but that the comparison is constantly made between the individeal's

experience and the prevailing “image of man” is undeniable, according tolfdhas.
What is also undeniable, according to Jonas, is that we can, based on the prevailing
“image of man,” of what it consists, make an evaluation as to the good life for humans.
The “image of man” contains within it historical factual accounts of what huhreares
done, as well as scientific understandings of humanity (physical, chemical,i¢taglog
anthropological, political, social, economic, pedagogical, and psychological to name a
few), religious understandings of humanity (Judaism, Catholicism, Muslim, Buadhis
etc.), moral understandings of humanity (deontological, utilitarian, naturgl,ett. The
historical understanding of what humans have actually done is descriptiheas is
description of the various modes of travel one can use. The various human endeavors, be
they scientific, religious, or moral, are all attempts to discover the nattine wforld in
which we live and to determine what if anything is the good life for us atioesa

possible of such investigation; the attempt at knowing ourselves and of prescribing to
ourselves the good life. So in the process of investigating the world around us we

inevitably investigate ourselves as human beings intentionally seeking thafgoglll

107 Such considerations as the strictness of fgnegor of religious indoctrination, and penatlecof the
political/legal regime that one lives under woulfluence the above consideration of degrees of
freedom.
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investigation into the nature of things is purposefully driven with the search fgotiate

life at its foundation. In terms of the fourth degree of freedom, Jonas states that

As in all achievements of life, the price is highs human satisfaction is different from
animal and far surpassing its scope, so is humiersig, thought man also shares in the
animal range of feelings. But only man can be jaopm unhappy, thanks to the
measuring of his being against terms that transtemdénmediate situation. Supremely
concerned with what he is, how he lives, what h&aaaut of himself, and viewing
himself from the distance of his wishes, aspiratj@and approvals, man and man alone is

open to despaﬂ=98

Only humans can reflect on and about themselves. As individuals, we can reflect on how
we compare with the “public image of man” that already exists. As indigidwa can
reflect on how we affect the “public image of man.” Only we can feel #imelof
being a role model or the misery of being a disgrace, the magnificencegfaoleero or
the disgust of being a coward, the satisfaction of being a benevolent king erdghefte
being a tyrant. But in terms of collective action this is even more important. tideg)a
whole groups of people act, contributing to the “image of man” and as individuals and as
citizens alike, we have to be able to live with the “image of man,” what we hade of
it in the past and what we can/will make of it in the future. The fourth human degree of
freedom is in the ethical/political degree, considerations of what the godak lifean is,
how we as human beings have succeeded or failed in the past and how we can succeed or
fail in the future.

In this respect, the larger the scale of the action and the more peoplett, dffe
more likely it is to be remembered. The more likely it is to be rememberedptedike

it is to truly affect the “image of man” for better for worse. But as Jonas states,

Without Homer, Plato, the Bible, etc., we should loe the people that we are. Even the

108 Jonas (2001), page 186.
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unread Homer, Plato, Isaiah can determine ushéyr have entered into the anonymous
background that has formed us and lives on in peesh. Better of course is Plato read,
than unread to enlighten us on the antecedentsarudituents of our being.... ... Here
we experience the joy of recognition , of a retiartthe origins, of salvaging what was
buried under the rubble of time, of the renewal dedpening of our being. Only thus
can we pierce through its invisible sedimentatmmly thus can we really make what we

possess our OW}'IQQ
If human beings are the freest examples of “needful freedom” with theityajoaact
freely, create images and think abstractly about ideas, collect thegesrand ideas into
evaluations of truth versus falsehood, and to do the same with regard to ourselves in the
“image of man,” then the last two thousand years, in addition to making enormous strides
in terms of science and technology, has in the meantime through the loss of teleology

occurring at the three levels mentioned above, lost our way with regard to unitihg a f

image of nature and of humant0 According to Hans Jonas, from all life, emanates
degrees of subjectivity, intentional activity, and freedom of achieving bfa$inuance

at the level of the individual and on the level of the species. If Jonas was right, then
while Aristotle was incorrect about the existence of immutable spexiadiaated by the
continuing question of what species are and whether they exist in nature away from
human naming, he did provide for us a sound account of what it is like to be a human
being and a living creature. We cannot escape the fact that humans and all living
creatures strive for their own continuance. My experience of myseli@®an being,
driven to interacting and surviving in a world by my biological needs and thedseli

associated with their lack, allows me to project into the future an image off mrydean

109 Jonas (1974), page 258.
110 See the examination of the loss of teleologyé Judeo-Christian tradition, in Descartes’didma
and in Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural s#ien in chapter 2 above.
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image of humanity that is well informed and ethically satisfying. Hwaae intentional
beings of their own making and project into the future their own well-being by theenat

of their very existence.

Jonas and the Problem oAutomatomorphism

The term used in the title of this sectianfomatomorphisiris one coined from a
consideration of what Jonas’s ontological distinction between “dead matterlivand “
matter.” When Jonas attributes to all organisms degrees of the chatiastefis
subjectivity, intentionality, purposiveness, and freedom, he could be accused of
anthropomorphism, the process of attributing human characteristics to nonhuman entities
What this assumes is that humans have subjectivity or consciousness and that said
subjectivity or consciousness is causally efficacious whereby a human beldde
said to be free. What he, however, was accusing cyberneticians, reducavialise,
epiphenomenalists, and behaviorists of was what | willazathmatomorphismthe
process of attributing the characteristics of automata or machinestisentiich are
ontologically different than machines. Jonas admitted that the ontological coemhit
of modern philosophy and science, as the heir to Cartesian dualism, is t@alsatend
that he would hold true to this with the rejoinder that complete reduction of all thist exis
to a mechanistic model could not adequately describe the internal experience of
subjectivity, the emotions, and the experience of freedom of acting in the wdrttia
particularly true at the human level but likewise of animals. The broad term

automatomorphiste/ould be used to describe the range of philosophers and scientists
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who (1) defend the thesis that animal and human action can be fully explained in terms of
the model of a machine with servo-mechanisms: cybernetics, (2) defethe sieethat
consciousness is an epiphenomenon — a mirroring and doubling of the action of the brain:
epiphenomenalists, and (3) defend the thesis that all animal and human actions gre simpl
mechanical conditioned reactions to stimuli: behaviorism. All of these amesexis of
the basic tenets of reductive materialism, materialism that attéopaduce the universe
and everything in it to material and efficient causes. Such irreducitilityemtionality
and subjectivity has led even a strong materialist like Daniel Dennett texyienatory
credence to what he calls the “intentional stance” as different in teratswéction and
meaning to the “physical stance” and the “design stati¢ddnas, of course, explains to
us, after Aristotle but informed by modern science, that formal and finalsarese
essential to understanding collections of matter that are alive: organism

In defense of a teleological account, as | have been arguing, Jonas believed that
there is an ontological difference between a machine or an artifact iantha |
creature> A machine and a living creature are both collections of matter moving
through space and they both are subjects to the laws of nature but different frotmaa car t
burns gasoline or diesel fuel, a living creature actually integrates thie foasumes into
itself, some of the matter consumed becomes part of its body through metabitliem
living creature is this very process of purposeful self-creation and manten The
organism itself is the object of its own purposeful activity in terms of its gsratd

physiological makeup projecting it into the future of its own possibilitiesutii

111 See Dennett (1987), (1995) and (2003).
112 Pages 46-48 above.
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intentional actions. In further defense of this position, Jonas includé®in

Phenomenon of Lifan entire chapter explaining cyberneticians’ confusion in the use of
the term purpos®: But there are machines that have regulative power over themselves,
according to cybernetics.

Cybernetics is the comparative study of the interwoven working of theurserv
system and brain of an organism with the feedback mechanism of a machine capable of
self-regulation, a machine with servomechanisms. The thermostat dttach&rnace
used to regulate the temperature of a house is an example. If a person enjoysethé hous
75 degrees Fahrenheit, then by setting the thermostat to 75 degrees, the dharithost
measure the temperature in the room and if and when the temperature falls below 75
degrees, there is a toggle switch to turn the furnace on that will be turned off &gain w
the desired temperature is reached. This reduces purposeful action to thetdtarmos
registering the “negative feedback” of the falling temperature anckthdting movement
of the furnace to start running and warm the house. It reduces causality to thalsnate
of which the system is made and the movement of the machinery to its indicated
destination. The furnace will stop running when entropy is reached, in this case the
desired temperature of 75 degrees. In like manner, Jonas considers a more complex
example, the target-seeking torpedo. In this mechanism, the torpedo has setkoej-
device that can follow a moving target and through “negative feedback” once again
correct its direction in order to stay on target and destroy said target.mdova the

target is registered by the servomechanism, which corrects the directi@nedtion of

13 This is the fifth essay afhe Phenomenon of Ljf&Cybernetics and Purpose: A Critique”.
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the torpedo. The purpose of the motion itself is the end of the motion and its effects on
the target.

If cyberneticians are correct, then all human and animal movements can be
explained in terms of the body being a system of servomechanisms controllinganot
based on the negative feedback from perception which goes to correct motion. This goal
would solve Cartesian dualism once and for all by eliminating the need for any
intermediate factors among living things, which would make them different from
machinery like a torpedo. But as Jonas says with regard to a quotation by cylaaetic

Rosenblueth, Wiener, and Bigelow,

Purposeful behavior appears as a subdivision ofeabthavior, and “the term purposeful
is meant to denote that the act or behavior mapteepreted as directed to the
attainment of a goal — i.e., tdiaal conditionin which the behaving object reaches a
definite correlationin tome or in space with respect to another olgeetvent” (italics
mine).

Obviously the whole definition turns on the meanamd relevance of the term
“final condition.” Now what condition is to be regked as final? We are not permitted to
answer “the one in which the goal is reached,"siib¢s the finality of the condition
which alone gives meaning to the term “goal”; tlmsaning is not derived, for example,
from the anticipatory presence of such a conditiotie initiation and throughout the
successive stages of the motion. Nothing remaibgobunderstand as “final the
condition in which the action ends, that is, a d¢tod of rest, in the broad relativistic
sense indicated by the phrase “in which the belgaobject reaches a definite
correlation... with respect to another object.isT$ounds almost Aristotelian, except that
to Aristotle a body comes to rest in its naturalgel because this the aim of its motion,
while to our authors the motion “may be interprétasl having had that aim because it

ends where it doeg
The cyberneticians in question were speaking of the purpose or goal of the sithien a
end of the placement of the action when and where it comes to its final rest. No
distinction is made between the simple position of rest or end of the motion and the
intrinsic end or purpose the action served. This leads Jonas to interpret the logical

conclusion of the cybernetic thesis as

114 Jonas (2001), pages 112-113.
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Death — the most definite correlation to the envinent reachable, and inevitably
reached, by an organism — indegthe goal of the total motion of life as one seageof
“active behavior,” and | see no way for them toagecthis conclusion. To generalize
this, we may say that “running down,” that is, i&se of entropy, defines the direction of
all natural processes, and therefore maximum eptioffne goal to whose attainment all
behavior may be interpreted as being directedhitnsense all behavior is purposeful —
by the terms of the definitioH?

According to cybernetics, all animal action and human action can be resotved int
this interlocking web of bodies in motion continuing in motion until it is brought to rest
by a counteracting force: Newton's First Law of Motion (along with therdtaws of
Motion and the Principles of Thermodynamics). This has the implication thatiafisac
from the “Big Bang” moving forward are instances of forces acting opatahs of
matter and those collections of matter interacting with other collectiansitbér that
have forces acting on them, all moving toward complete entropy. Among theses a&ti
the behavior and actions of animals and human beings. All seemingly purposeful action
in the Aristotelian sense of having a purpose in advance of the motion and a goal in mind,
with its origin in the mind that can be judged as successfully met or not isifalfanc
illusion to matter simply existing in motion over time, a very long time. Tedgolor
the cybernetic model in terms of even animal and human action is “behavior cdntrolle
by negative feedback. ...that is, motility and perception alone — is sufficient tocumake
motivated animal behaviot** But here Jonas shows an extremely important reason for
his use of the Aristotelian capacities of the soul of a living creature. Forlibeneyics
model of behavior, the external organs of perception and locomotion are substantial to

explain the motion in an organism. This leaves out the feeling of the organism in

115 Ibid, page 113.
116 Ibid, pages 116-117.
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guestion and the emotions that accompany the feelings from the central nervems syst
It is from within organism that action emanates according to Jonas. It reeheai
constitution of the animal or the human whereby the organism in questions wills the
action. The third component of the animal soul, appetite and the emotions that
accompany such a feeling, motivate behavior. The integrity of the organigas $or

life, constantly and consistently, even as it moves toward inevitable deathtsélfés

the struggle against entropy.

In terms of explanatory completeness then, the cybernetics model, according to
Jonas, cannot and to this day has not been able to account for all of the emotions and the
internal feelings that we as human beings have, including those that our actamateem
from within the power of our own will. Jonas reduces the whole inadequacy of the
cybernetic model to “a confusion of ‘serving a purpose’ with ‘*having purpose’; angl m
specifically to the confusion of ‘carrying out a purpose’ with having purpdéahe
machines we make, such as thermostats to maintain the temperature in ourtbuses a
target-seeking torpedoes do not create themselves nor do they exist without a purpos
existing prior to their being built. A person, owning a home, puts a thermostat on his
furnace to maintain a constant or close to constant temperature. Because s@aeone
purpose in their own comfort, they own a home with a furnace that they can regulate
evenly in terms of temperature with a thermostat. The thermostas skeevpurpose of
making the person's comfort easier to attain just as the furnace itseleamalide do. In

like manner, target-seeking torpedoes do not exist without a reason on the part of the

117 Ibid, page 122.
94



people who commission their construction for the purpose of waging war. A society has
a purpose is defending itself at sea and builds ships with torpedoes to serve the purpose of
sinking enemy ships more efficiently, using torpedoes that guide themsahaas &a
target.

According to Jonas, cybernetics, as a science, has missed the target oh@chievi
an accurate explanation of behavior insofar as it cannot explain the interna¢ ecperi
being master of one's own actions. Animal and human behavior are more than perception
and movement, more than mechanisms winding down over time, more than the reduction
of all action to reaction, which is the thesis of behaviorism. Jonas's argumengs agai
cybernetics carry over to behaviorism as well. Intentionality of conscissisveuld
indicate that actions are more than reactions to external stimuli but cgigiitata
formulated goal from within the organism in question, based on desire. Cyberneticians
and behaviorists are, according to Jonas, guilty of “split-personality theosizng
phenomenon unavoidable and to that extent excusable, in some of the special sciences,
but inadmissible and fatal in philosophy, and hardly less so in those sciences tiuat incl
man among their object$™® Cyberneticians and behaviorists must exclude themselves
from the theory they wish to apply to all animal and human behavior. Those involved
cannot be said to have interest in what they do. They cannot be said to be innovating
thoughts. They are no more than conduits for information that exists out there and needs
recording. Beyond what Jonas says, perhaps the worst failing of theetytians and

the behaviorists is taking credit for the work they do, claiming responsilatitg$earch

118 Ibid, page 124.
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intentionally performed and reaping the rewards of tenure if they are unjversit

professors, money when they sell their books, and fame in the scientific and
philosophical community. If all behavior is conditioned response to external stimduli a

we are simply mechanisms running down with no purposes other than running down,
those involved in these schools of thought are by their own theories taking credit when no
credit is due for work that is already there waiting to be stated.

Jonas, willing to make some concessions, says that some animal behavior does in
fact match the cybernetics model of perception and movement and that some behavior is
conditioned response but that the model eventually falls short because “living tleings a
creatures of need. ...The mere element of effort lifts bodily activity obeaflass of
mechanical performance, and the fact that movement requires effort thaais animal
will move only under the incentive of an intereSt"The interests of an organism
emanate, according to Jonas from within and my experience of myself as @asnsci
being with intentions, who can realize those intentions through purposeful action, means
something, something the “Divine Mathematician” mentioned earlier could kewer
without being embodied himself.

Epiphenomenalists, as well, make grave errors in their insistence that
consciousness is a byproduct of the functioning of the brain and that is not a source of
locomotion in the world and that all seeming locomotion among organisms is reduced to
mere motion. At the foundation of the epiphenomenalist thesis is the underlying

argument about psychophysical incompatibility. This belief, which reigtiseashief

119 Ibid, page 126.
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criticism against Cartesian dualism, is the argument that the materldlie/a closed
system of matter being acted upon by purely physical forces and energygagained

by the laws of motion and the principles of thermodynamics. Jonas states howgver, tha
the validity of the laws of Newtonian mechanics are proven inductively and tifat w

they appear valid, there is not necessarily any reason to believe thatthey ar
unconditionally valid, this especially in light of quantum indeterminacy and the
Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle. Scientists have made an induction assuaspio

the absolute validity of Newtonian mechanics. This of course does not prove tha there
a immaterial/spirituates cogitansnhabiting our bodies as Descartes would have had us
believe, it just means that the argument against it, while strong is not catigtuea

but extremely likely. The epiphenomenalist thesis takes up on the assumption that
psychophysical compatibility is impossible (even though it is only extrenmdilely)

and therefore a completely reductive materialism must be the case.

The epiphenomenalist thesis states that consciousness and intentionality are a
byproduct of the brain's activity and purely physical causation and just an ammaeara
This implies, according to Jonas, that when raising my asnily the objective,
neuromuscular explanation (or description) is correct, while the subjectivendeems
of will and intention — is a non-authentic symbolic transcription f&itJonas develops
an argument showing that epiphenomenalism involves problems for the consistency of
Newtonian mechanics and the very idea of efficient causation itself. Epipapalism

grants that consciousness exists but states that it is a byproduct, an diyseayance of

120 Jonas (1984 - A), page 210.
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what happens in the brain. According to Jonas, the thesis states that

matter is the cause of mind and mind the causethimg. But causal zero-value is
compatible with nothing adhering to matter; anganticular it runs plainly counter to the
idea of causal dependency itself that somethingiggnt be an end only (effect only)
and not also in its turn a beginning ( a causéhénchain of determinatiors*

The first problem with this theory, according to Jonas, is that something thiak is sa

exist is created from nothing - in other words, with no expenditure of force or erérgy
something is said to exist in a purely physical world then it must have had aengffici
cause and there must have been an expenditure of energy in its production but proponents
of epiphenomenalism deny this. Second, as something existing in a purely physical
world, produced according to efficient causes, the product must be capable of being an
efficient cause itself and transferring energy to an effedt.it&piphenomenalism denies
this. Third, subjective experience tells me that | am conscious and that | attycaus
efficacious in the world through the intentions that | entertain. Epiphenomenadids le

to the conclusion that this is all an illusion which leads Jonas to say that this theory
“serenely casts nature in the role of that ‘deceiving demon’ from whoselungsielea
Descartes sought sanctuary in the veracity of the benevolent'&dtf”And even if this
were true and we take into account a rigid materialistic Darwinism, whsibfes
evolutionary purpose could this illusion serve, as it would seem to me to thwart

innovative human action if actually believ&d But then again, thwarting itself would be

121 Ibid, page 211.

122 Jonas (2001), page 133.

123 In his book he Alienation of Reaspheszek Kolakowski develops a similar argumenirssia
positivism. He explains that radical forms of piegm see the human capacity for metaphysical
reasoning as wasteful “biological decadence” in thdetracts from the pressing needs of survival
(Kolakowski, 1968).

124 |If the thesis of epiphenomenalism is true lamaly appear to be conscious and free but in ditjua
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an illusion. Lastly, thinking itself becomes an illusion and the words written on tes pa
are just splotches of ink of the remnants of a former tree, rather flattahed.ca

This leads Jonas to a possible, but only possible, solution of how consciousness
and freedom could be possible within a materialist framework where quantum
indeterminacy allows for a “triggering principle” in the mind amplifythg
indeterminacy to the degree that the conscious self is free and action enfimate
within. This is developed along the lines of the famous thought experiment performed by
Erwin Schrodinger about an ill-fated cat in a box with radioactive materias tibught
experiment shows how the statistically likely change at the particledeuk have
significant effects at the levels of organisms. This does not prove that actianate
freely from within the conscious mind but only that it is possible. The existerce of
conscious mind that thinks for itself, influenced but not completely determined, by
external forces is a possibility (if not an actuality) that matersahisit need to concern
themselves moving forward®

The same criticism that Jonas levels against psychophysical ingbititgathat
it is only extremely likely by the preponderance of evidence and thus only true by
induction and reducible to faith, can be leveled against Jonas himself. Jonas has made
the case, like the epiphenomenalists, that consciousness exists, and that we are
surrounded by organisms striving for the continuance of life, both on the level of the

individual and the genome, based on an internal purposefulness and integrity which

am a robot playing out some completely determimtdEactions, then what is the point of doing
anything or entertaining any thoughts or ideas.

125 For an instance of such considerations, seegument made by Robert Kane about random number
generators along the lines of Jonas's (Kane 198bpaounter-argument made by Daniel Dennett
(Dennett, 2003).
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projects life onto itself and through its continuation. Jonas makes an induction
assumption of his own that spreads degrees of consciousness and intentionality
throughout all organisms, the most license taken with regard to regarding pléms in t
way. What cannot be doubted, | think, is that among humans and animals, but humans
especially, there is consciousness and intentionality, and regardless loémhean be
explained in purely physical terms even with quantum indeterminacy, any thaory t

tries to reduce organism to mechanism, must face the intentional strateggvaf

thought process. The intentional stance remains intent.
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CHAPTER 4
JONAS’S REVIVAL OF ETHICAL THEORY

Ethical Theories and Moral Theories

In the preceding chapters, | have made the case that while the truth obtiye the
of evolution by natural selection does demand that we overturn certain elements of
Aristotelian biology such as the immutability of species and the need fatemnal
teleological motivation in the universe, Aristotle’s “prime mover”, that does Bahm
that we should denounce all of Aristotle’s biological thought. | have defended the
position of Hans Jonas that Aristotle’s concept of the human soul as defined hgsgenet
is a useful conception for understanding what it means to be a human being with a body
that has certain capacities and that while there may have been no purpose séiwed by |
evolving and evolving into human beings, life itself, whether at the level of bacterium
human being does have purpose, namely its own continuation on the individual level and
on the level of reproducing one’s kind. Ultimately though, the purpose of his work on
ontology and philosophical anthropology seems to have been a way of underpinning his
ethical and moral theories as will be detailed below. As Hannah Arendt weradokr
about a manuscript dthe Imperative of Responsibilipyior to publication, “it’s clear to
me that this is the book the good Lord had in mind for y8ult'is also clear that his
ontology and philosophical anthropology are the foundation for his theory of
responsibility: value emanates from biological foundations: genetics.

The terms ethics and morals are often used interchangeably but | will ditiezent

126 Jonas (2008), page 203.
101



them as follows?’ Ethical theories are to be understood as those theories which attempt
to explain the good life for human beings in terms of character — the qualitiesdpkg pe
should aim to cultivate with the goal of the good life in mind: teleology. Examples of
this would include but not be limited to Plato’s explanation of the eternal “Forms,” the
human soul, and of the good life in Republi¢ Aristotle’s explanation of the “prime
mover” and the rational universe - in MetaphysicandPhysics of the human soul - in
his De Anima and of the good life - in hidicomachean Ethiesand the explanations of
the good life as based on creation by God — as given in The Old Testament, The New
Testament, and The Koran. For instance, in Aristotle, the “prime mover” exists as
complete and perfect rationality - toward which all movement in the univedsees.
All movement in the universe is rational movement toward the ultimate purpose of
achieving Godliness, out of respect, awe, and love. The human soul (as is the case for
any soul in Aristotle's thought) is the dynamic plan existing within all mesvdfehe
human species, whereby the potential existing in that plan becomes adiuhliaegh
the course of life. What potentialities exist for human beings is determined]iagcior
Aristotle, by the human soul: nutrition, sensation, appetite, locomotion, and thought. The
good life, happiness, is then the full actualization of all of the potential in the human soul
through intellectual virtue (thinking well) and moral virtue (acting well).

Moral theories, by contrast, are systems of rules that govern behaviaddasin

good versus evil, right as opposed to wrong, or just and unjust. Examples would include

127 This distinction is inspired at least in partabdistinction that Bernard Mayo makes in his wathkics
and the Moral Lifebetween an “ethics of being” and “ethics of d8ingristotle is an example of an
“ethics of being” and Kant is an example of an feglof doing” in Mayo's work (Mayo, 1958).
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Kant's deontological moral theory, John Stuart Mill's utilitarianism and thedsywhich
attempt to take the good and to avoid the incapacities of-Bdtlant relies on the
“categorical imperative,” in all of its forms, as the intuitive rationah@ple whereby

one achieves moral rectitude as a free rational agent by performing thiose atich

are rationally or logically consistent or universalizable. The intentiomsnguour

actions and the duty to perform those actions as rationally consistent actionsatare w
make our actions morally good for Kant. For Mill, on the other hand, there are tiers of
rules focusing on the consequences of our actions. The only thing good in itself for Mill
is happiness and it is the consequences of our actions at which we aim in terms of
achieving happiness. His rule utilitarianism revolves around the primary hale tee
“Greatest Happiness Principle,” which “holds that actions are right in grop@as they
tend to produce happiness; wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of haffiiness.”
Beyond the primary rule are the many and variable secondary rules that \opdeve
order to support the primary rut&’

Using this terminology, one might say that any ethical theory, that agdmpt
define the good life, in order to be practical, would require a moral theory syt
rules governing behavior defined as good or bad, etc.). One might also say that any
moral theory, in order to be truly wise, must be guided by an ethic. An ethical theory

without an accompanying moral theory could be analogous to a bull’'s-eye without a bow

128 Just as examples, W. D. Ross attemptsrtfiise Right and the Godq&oss, 1930) and John Rawls
attempts this in hig Theory of JusticéRawls, 1971).

129 Mill (2001), page 7.

130 As an example, happiness being the generaberdll goal, the secondary rule which outlaws and
punishes murder supports the greatest happinegivibg all those under a system of government a
heightened sense of security, even the murderesdtim
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and a quiver of arrows; a moral theory without an accompanying ethical twddybe
analogous to the bow and arrows with nothing at which to aim. Below | will argue tha
the two main strands of moral theorizing, deontology and utilitarianism are eltch we
armed archers with no bull’'s-eye. Below, | will argue that Hans Jonasywisveloped

an Aristotelian ethical theory under which he focused a deontological mava}.the
While Jonas’s ethical theory is Aristotelian in the sense of an “immarnealagy,”
explained by Jonas as purpose emanating from within according to genetipaytis de
from Aristotle’s in the sense of there being a need for a “prime mover” oficosm
reasoning toward which everything in the universe is strivihgonas’s theory makes
room for the possibility of a God without making it a necessary foundation. From the
concept of what it means to be a human being in his philosophical anthropology,
emanates a projection of the good life which must defend the preservation of guasanit
a species. Put bluntly, from the existence of human beings in our advanced state of
technology, with the capacity to destroy nature and ourselves, emandiegerative

of responsibility”. We must use our immense technological power well, to presénee
than endanger our existence as a species and ensuring that governmestd\gdikei
parents caring for children under the auspices of the dignity of humanity. Jonas is
making the case that a fact does imply a value, that “is” does imply “oughtdreB
considering the details of this “ought,” we must consider the main problems that Jona
had to overcome in doing so, namely Hume'’s divide between factual and evaluative

statements and the lasting effects of this proposition on ethics and moralitineeer s

131 Jonas’s ontology makes room for a deity withdmranding the existence of a deity.
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Of importance first is whether Hume did in fact separate value judgmentstaosa
from knowledge of relations of ideas and matters of fact and, if he did, whethér mora

philosophers that followed him have been correct to do so.

Hume’s Guillotine

In his Treatise of Human Natur®avid Hume made the case that

In every system of morality, which | have hithemet with, | have always remark'd, that
the author proceeds for some time in the ordinaysnof reasoning, and establishes the
being of a God, or makes observations concernimgamuaffairs; when all of a sudden |
am surpriz'd to find, that instead of the usualutafions of propositionss, andis not |
meet with no proposition that is not connected aitlought or anought not This

change is imperceptible; but is however, of thedassequence. For as thisght or
ought not expresses some new relation or affirmationn&isessary that it shou'd be
observ'd and explain'd; and at the same time thed&ison should be given; for what
seems altogether inconceivable, how this new matan be a deduction from others,
which are entirely different from it. But as auth@o not commonly use this precaution,
| shall presume to recommend it to the readersaamghersuaded that this small attention
wou'd subvert all of the vulgar systems of moralityd let us see, that the distinction of
vice and virtue is not founded merely on the relabf objects, nor is perceived by
reason-?

This oft quoted passage has provided for significant difference of opinion about the
content of Hume’s value theory. In the traditional interpretation of Humetiswioe is
understood to have defined an unbridgeable logical ravine between factual propositions
and moral/evaluative propositions, wherein, as stated by R. M. Hare, “no imperative
conclusion can be validly drawn from a set of premises which does not contain at least
one imperative **3 This traditional interpretation of Hume's work (Ayer, 1936)

(Stevenson, 1944) (Hare, 1952) holds that value judgments are based on the influence of

the passions and that considerations of human knowledge or reasoning, whether in the

132 Hume (2000), page 302.
133 Hare (1952), page 28.
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form of “relations of ideas” or “matters of fact,” cannot by themselvesctafimoral

decision makind>* Value judgments are purely declarations stating “I approve of this
action” or “I do not approve of that action,” perhaps informed but not substantively
directed by reason. This understanding led Max Black to coin the name “Hume's
Guillotine” for this passage because of the sharp divide it cast betw&/éactisal

statements and “ought’/evaluative statements. The challenge to thetaditi
interpretation, let us call it the “upstart” interpretation (Macintyre, 19S8ptt-Taggart,
1961) (Hunter, 1963) (Yalden-Thomson, 1978) holds that the traditional interpretation of
Hume's passage is incorrect, that Hume was showing that the ravine besVeeal “i

“ought” is difficult but not impossible to cross. These writers contend that Hume wa
equating moral sentiments with matters of fact and demonstrating how morakjuisg

are inferred through induction much like scientific laws, through the regular fotioa®

effect after cause. Hume was clearly separating factual propositton®faluative ones

in the sense of neither logically entailing the other as Hare described ipoifthef
contention is whether or not evaluative propositions could be inferred from factual
propositions through induction. The preponderance of evidence with regard to what
Hume meant would have one side with the traditional interpretation of Hume as dropping
the guillotine which “emotivists” like A. J. Ayer (Ayer, 1936) and C. L. Stevenson
(Stevenson, 1945) and “prescriptivists” like R. M. Hare (Hare, 1952), among others,

have done. We can be clear that the guillotine has made its cut whether or nahé was

134 More literature of this type can be found ie Works a series of articles written in the lat&d9
through the 1970s (Nowell-Smith, 1954) (Smith, 19@0iggs, 1960) (Atkinson, 1961) (Flew, 1963)
(Searle, 1964) (Black, 1964) (Hudson, 1964) (Castan1973) (Stove, 1978).
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work of Hume's hand. | will assume through the rest of this discussion that Hume's
Guillotine is aptly named by Max Black, that Hume did actually mean that noatival
propositions can be entailed or inferred from factual propositions and that moral
judgments are purely based on passion and sentiment.

Hume scholarship aside then, for my purposes and the consideration of Hans
Jonas's ethical theory, Hume's Guillotine and the subsequent tacit or statedeslheit
in much value theory since has caused a significant challenge to the vebjlippsesi
teleological considerations in value theory and an ethical theory in genialis
neither to make the claim that ethical theories no longer exist nor that ¢helpsariete
(Macintyre, 1984, 1988) (Taylor, 1989, 1992) but to say that the preponderance of value
theories after Hume are moral (Kant and all of the versions of deontolodandiall of
the versions of utilitarianism, or the hybrids of both which attempt to account for the
weakness of both) and not ethical theories. This simple fact makes moral philesopher
analogous to archers without a target at which to shoot. This aimlessness iheaiye
leaves us with moral theories incapable of solving all moral situationsegse $ystems
of rules seem to do so often) so that the actions and the logical implications of those
actions are palatable even within the confines of the given systems of pancipée
rescue from these aimless systems of rules lies, | think, in the philosagiticedpology
of Hans Jonas - the particular version of “needful freedom” which human beings embody,

projecting an image of the good life that demands an explication of an ethicgltfteor

135 G. E. M Anscombe pled for an account of humature in order to save value theory in her @ass
article “Modern Moral Theory”.
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Kant's Deontological Moral Theory: Aimless Duty

As | will show below, Hans Jonas's value theory is comprised of a Kantian
deontological moral theory as focused through the lens of an Aristotelian ¢tielca}
that results in a communitarian virtue theory. This of course begs questions about the
inadequacy of Kant's moral theory and why at best, it does only half of the jold, or as
have described above, it is comparable to an archer with no target.

Kant’s project in hissrounding for the Metaphysics of Mordfsom here on
GMM) was to find the supreme principle of morality and then to explain its
justification*® This would be the principle by which all decisions regarding judgments
of good and evil could be made. At the beginning of the first section of the GMM, Kant

defines deontology as a moral doctrine. He writes

There is no possibility of thinking of anythingadt in the world, or even out of it, which
can be regarded as good without qualification, pixegood will Intelligence, wit,
judgment, and whatever talents of the mind one migint to name are doubtless in
many respects good and desirable, as are sucliegiali temperament as courage,
resolution, and perseverance. But they can alsorbe extremely bad and harmful if the
will, which is to make use of these gifts of natarel which in its special constitution is
called character, is not good. The same holds gifth of fortune; power, riches, honor,
even wealth, and that complete well-being and edment with one’s condition which is
called happiness make for pride and often hereby evrogance, unless there is a good
will to correct their influence on the mind and éwith also to rectify the whole principle
of action and make it universally conformable toethd. The sight of a being who is not
graced by any touch of a pure and good will but wébenjoys uninterrupted prosperity
can never delight a rational and impartial spectaldus a good will seems to constitute
the indispensible condition of being even worthyrappiness$®’

With this statement, Kant differentiates his deontological moral theory frerathical
theories of, among others, Plato, Aristotle, and St. Thomas Aquinas. In the

aforementioned ethical theories, a conception of “the good” preceded any comcépti

136 | will take the liberty of referring to thiext of Kant's as the concise explanation of histpmsabout
morality
137 Kant (1993), page 7.
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rules or regulations as to how it is to be achieved. In other words, what is right for a
person to do is only definable in terms of the pre-existing conception of “the good.” A
bull's-eye is thereby placed before the archer. For Plato, the bull's-bgefierm of the
good.” For Aristotle, it is God and the soul of the human being. For St. Thomas, the
target is God, natural law and the immortal human soul as part of it.

In Kant's moral theory, acting according to the moral law and for the §#ke o
moral law is what is good in itself and what is made immanent in his concept of the
“good will.” The “good will” is that which preserves rationality in his actiogsiing
according to the categorical imperative in all four of its fotfisTherefore an action
must be universalizable, must regard the integrity and worth of other rationtd age
ends in themselves, must protect and preserve the autonomy of the rational digents ac
and acted upon, and be capable of being made a law in a social arrangement among other
rational agents. But rational agents also have competing desires to whottlenveater,
much to Kant's chagrin, much to the detriment of the will of the individuals involved, and
much to the detriment of the moral law as emanating from these individuals, ag havin
been transgressed. Here the distinction between hypothetical imperatiiee a
categorical imperative is brought to life. Hypothetical imperativeshaxse which we
use in order to achieve ends that are prudent or related to skill but both toward some
subjective end that will make us happy; Kant's concept of the “heteronomy of the will

But as Kant tells us,

138 | will take the traditional approach to thetraathat there are four versions of the categbrica
imperative which can be derived from one another:universal “law of nature” formulation, the
“humanity as ends” formulation, the autonomy foratigin, and the “kingdom of ends” formulation. |
take the names for the first three formulationsrfridohn Rawls (Rawls, 2000).
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Everything empirical is not only quite unsuitabfeacontribution to the principle of morality, but
is even highly detrimental to the purity of moralsor the proper and inestimable worth of an
absolutely good will consists precisely in the fiduett the principle of action is free of all
influences from contingent grounds, which only eigrece can furnish. This lax or even mean
way of thinking which seeks its principle among émggl motives and laws cannot too much or
too often be warned against, for human reasorsiwéariness is glad to rest upon this pillow. In
a dream of sweet illusions (in which not Juno baloaid is embraced) there is substituted for
morality some bastard patched up from limbs ofequétried ancestry and looking like anything
one vl/%nts to see in it but not looking like virtoehim who has once beheld her in her true
form.

Any intentions that we have that are in any way related to happiness, the
experience of happiness in the past, or a similar experience of happiness on the horizon
has nothing to do with morality as they are matters of subjective taste. THdanwoptay
contrast, applies categorically if it is to be moral law at all. Here, Kasmstated that the
consequences of our actions (and therefore any happiness that we may accrue through
performing them) are amoral or lie outside the realm of judgments about mmodahgd
evil. Here also, Kant has applied Hume's Guillotine according to R. M. Hare,fastthe
that a person has an inclination toward some end has nothing to do with the moral quality
of the action (Hare, 1952). The value that is expressed in Kant's deontological moral
theory is the value of reason in and of itself as an absolute value. Without cormiderati
of the consequences of action or of happiness, Kant bases his assessment of the goodness
of an action solely on the intentions guiding the action. The intentions behind our actions
are what deem us as morally good, morally evil, or amoral. The trouble lies in the
conflict that arises between duty and inclinations. One of Kant's examplescti@n
that conforms to duty but for which | have no immediate inclination, concerns a merchant

who prices each of his goods the same for all customers. The moral question for Kant

139 Kant (1993), page 34.
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concerns the intention of the merchant. Most clearly, the merchant who changes his
prices according to the savvy of his customer is acting in a morally evib@euse no
rational agent could universalize a principle of price variation accordimgetitigence

(or any other such criterion) and still respect rational agents as ends ielresswgorthy

of said respect. Changing the price of one’s products based on the intelligence of the
consumer is to wantonly cheat the innocent. But assuming that the merchant does price
his goods fairly for all customers, he may be acting on a long term inclinatidnhas

not the immediate one of profit) of having a reputation of fairness just so as to keep
customers happy and to stay profitable in his business. If he prices his goodslynifor

for customers out of this pragmatic concern of long-term profitability andtbat

pragmatic concern, then his action is amoral insofar as it conforms to dusynmtdone

for the sake of duty. The merchant is interested in maximizing profitabilitytiover

(rather than maximizing the profit on this item right now by cheating an unwary
customer) by developing a reputation of fairness among consumers. If on the other hand,
the merchant prices uniformly based on universalizing the maxim of pricamariat
according to intelligence, and finds that it is at odds with a rational cdfitefptreating
rational agents fairly, as ends in themselves, then the merchant is perfarmarglly

good action, one that conforms to duty and is done for the sake of duty. He treats
customers fairly in that it is rational to do so for the sake of consistency aedtrethe

customer who is his equal. Of course, the intentions could be mixed and the merchant and

140 Itis clear that the duty to a customer imteof pricing fairly would be a perfect duty as Kaever
explains any possibility of it being violated lik@e could with an imperfect duty but it is unclead
beyond the scope of my work here to inquire ashatwoncept would be violated by price variance
according to the intelligence of the buyer.
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those evaluating his actions could see the value in both approaches, in which case the
categorical imperative is satisfied. Beyond question however, Kant vakiasotive of
reason being consistent with its own logical lawfulness.

But through a review of certain criticisms of Kant's deontological moealry, it
would seem that satisfaction of the categorical imperative in all of itssfdpes not
make for a robust value theory. In abiding by Hume's Guillotine and separaftagsl
about consequences and happiness from rational valuation of the good, based on duty,
Kant has left himself with a principle that demands the empty consistenegsuir with
itself. Moral values are purely rational intuitions separate from iri@maand desires.
This critique of Kant's moral theory is given first by G. W. F. Hegel wherabessn
his Philosophy of Righthat it must be

Emphasized that the point of view of Kant's phijaispis sublime inasmuch as it asserts
the conformity of duty and reason, it must be padnbut here that this point of view is
defective in that it lacks all articulation. Féwetproposition 'Consider whether your
maxim can be asserted as a universal principlelddoi all very well if we already had
determinate principles concerning how to act. theowords, if we demand of a
principle that it should also be able to servehasdeterminate of a universal legislation,
this presupposes that it already has a contentif&inid content were present, it would be
easy to apply the principle. But in this case,ghaciple itself is not yet available, and
the criterion that there should be no contradictsomon-productive — for where there is
nothing, there can be no contradiction eitfér.

Along the same line of reasoning, Kant's categorical imperative leads Johr\Sliua
say that “he fails, almost grotesquely, to show that there would be any cardradioy
logical (not to say physical) impossibility, in the adoption by all rational lseph¢he
most outrageously immoral rules of conduét’According to Gertrude Anscombe,

Kant's “rule about universalizable maxims is useless without stipulastswhat shall

141 Hegel (1995), page 163.
142 Mill (2001), page 4.
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count as a relevant description of an action with a view to constructing a maxim about
it.”**® Alasdair Maclntyre claims that “in practice the test of the categidmperative
imposes restrictions only on those insufficiently equipped with ingentfity.astly,

Hans Jonas remarked that

The meaning of the categorical imperative is, h#satasuistic applications show, not
the setting of ends, but the self-limitation ofddem, through the rule of the consistency
of the will, in the pursuit of ends. But if this the idea of the moral law, then the
Kantian formulation amounts in the end to “selfitimtion of freedom out of reverence
for the idea of the self-limitation of freedom” -high is obviously vacuous. Or ...one
could also say, “unversalization of the particwiéf out of reverence for the idea of

universality” 145
These five comments from authors of significantly different philosopharaportment,
amount to the same criticism; the first version of the categorical inngertite universal
“law of nature” formulation, is an empty demand that reason be consistentssifrand
non-contradictory in its usage and that with enough effort any maxim can be
universalized if one makes it specific enough. This would likely be true ofskaher
formulations as they are derivable from the first. But as an example, in tharthyms
ends” formulation, further distinction needs to be made as to how one defines and who is
included in humanity, especially insofar as it is regarded as of import due tagi® uni
rational capacity. As an example, without articulation to the contrary, hyntamntbe
and has been defined with, to name a few, sexually divisive (which has prevented women
from being treated as the equals of men), racially divisive (evident atdlteohe

American slavery for instance) and genetically divisive (which would bay#actice

143 Anscombe (1958A), page 2.
144 Maclntyre (1998), page 198.
145 Jonas (1984 -A), pages 88-89.
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positive or negative eugenics as a matter of law) consequences, due to humagpity bein
associated with very narrowly defined margins which support those with power. The
account of the “rational agent” would likewise be necessary for the autonomy
formulation and important in terms of moral decisions to be made, for example, about
abortions and euthanasia. In this way Kant's moral theory is like an aitherfull

quiver of arrows and an excellent bow but with no target at which to aim or, more to the
point, Kant's moral theory is a principle of action with no guidance for its appficat

In like manner, other criticisms of Kant's moral theory amount to the same
aimlessness of the categorical imperative. One such criticidrati&ant's categorical
imperative cannot adequately solve conflict between/among duties. W. D. Ross
attempts to solve this problem with his version of intuitionism and the differencedretw
“prima facie dutiesand “real duties” That attempt, while valiant, does not make Kant's
deontology adequate in itself as Ross is forced to consider the consequences ahactions
deciding between/among competingitna facie dutie$,a line of argumentation that
Kant would never make as it involves what Kant called “heteronomy of the wdl” a
subjective inclinations. Ross’s version of intuitionism could be seen as blind asswell, a
it does not give adequate definition of which duties are the most worthwhile.

A last criticism of Kant's deontology that falls under this rubric is theerortbat
consistency of application of the categorical imperative would lead to unpalatable
consequences, such as having to tell the truth to person A about the whereabouts of
person B, knowing that person B will face physical threat if their locatievesaled to

person A. But Kant, as a moral absolutist, would not consider the validity of the
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consequences, no matter how awful for person A, given that the truth must always be
told.**® So with these considerations understood, the claim can be made that deontology
on its own is not robust enough either to handle all possible cases of human interaction or
to account for how its own main principle is to be applied.

Beyond the criticisms of Kant's work as an aimless/inadequate moray tla@ol
though it seems very unlikely that Kant meant anything like this, the case hasdmen m
that Kant is actually a teleological thinker. Paul Guyer has made thetblaiitinere is an
ontological grounding for Kant’'s placement of absolute value on the “good will'tead t
strict adherence to duty is a value emanating from the factual existerat®nality
autonomy/freedom (Guyer, 1998). Barbara Herman has made a similar caseatiout K
with regard to the existence of rationality (Herman, 1993). Allen Wood has done the
same with the value of the “good will” emanating from the existence of therhenag
itself (Wood, 1999). While such interpretations are inventive, imaginative, and @escrib
what Kant should have attempted, they would seem to do disservice to the original
conceptions to the boundaries of rational capacities to judge as laid ouCnititpee of
Pure Reasonas well as giving too much credence to Kant’s understanding of teleological
reasoning as “constitutive” and not just “regulative.” The case | am makihgegard
to the work of Hans Jonas is to do exactly that, to explicate and defend his ontologically
based ethical theory, a teleological ethic with biological origin. But, hovws®rezct an

ethical theory like Jonas’s is, it is not, in spite of these efforts to the cqrttvargorrect

146 A way out of this has been explained by proptmef “threshold deontology” where, beyond a derta
extent of misery caused by adhering to the categbirnperative and its duties, it is necessary to
consider the outlandishly awful consequences aadeduty in the name of preventing the awful
consequences (Moore, 1997).
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way to interpret Kant.

The Utilitarian Problem of Consistency: Too Many Targets Spoil the Archer

In approaching utilitarianism as a moral theory, the first signifipestilem to
deal with is whether to speak of, “act utilitarianism” (hereafter AU) ole“r
utilitarianism” (hereafter RU). Both have significant problems but the faetythat there
IS no consensus as to which is the better of the two, provides opportunity first to make the
case that although RU is superior to AU as a moral theory, it still is not rabasnharal
theory.

Utilitarianism, in general, has as its main principle, the “Greatest Hegpi
Principle” (from here on GHP), which states that “actions are right in grop@s they
tend to promote happiness; wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. By
happiness is intended pleasure and the absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain and the
privation of pleasure™’ If we take Mill's understanding as the general thrust of all
utilitarian thought, then the question between AU and RU is how the GHP should be
applied. In the case of AU, the GHP should be directly applied to a decision to determine
the greatest happiness that can be achieved by various courses of action endrai.sc
In RU, the GHP is used to develop secondary rules that will cover categoriesotyp
actions and these secondary rules will serve the goal of the GHP. With redeaskto t

secondary rules Mill states that these

147 Mill (2001), page 7.
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Corollaries from the principle of utility, like therecepts of every practical art, admit of
indefinite improvement, and, in a progressive stdititne human mind, their
improvement is perpetually going on.

But to consider the rules of morality as improvaldeone thing; to pass over the
intermediate generalisations entirely, and endeatmtest each individual action directly
by the first principle, is another. It is a stramgption that the acknowledgment of a first
principle is inconsistent with the admission of@®dary ones. To inform a traveller
respecting the place of his ultimate destinatismat to forbid the use of landmarks and
direction-posts on the way. The proposition theiginess is the end and aim of
morality, does not mean that no road ought to lskdawn to that goal, or that persons
going thither should not be advised to take oneatiion rather than another. Men really
ought to leave off talking a kind of nonsense da slubject, which they would neither
talk nor listen to on other matters of practicahcernment. Nobody argues that the art of
navigation is not founded on astronomy, becausersaiannot wait to calculate the
Nautical Almanack. Being rational creatures, tgeyto sea with it ready calculated; and
all rational creatures go out upon the sea ofitl their minds made up on the common
guestions of right and wrong, as well as on manheffar more difficult questions of
wise and foolish. And this, as long as foresighd human quality, it is to be presumed
they will continue to do. Whatever we adopt asfthelamental principle of morality,

we require subordinate principles to apply it e tmpossibility of doing without them,
being common to all systems, can afford no arguragainst any one in particular; but
gravely to argue as if no such secondary principtesgd be had, and as if mankind had
remained till now, and always must remain, withdw#wing any general conclusions
from the experience of human life, is as high atpit think, as absurdity has ever
reached in philosophical controversy?

Mill explains the need for secondary rules derived from the GHP that can bigechodi
toward “indefinite improvement” and compares the lack of such secondary rules
comparable to trying to give directions to a lost traveler without the use of lakgdmar

The proponent of AU would have to make all decisions based on the GHP and with no
such landmarks beside the GHP, else it would be no different than RU. But what could
this possibly mean to a society and for the notion of law? Are we to imaginetysoci

with a ruler, or a governing body of rulers, trying to legislate socialybien the GHP

alone? Even Plato’s “philosopher kings” must have instituted laws to follow in the

148 Ibid, pages 24-25.
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pursuit of happines¥? Sticking to the GHP alone would completely eliminate the “rule
of law” and demand the “rule by decree” from such a governing body - and they would
have to be an ideal governing body. Alternatively, the pure use of the GHP might impl
a participatory democracy, a rule of all by all, attempting to deterimappiness on a
case by case basis for everydrfeCitizens would spend their days determining the
minutia of each others’ happiness. Clearly, the time required to decide all atiebsm
regarding happiness on an individual basis would grind life to a halt for everyone, if
everyone took part in the voting procedtielf voting were a choice and not mandatory
and only a few participated, then we would be back to the need for a truly ideal $enate o
citizens the likes of which men can only dre&f.

But given these misgivings about saintly human virtue and the boundaries of time,
the most important issue with AU is the likelihood that it cannot refrain from bagomi
RU over time or be consistent with the ideal of the GHP. Security is important and the
happiness brought about by the security of written laws is significant. dm#gin our
society, there was no written law against murder. It is safe to say that pepiefeel
less secure in their daily lives without this law. One might be less withilgave home
and even less likely to leave said home without a weapon that could be used efficiently,

even if actual murders were not substantially more prevalent. People wouldfiae.i

149 Just as an example, Plato describes the nigcessugenic laws for the preservation of the fyuoif
his ideal classes of citizens in tRepublic

150 It would seem to eliminate even the possibditan extremely limited system of rules as onehmig
expect in a libertarian arrangement where rulestdar criminal and tort law and nothing beyond it.

151 This is a naively idealistic conclusion to featen we consider that even Presidential elecfiotize
US have garnered the attention of less than sitggnt of the voting populace recently.

152 Even Plato admits to the extraordinary unliiedid of his ideal state being achieved much less
maintained irRepublicbook 8.
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Within a utilitarian framework, having the rule against murder makes us hapgoéar

as it promotes security. The security comes from knowing that society punishes
murderers severely and that this heavy punishment for murder should act asaastgnif
deterrent to would-be murderers. But security or not, let us imagine that nowuch la
punishing for murder exists as written law and imagine a society of atzriais (if this

is not an oxymoron). It would likely be true in each individual case where a humagn bein
is killed, other than out of self-defense, that the person doing the killing would be found
guilty of a crime by our voting body, as it would maximize happiness to punish the
perpetrator for the typical utilitarian reasdf$Over time, if all killings where the killer
killed for a reason other than self-defense were punished, then there would lyripdicit

rule that develops against murder and a sanction for its occurrence. In this way, AU
would eventually become a version of RU for any action where extreme regafarit
punishment exists. But under what possible auspices could a society be happier for not
punishing a particular murderer for a particular murder? We might differ in opigitin a
how much punishment is adequate/fair for a murderer but that utility is served by
punishing such a person cannot be questioned. This might be the case for only a few
actions such as murder, theft, rape, and fraud but if even we admit to these then AU
cannot resist becoming RU in order to be consistent with the GHP. If cetiaimsac

serve the greatest happiness so regularly as to become constantly jutigedaag by

“act utilitarians” then there will be some rules which will never be overmidael RU

sustains utility. Insofar as happiness is substantially achieved in sbemigh the

153 These reasons are typically understood byartdins to involve deterring individually, detegin
generally, and allowing for rehabilitation.
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security of knowing about and being deterred by punishment, the GHP requires at lea
some secondary rules that Mill describ¥s.

Now, considering RU as a possible moral theory, | will ground my arguments
against RU in the specifics of MillGtilitarianism. In Mill’s version of RU, given that
happiness is the greatest good and the good that we all seek through actingpwe are
employ the GHP, as our primary rule and create secondary rules whichtvadi a
landmarks in finding the happiness we seek. Mill qualifies the achievement of happiness
in two ways. First, Mill makes the case that intellectual pleasuresipegior to the
pleasures of the body. At first glance, it could be taken that being human and having the
capacity to experience this second variety of pleasure leads to grexatierelsa in
general simply due to variety. But Mill explicitly states that thesagures of the
intellect are an intrinsically more valuable and higher type of pleasure, ¢t whiy
human beings as rational creatures are privy. He also explains that wheara per
considers an action and the consequences of the action, in terms of achieving happiness,
“utilitarianism requires him to be strictly impartial as a disirgexd and benevolent
spectator.®® | am not to regard my personal happiness as more valuable or pressing than
the happiness of anyone else in my social dealings. Arguing in this waygbfilssto
be arguing in the direction of Aristotle, that the happiness of a human being is defined
because of the nature of man as rational and social but all of Mill's arguments a

inductive in terms of the behavior of human beings and not deductive as to the nature of

154 This is not to fully penetrate the problem#bfbut to scratch the surface and to argue thanéf is to
consider utilitarianism as a moral theory, it stibloé RU. Other problems emanate from AU in
abundance (Hodgson, 1967).

155 Mill (2001), page 17.
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human beings. He makes the case that the

Only proof capable of being given that an objestisible, is that people actually see it.
The only proof that a sound is audible, is thatgbedear it: and so of the other sources
of our experience. In like manner, | apprehend,sthle evidence it is possible to produce
that anything is desirable, is that people do digtdasire it. If the end which the
utilitarian doctrine proposes to itself were nattheory and in practice, acknowledged to
be an end, nothing could ever convince any petsainitwas so. No reason can be given
why the general happiness is desirable, excepett person, so far as he believes it to
be attainable, desires his own happiness. Thiseber, being a fact, we have not only

all the proof which the case admits of, but all ethit is possible to require, that
happiness is a good: that each person's happmasgaod to that person, and the general
happiness, therefore, a good to the aggregaté pédons. Happiness has made out its
title as one of the ends of conduct, and consetyuene of the criteria of moralit}?°

Mill is arguing from inductive inference that in general, people seek happihess

extension of pleasure and the absence of pain. In doing so, Mill generally found that
most people prefer intellectual pleasures to bodily pleasures and that, whemttis

true, the intellectual pleasures have not been fostered in the person who disatg@es. A
Mill argues that in general, when people look after each other’s happiness andpipt

their own, they end up happier. He is not making ontological deductive arguments about
the idea of the good based in human nature. Noticing that people seek happiness they
ought to continue to do so. Secondary rules that help us to maximize happiness ought to
be continued and when the secondary rules no longer serve the ideal of the GHP, then we
must remember that the process of achieving happiness can be improved upon and that
new secondary rules can be invented and old ones can be changed or removed. Mill is
violating what | have called the “traditional” interpretation of “Hume’sli&tine” but

upholding what | have above called the “upstart” interpretation. He is not derivuesva

from facts through deduction. He is inferring values from facts through his imeluct

156 Ibid, pages 35-36.
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arguments about how people generally behave and saying that that behavior ought to
continue.

Just as AU can be accused of necessarily changing into RU, so RU can be accused
of necessarily changing into AU. There will be times when under a systel, of R
greater utility will be served by breaking a rule. In order to stay densiwith the GHP,
RU will have to develop more and more specific rules in order to keep utilitydseBaee
if there is a secondary rule or societal law that makes it a crime to dafranslurance
company by assuming the identity of an insured person and making claims dginst t
person's policy then one ought never to do it. But imagine if Jerry Mathers, who, having
fallen on hard financial times after working only sporadically since msati “Leave It
to Beaver” and who has no health insurance, needs a kidney transplant. Also imagine
that the only way to save Jerry is to enlist Tony Dow, who is insured, and Tony's
physicians, to perform the transplant on Jerry and claim that the procedueetoweron
Tony. Lastly, because of the significant love that people have for Jerry Matioeiten't
greater happiness be fulfilled by defrauding the insurance companyWwaeidybe
happy to be alive. His family would share the joy. All of his fans and the aplogra
seekers would certainly approve and it would only cost each member of Tony Dow's
group of insured a few dollars each, for the privilege of saving the life ofvéstele
icon. The point is that, either we would suffer the loss of Jerry Mathers, have less
happiness, and be inconsistent with the GHP or we would have to develop a new rule
which provides for television icons and their maladies so as to not break the exigting rul

Over time, with more and more specific rules, the argument goes thatat) Affeis the
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case as there would be so many rules that they would each define a paticulkne
conclusion to all of this is that utilitarianism is a self-contradicting htbeory in terms

of its application. AU cannot be consistent with the GHP insofar as some rules are
necessary to all societi@§Further, AU cannot be consistent with the GHP insofar as
security is an element of happiness and security is lacking in any sadietyo rules.

RU fails to be consistent whenever a secondary rule that typically helpsiegeathe
greatest happiness needs to be broken in order for the greatest happiness todsk achie
This is the slippery slope of RU becoming AU. Without a movement closer to
Aristotelian thinking that involves some general concept of the good life, an ootdlogi
movement that utilitarians have been unwilling to make, the utilitarian moralytiag!|
continue, without even knowing it, to aim at targets that are unworthy of its arrows and

not even know it. Archers require and deserve better.

One Reprieve from the Guillotine: Wittgenstein’s Legacy
Without examining every modern moral thebfythe two main branches of
modern moral theory seem to be under the sway of “Hume’s Guillotine” and that this
may in fact explain the reason that both deontologists and consequentialists hdwe faile

devise a set of moral principles robust in their application to master evetjositua

157 For an interesting argument toward this enel Jsgnes Rachels bo®ke Elements of Moral
Philosophy(Rachels, 1993).

158 The glaring example would be the case presdmtddhn Rawls in his classicTheory of Justice
(Rawls, 1971) and after. Rawls case is a speorlimthat he may well be considered a teleological
thinker. For instance, the context or frameworkadiety places the demands for certain rational
considerations by individuals as to what the roliethe game called “society” should be given that a
player could end up being the loser. The realtipre$or Rawls’s theory is whether his understagdin
of human nature as a rational individual is coraaivhether communitarianism should compliment or
replace his theory of justice.
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Thankfully, several authors in discussion directly about “Hume’s Guillotineg haade

the case that “Hume’s Guillotine” is neither a guillotine nor a general nalé¢hat facts

can entail values (factual propositions do entail evaluative propositions). Focesta

his article “A Technical Ought,” B. J. Diggs makes this case about givingidire to
someone, which involves plain and simple factual propositions which eventually entail an
evaluative proposition. When a person asks for direction, the person doing the asking is
most often not doing so for sport or for the purpose of studying the reactions of people
who are asked for directions. The advisee is in need of assistance for gettipginom

A to point B. The advisor, given the abundant likelihood of purpose in the asking, if he is
in a position of knowledge, replies to the asker with directions describing a coutct

from point A to point B and if he knows more than one route, he replies with the
directions for the most direct or simplest route. He assumes the intentionaskéne¢o

get from point A to point B and to get there expediently; the “advisee himsedttimgst

his purpose and requesting advice asks antthéink for him— he lacks pertinent
information and requests the advisor to deliberate in the light of purpose and irdarmati
and reach decision™® The advisor in giving said directions then states a set of factual
propositions about how to get from point A to point B which implicitly if not explicitly
states that this is the way one “ought “ to go. And so, if two individuals are involved in
the practice of getting and giving directions and “[if] all of theseofacare judged

accurately, then one has reasons which completely justify this kind of ‘ought’

159 Diggs (1960), page 304.
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sentence*®°

A similar case was made by John Searle in his article “How to DerigitOu
from 'Is” about promises and then in general about “institutions,” “institutiactd,f
and the difference between “constitutive principles” and “regulative principieSgarle
makes the case that, by definition, “[a]ll promises are (create, aretakidgs of, are
acceptances of) obligations, and [o]ne ought to keep (fulfill) one’s obligattths.”
Specifically, there is a “practice” or “institution” between/amongype called promising
to which involved parties agree. There is an “institutional fact” that promisiagsrizy
definition that the promisor is intentionally involving himself with the promisess(ghat

the promisor has an obligation to the promisee(s). As Searle explains

The word “institution” sounds artificial here, st Lis ask: what sorts of institutions are
these? In order to answer that question | needstmmguish between two different kinds
of rules or conventions. Some rules regulate @ofexatly existing forms of behavior.
For example, the rules of polite table behavioutaig eating, but eating exists
independently of these rules. Some rules, onttherdand, do not merely regulate but
create or define new forms of behavior: the rufeshess, for example, do not merely
regulate an activity called playing chess; theyit asre, create the possibility of or
define that activity. The activity of playing clsgis constituted by action in accordance
with these rules. Chess has no existence apanttfiese rules. The distinction | am
trying to make was foreshadowed by Kant's distmttbetween regulative and
constitutive principles, so let us adopt his temtogy and describe our distinction as a
distinction between regulative and constitutivesul Regulative rules regulate activities
whose existence is independent of the rules; datigg rules constitute (and also
regulate) forms of activity whose existence is ¢adly dependent on the rules.

Now the institutions that | have been talking ateme systems of constitutive
rules. The institutions of marriage, money, anohgising are like the institutions of
baseball or chess in that they are systems of cuustitutive rules or conventions. What
| have called institutional facts are facts whichsuppose such institutioffs.

160 Ibid, page 312.

161 For the original and groundbreaking philosophémalysis of “practices”, “institutions”, and “ges”,
see Ludwig WittgensteinBhilosophical Investigations (Wittgenstein, 195Bjr the distinction
between “institutional facts” and “brute facts”es8é. E. M. Anscombe's article “Brute Facts”
(Anscombe, 1958A). For an explanation of the didton between “constitutive principles” and
“regulative principles”, see John Rawils's articlevb Concepts of Rules” (Rawls, 1955).

162 Searle (1964), pages 50.

163 Ibid, page 55.
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Promising is an “institution” whereby the existence of the “institution” is
indistinguishable from the institution itself. The fact that people make peenby
definition, demands that promises ought to be kept. This leads Searle to expand the
exception to the rule called “Hume's Guillotine” into a full-fledged attatkHume's
Guillotine as a rule. All “institutions” defined by systems of “constitupvieciples”
would violate “Hume's Guillotine.” As a result, Hume's Guillotine cuts throudé ott
nothing and cannot be seen as a rule insofar as it is violated by the “institutions” of
marriage, money, games, sports, and the very institution of law itself withigivzen
society.

Extending this discussion of “institutions” and “practices,” Alasdair Migycé
applies this idea of factual propositions implying evaluative propositions ditectly
modern moral theories in general and to "emotivism" in particular as the cutddire
stalemate in modern moral theory, leaving subjectivism in its wake. Mazlkhjines a

“practice™®* as

Any coherent and complex form of socially estatdislcooperative human activity
through which goods internal to that form of adgiare realized in the course of trying
to achieve those standards of excellence whiclapeopriate to, and partially definitive
of, that form of activity, with the result that hampowers to achieve excellence, and
human conceptions of the ends and goods involvedsystematically extended. Tic-tac-
toe is not an example of a practice in this semseis throwing a football with skill; but
the game of football is and so is chess. Brickigys not a practice; architecture is.
Planting turnips is not a practice; farming is. &e the inquiries of physics, chemistry,
and biology, and so is the work of the historiarg ao are painting and musfe.

Macintyre then explains that “a practice involves standards of excebl&acebedience

164 While up to now | have used the terms “prattérel “institution” more or less interchangeablyisi
clear that while Maclintyre is following the Wittgarinian train of thought, he is putting a finerrmo
Aristotelian and later Thomistic point on the matte

165 Macintyre (1984), page 187.
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to rules as well as the achievement of goods. To enter into a practice ispictlaece
authority of those standards and the inadequacy of my own performance as judged by
them.”®® Lastly, a “virtue is an acquired human quality the possession and exercise of
which tends to enable us to achieve those goods which are internal to practices and the
lack of which effectively prevents us from achieving any such godsitiman life,
according to Maclintyre, is a system of nested practices, those practick®i

“constitutive principles” which both define the practice and how to achievdenoe

within the practice, that as practices, all practices involve extendirggptuklife in

general for human beings even when the practice is not being practiced, andueat vi
involves achievement of excellence within the practice. Macintyre isiekygdo us

that modern moral theory is a set of principles for how to behave without an explanation
of what practices make human life worth living whereby the principles would have
meaning and applications. Modern moral theory without a guiding ethical thetey is |

an archer with bow and quiver shooting aimlessly and without a target. For tref sake
brevity, | will remark that Charles Taylor makes a similar casegubi@ terminology of
“frameworks” (Taylor, 1989) and “horizons of authenticity” (Taylor, 1992). Bubfll

these sources for deriving the ethical “ought” from the factual “ish $tem the

positions taken by Wittgenstein in hisgical Investigationgbout languages and their
contexts within different “forms of life.” The question that remains for thossidering

Wittgenstein (and his legacy in ethical theory — some communitarianisniu %y, is

166 Ibid, page 190.

167 Ibid, page 191.

168 In the latest edition @fter Virtug Alasdair MacIntyre disavows the name “commundtaism” but if
we punctuate that name with the seeking of the difmfbr humans through certain virtues, then he
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whether he was a relativist or whether he thought there is an essentrabffbfe.”

This would seem to be the implication when Wittgenstein writes that "the common
behavior of mankind is the system of reference by means of which we interpret an
unknown language'® Taken from the perspective of the communitarian, this could
imply that there is a basic human context under which we all operate whichsliciate

the good life should be lived, a “form of life” that Jonas was striving to discern.

A Second Reprieve: Heidegger’'s Fundamental Ontology

In his fundamental ontology as explainedBging and TimeMartin Heidegger
attempted to clarify, among other things that the history of philosophy and perbsips m
importantly the history of modern philosophy is a failed project insofar as mulké of t
classical philosophical positions have overlooked the most fundamental philosophical
question of all, the question of Beihd.Ontology, according to Heidegger has been a
study of the composition and nature of objects that exist rather than a study daf what
means to exist. The question of the meaning of all existence is prior to and more
fundamental than the thought processes that drive the modern scientific outlook. For
instance, Descartes might explain a library as an enormous extended thirding bui
constructed out of certain materials with shelves and books organized on those shelves in
categories, according to subject matter. Heidegger would be more irdenesteat it

means to visit a library. The visitor to a library visits for a reason, besiirgsng a

may more readily accept the title (Maclntyre, 2007)

169 Wittgenstein (1999), page 89.

170 | attribute much of my understandingBafing and Timeo the excellent running commentary by
Michael Gelven (Gelven, 1989).

128



paper that one must write for a class, inquiring about a library card so that one may
borrow books, or actually finding a book to take home to read. The clear and present
understanding of a library is disclosed through how | actively involve myselibraay,

by using a library. Heidegger explains that

In terms of the significance which is disclosedimderstanding the world, concernful
Being-alongside the ready-to-hand gives itselfridarstand whatever involvement that
which is encountered can have. To say that “cispaution discovers” means that the
‘world’ which has already been understood comdsetinterpreted. The ready-to-hand
comesexplicitly into the sight which understands. All preparipgtting to rights,
repairing, improving, rounding-out are accomplisirethe following way: we take apart
in its “in-order-to” that which is circumspectivetgady-to-hand, and we concern
ourselves with it in accordance with what beconisible through this process. That
which has been circumspectively taken apart wigare to its “in-order-to,” and taken
apart as such — that which is explicitly understedths the structure sbmething as
something "

So actively involving myself in a library reveals what Heidegger refeaed the “as
structure,” the disclosure of something in its purpose. A library existsdquipose of
housing books and other reference materials. The purpose of the library is to serve the
human capacity and will to learn. This understanding that | have gained frgmotess

of interpretation through involvement is developed out of the tripartite “foretsteliof
“fore-having,” “fore-sight,” and fore-conception.” Involving myself inlaréry, | have
before me a building with shelves and books along with people using these resources. |
too can use these resources and do. The library is a place of research for meth&his is
“fore-having,” the developed relationship that | have to the library and all ifsitsirces.

In the library, | recognize the electronic catalogue as the pawltbats me to map my

path to what | need; it solves the problem of resource allocation or it tells me to go

somewhere else if the resource that | need is unavailable. This is thsiffioté the

171 Heidegger (1962), page 189.
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insight into a part of the library that relates me to the whole experience djridng i
Lastly, the “fore-conception” is the relation of the part to the whole whigldyifurther
understanding. The electronic catalogue exists as a compendium of the lilraef/, a
shapshot of its contents which clarifies to me the library as a library. Tdlegige aids
me in the appropriation of the resources that | need even if it in fact indicates a
shortcoming of the library that | am visiting. The library can only be indéed as a
storehouse of reference materials for the fulfillment of the human capadityill to
learn by actually visiting a library and involving oneself in searching oatrrdtion.
The “fore-structure” is the developing interpretation of the meaning bfaryi that
evolves through use. The mature interpretation, the “as-structure” develagslost
“fore-structure” through use of the library, ultimately describing the perpbthe
library. Revealed through the “fore-structure” and the “as-structueei igterpretative
understanding of a library informed predominantly by experience of theyliloréne
process of using the library.

This explanation of understanding is instructive to us as Heidegger is explaining
basic human action and involvement with the world pre-conceptually. We actively
involve ourselves in the world with things that are “ready-to-hand.” We think of the
world as a place of tools with certain use values without thinking of them as objects
different from us. The world around us becomes extensions of our capacities. Heidegger
compares this notion of use value and “readiness to hand” with another mode of
involvement he calls being “present-at-hand.” This is a view of things asobgtatff

from myself as different from me which in some way become alien to me. ddeide
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explains that something being “present-at-hand” occurs to me when sometlaksg bire
my example of the library, it might involve the library being closed fortcocigson or
perhaps the library not having the resource that | need. Heidegger explaihss thigtn
of the world and its instruments as “present-at-hand” is a secondary and deaywetl w
understanding the world, the primary way being the “ready-to-hand” wiaeneactively
involved. But the crux of the matter is that ontologically, philosophers and scientists
have typically understood the world exactly in this secondary and derived wagsasatpr
at-hand, without conceiving the more primordial and meaningful “ready-to-hand” view of
the world and its contents. Heidegger does not contend that one is better than the other
but says that the whole picture of the world is not disclosed by the “presemteat-Ha

But what this analysis of our attitudes reveals about the world and our
involvement in it pales in comparison to what it reveals about us. Heidegger states that
“the ‘essence’ of Dasein lies in its existeltéIn the process of active involvement in
the world (the world as “ready-to-hand”) and then also thinking about the world as
something outside and other to me (the world as “present-at-hand”), what is repealed t
me is the very essence of what it means to be human. To be human is to care. This is not
to say that this knowledge is always present to us as we spend much of our existence
involved in what Heidegger called the “they-self,” the everyday involvement widr ot
people whereby | am oblivious to the nature of my own existence insofar as | am

intertwined in my daily activities with others. So involved are human beings with eac

172 For instance it would seem that anything lde&hnhological innovation would require the interptign
of the world as “present-at-hand” in order to ustlemd how something works and how it might work
better.

173 Heidegger (1962), page 67.
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other, that we typically exist in a state Heidegger calls “fallenhasgate of
unawareness about my own Being. It is not only, but particularly, in the face of death
that my humanity becomes clear to me and | can understand myself as “tiyavieictn
in its Being has its very Being as an issue, comports itself towardsiitg as its
ownmost possibility.*”* It is Heidegger’s contention that it is in my “being-towards-
death,” the confrontation that each individual person has with mortality, thagdlnay
humanity as concerned with my own existence as bounded by time. According to
Heidegger, time is the phenomenon central to all ontology as all Being is bounded by
temporal constraints. It is for human beings that the constraint is most poigiiiaist a
humans who are not only mortal but profoundly aware of their mortality and called to
live authentically in the face of death by their consciousness of themselves

Human consciousness of itself is temporally situated according to tismela
the past, the present, and the future. Authentic existence is the tempoesiemsdhat a
person has of himself as a being whose death is a real possibility. Inmutxesience is
to take the freedom to compose one’s life for granted, to be common or ordinary, and to
never even consider being any different than everyone else; to be involved imethe “t
self.” Temporal awareness is to be integrally involved in the process of onelgewo
be acutely aware that the future consists of possibilities that should be guydprgsent
decisions, as focused through the past, which has made me who | am today. | can as a
result project my possibilities into the future authentically. This is theveeg@f the

authentic self from the state of “fallenness” in the inauthentic “they-setfan also

174 Ibid, page 68.
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project my possibilities inauthentically while in the mindset of the “thdfy-sEither

way | am projecting my possibilities. Heidegger’s fundamental ontology th&asithe

case that at every moment of life a human being cares and projects p@ssiliom

the individual human being emanates a projection of possibilities moving into the future,
that the present decisions made ought to be focused toward making this projection
authentic and that the current projection is propelled by a past is what has made the
person up to this point. In Heidegger’s fundamental ontology we see an argument that
from the fact that human beings exist emanates care for how that partfeuahved

even, as is frequently the case, when that life is being lived in an inauthenti¢-veay

the facts of human existence emanates values, and hence the chall¢hgadss”
Guillotine.” The important question, not only for interpretations of Heidegger but for this

work on Jonas is what values emanate from Heidegger's fundamental ontology.

Jonas’s Charge of Nihilism against Heidegger
The charge has been made against HeideggdBéimrag and Timand his work
that follows is in some way espousing nihilism. It is important to make clear an
important distinction between different uses of the word “nihilism.” Existiemitidism
is the belief that life has no meaning. Moral nihilism is the belief that rtyodales not
exist and that no action can be justified as right or wrétiio use my distinction
between ethical theory and moral theory from above, ethical nihilism ketied that no

defensible conception of the good life exists. With this distinction in mindawenore

175 For accounts of moral nihilism, see J. L. Ma¢Mackie, 1977) and Richard Joyce (Joyce, 2001).
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correctly ask the questions about Heidegger being an existential nilitist, l@m being

a moral nihilist, and about him being an ethical nihilist. In terms of understanding the
work of Hans Jonas, this is a crucial question insofar as Jonas was a student of
Heidegger's and Jonas's doctoral dissertation was an application of Heglégyegyht.

More importantly, once Heidegger took up the mantle of the Nazi party in Ggrmany
Jonas felt betrayed as a philosopher and as a Jewish son whose mother was executed in
the Auschwitz concentration camp. In addition to trying to argue for a mageritdat
accounts for the values emanating from life as an ontological distinction,Wwasagdso

trying to transcend the subijectivity of the will that Heidegger espousedhrasuay as

to explain the ethical and moral restraints put on the human process of valuation. Under
the auspices of Heidegger's association with the Nazi party, Jonasatiaccosnihilism
against Heidegger is a significant part of what inspired Jonas's thought. Brgtthe
guestion that must be answered involves whether or not it is correct to label Hemlegge

nihilist. Michael Gelven has remarked that

It is difficult to understand why so many contengogrtheorists, especially among the
followers of Leo Strauss, and to a lesser extemthtbvements in contemporary French
philosophy following J. P. Sartre and JacquesiB&rshould make the outrageous
claim that Heidegger espouses nihilism, or thathiisking “leads” to nihilism. Nothing
could be further from the truth. ...The only consatemnot allowed by such a
beginning is that Being has no meaning. If Beiag ho meaning, how is it possible to
carry out an inquiry into what it means to belthie very fact that Heidegger can and
does carry out such an inquiry that ultimately te$uany possibility of nihilism’®

Michael Gelven’s point holds true against the charge of existential nihikgrdegger’s
fundamental ontology is an inquiry into the meaning of BeingBelimg and Timéhat

inquiry is carried out through an analysis of human being. The meaning of Being as

176 Gelven (1989), pages 13-14.
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uncovered in the human being is to care about one’s existence insofar as one is a
temporal being with the ever present possibility of death. Given that human bemiegs c
about the lives they lead and the actions they take, the meaning to life is ife linel
“resolute” way so that one is truly the active and participating author &f one
existence. Self-consciousness is its own reward (I am elated whenvecanth who |
have become especially insofar as | have actively taken part in becominigant)adnd
punishment (I am ashamed of who | become especially insofar as | havesbhghat
have become without notice or interest, whereby it is attributable to the “tigy-3be
meaning emanating from life is the freedom of authorship of one’s life. So Herdsgg
not espousing existential nihilism, as the meaning of life is care. What Ipoisexg) is
that the source of meaning is the human being. Meaning is not necessarily to be found in
an external source but internal to humanity.

Yet the question remains as to whether Heidegger was espousing or wheether hi
thought leads to ethical nihilism and/or moral nihilism. If the human life is spengca
and spent in various degrees of awareness of being the author of one’s own existence,
then this does not truly give one any guidance as to what values one ought to have. It
does at every moment give me an understanding of what life | wish to project into the
future given the past that | have spent and the current possibilities beforestates|
that | will at every moment take account of what | value or have it accountegefor
through the “they-self.” Heidegger’'s fundamental ontology, which insofar sa it i

fundamental ontology also involves a philosophical anthropology given that it is the
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human being through which Being is disclo$éddescribes human beings as having the

capacity to determine what life will be in the future through projection of pbgs#i

Insofar as values involve one’s behavior toward oneself, good and evil aresrobtte

individual taste and the projection of life that one projects. Insofar as such catiside

of value involve other people, they would be considerations of the “they-self” and have

nothing to do with authentic existence. For Heidegger, the very existence of the “they

self” as a significant way of being human and the fact that moral consichsratiost

often involve other people, implies that ethical and moral considerations are or can be

inauthentic and a drain on authenticity. The authentic way of being human always

involves evaluating good and evil from the point of view of the individual in their self-

creative process and good and evil are thus perspectival and subjective. Thaticauthe

way of being human always involves evaluating good and evil from the point of view of

the “they-self” and must involve cooperation and compromise. Ethical and moral

evaluation is always being preformed by human beings. Given that the pos@fhlity

the necessity) exists that some values are common to all human beings thegétegle

espousing neither ethical nihilism nor moral nihilism. However, an implication of

Heidegger's thought likely involves ethical and moral relativism as wpk@pectivism.
Hans Jonas, however, made the case that Heidegger's fundamental ontology was

a philosophical position that leads to nihilism. In the ninth chapt€EhefPhenomenon

of Life, when making the case that existentialism is committed to nihilism, Jonas

implicates Heidegger in nihilism as an existentialist even though Heidegfgeed “to

177 Regardless of what Heidegger says about nogevolved in philosophical anthropology, he indee
ends up with a philosophical anthropology in additio his major project of fundamental ontology.
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be called ‘an existentialist® because he reject[ed] the picture of a worldless subject
projecting valuegx nihiloonto a neutral medium of objects, and favor[ed] instead the
view that persons are always involved in a world that is full of significaHeeri the
tenth chapter of the same, Jonas asks theologians, “don't you see what youraye deal
with? Don't you sense, if not see, the profoundly pagan character of Heiddyneylst?
Rightly pagan insofar as it is philosophy, though not every philosophy must be devoid of
objective norms**° Jonas's objection to Heidegger is not that there are no norms or
values but that there are no objective norms or values beyond what human beings grant
subjectively through authenticity and inter-subjectively through the “sedfy- The
worrying implication for Jonas is, as Vogel writes, that if “nature hanborgoodness in
its own right,... then nothing is intrinsically worthy of our care, and we aeet@rundo,
remake, and destroy nature, even human nature, at our will. Heidegger's ddaee’, J
charges, leaves us with nothing worth caring ab8tfonas understood the
existentialism that he ascribed to Heidegger as the “flip-side of ialeter because a
nature devoid, though free for the projection of values by humanity, does not solicit our
care. 82

As explained abovE? reductive materialism explains all of nature, including
human nature as comprised of collections of matter moving through space according to a

rigid determinism. In such explanations, the attempt is made to explain thwesaaure

178 Whether or not Heidegger was an existentisliseyond the scope of this essay. It is clearlbaas
took him as one.

179 Vogel (1995), page 55.

180 Jonas (2001), page 248.

181 Vogel (1995), page 55.

182 Ibid, page 59.

183 See chapters 2 and 3 above.
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of value in nature through mechanical explanation. This, according to Jonas, implies
nihilism and in this diagnosis, he is likely correct with regard to reductatemalism

implying existential nihilism, ethical nihilism, and moral nihilism. émas's reading of
Heidegger and existentialism in general, all value is determined by ¢hleumean will.

One might say that, according to fundamental ontology, all willing is goouhgyilbr at

best, that the individual can involve himself in better and worse willing. Jonas read
existentialism as an idealism of the will. He likely read Heideggtatement thatthe
essence of Dasein lies in its existeht@ mean that human beings have no essence
except what they make of it in the process of existing. Alternativelgdgger likely

meant that by experiencing life as involved in the world (ready-to-handdsother to

the world (present-at- hand) the very nature of being human shines forth as eariegme
that while the content of human life and its valuation is variable, the context isribe sa

the context of caring. Lawrence Vogel has diagnosed the problem insofanas “J

traces Heidegger’s susceptibility to Nazism to an ethical vacuum at thehea
fundamental ontology*®** Jonas, as Heidegger's student, “disgustedly realized the latter's
political lapse, his shameful rectoral address of 1933, was 'somehow set up in his
thinking," he gradually became aware of the 'questionability of exadient as such...

namely the nihilistic element that lies in 11t is likely that in trying to reconcile
Heidegger’s fundamental ontology with Heidegger, the man who supported Nazism, that
Jonas could not circumvent the idea that to be a Nazi one would have to see no intrinsic

value to human life given the holocaust, especially given the fact that Jonas’sotivar m

184 Ibid, page 55.
185 Weise (2007), page 94-95.
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was a victim of the Auschwitz death camp. In spite of this tragedy in Jonastifthe
turmoil it must have caused him psychologically to have embraced Heidedgerht
only to see Heidegger embrace Nazism, a point must be made about Nazism. Jonas
makes the same misdiagnosis about Nazism - as embodying existentisimasilivell

as ethical nihilism, and moral nihilism - as he did about Heidegger. Nazism ssnrval
human life, especially Aryan human life. They considered other peoples, #gpkeia

Jews as sub-human, evil, and therefore disposable. This cannot be considered nihilism.

However, from Jonas's perspective, existentialism would be the flip-sidderiaham,
adding to modern nihilism in the sense that humanity is alienated from further and more

intrinsic valuation that is objective in nature. According to Jonas,

Heidegger had talked about existence as care ebdichso from an exclusively
intellectual perspective. There was no mentiothefprimary physical reason for having
to care, which is our corporeality, by which weutselves a part of nature, needy and
vulnerable — are indissolubly connected to our mmment, most basically through
metabolism, the prerequisite of all life. Humainigs must eat. This natural law of the
body is as cardinal as the mortality accompanytingut inBeing and Time¢he body

had been omitted and nature shunted aside as sometkrely present®

What is objective about all life is the physical existence as in need of sustearad the
accompanying striving, at every level of life, for sustenance and the cdrdmaélife,

both on the level of the individual and the species/type. Jonas misdiagnosed Heidegger's
fundamental ontology as implying nihilism, when in fact it likely implidscstl

relativism (a variable/individual conception of the good life), moral relati¢ssnariable

conception of what actions are good and evil), and perspectivism (the individual

186 Jonas (2002), page 31.
139



disposition as determining individual values). If all life strives in some hay it has
preservation as its goal and with a goal, the good can be defined. The gaodsslfif

its preservation and its promulgation.
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CHAPTER 5
JONAS'S ETHICAL THEORY AND MORAL THEORY

In the epilogue oThe Phenomenon of Ljféonas writes

Ontology as the ground of ethics was the origieaét of philosophy. Their divorce,
which is the divorce of the “objective” from theulsjective” realms, is the modern
destiny. Their reunion can be effected, if at@tlly from the “objective” end, that is to
say, through a revision of the idea of nature. Anslbecoming rather than abiding
nature which would hold out any such promise. Ftbenimmanent direction of its total
evolution there may be elicited a destination ohrhg whose terms the person, in the act
of fulfilling himself, would at the same time readia concern of universal substance.
Hence would result a principle of ethics which lignuately grounded neither in the
autonomy of the self nor in the needs of the conitypubut in an objective assignment
by the nature of things (what theology used to @alb creationi$ — such as could still
be kept with by the last of the dying mankind ie fihal solitude. The fact that by
cosmic scales man is but an atom is a quantitatiglevancy: his inner width can make
him an event of cosmic importance. The reflectibbeing in knowledge may be more
than a human vent: it may be an event for beirfitsd affect its metaphysical
condition. In Hegelian language: a “coming tolitsef original substance®’

Richard Wolin writing about Jonas's work states that

One of the controversial features of Jonas’s attémprovide an ethics appropriate to
the age of modern technology is that his effogtsrflthe face of the philosophical
injunction against deriving “ought” from “is,” thedage that value judgments cannot be
based on statements of fact. The “fact/value’intision suggests that merely because
things exist in a certain way does not mean thatias the way they weraeantto be

or that they should necessarily continue to bewlig®

In these two quotations we find explained the way in which Hans Jonas took his
position among the “philosophical rearguard” insofar as he denied and defied “Hume's
Guillotine,” hoping that he would eventually witness the “philosophical vanguard”
(Wolters, 2001) catching up. In what we have seen so far, in the work of Macintyre
(Maclintyre, 1959, 1984, and 1988), Diggs, (Diggs, 1960), Searle (Searle, 1964), and
Taylor (Taylor, 1989 and 1992), some of Jonas's contemporaries were moving in a

similar direction. But whereas Macintyre, etc., were developing and trafisgahe

187 Jonas (2001), pages 283-284.
188 Wolin (2001), page 119.
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ideas of Wittgenstein, Jonas was developing and in fact transcending the ideas of
Heidegger through an Aristotelian analysis of biological phenomena. Justtasldéris
took an understanding of the human soul and derived from it a concept of the good life in
intellectual and moral virtues, Jonas explained a new view of ethics based in the
biological phenomenological understanding of human beings as the most highly evolved
examples of “needful freedom,” beings capable of metabolism, movement, emotion,
sensation, and image-making. These elements remain true and thereford éssentia
philosophical anthropology in spite of the theory of evolution and, if Jonas was correct,
give an ontological foundation for what it means to be a human organism. In addition,
just as Heidegger understood the human being as always acting within the cbotest
for one's own existence as temporally defined and delimited, Jonas uses thighgea
temporally contextualized human existence and through a generalizatior ahda
intentionality at the level of all living things (as part and parcel of natse#); Jonas
develops an ethics where values derive from the very existence of lifaitdahost
clearly and significantly from the existence of human beings.

To reiterate, if we take the traditional interpretation of “Hume's Gink,”
factual statements neither entail nor infer evaluative statementss \dolses Hume's
Guillotine by extrapolating values from the existence of living creatareature due to
their potentialities and capacities. The proof that he gives could be sundresmize

follows from The Phenomenon of Life

1) All living creatures have the capacity to metabaliz

2) All creatures that have the capacity to metabdiaee the power to take matter
from the surroundings and integrate substantigbprit into the body that is
performing the metabolizing.

3) All creatures that have the power to take matmfthe surroundings and
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integrate substantial parts of it into the bodyt tegerforming the metabolizing must
perform this act of integration in order to staiyel

4) Anything that must be done, ought to be done.

5) All creatures that have the power to take matmfthe surroundings and
integrate substantial parts of it into the bodyt thgerforming the metabolizing
ought to perform this act of integration in ordeistay alive.

6) Therefore, all living creatures ought to perforns tact of integration in order to
stay alive and that is in fact what living creatude.

The above argument is an extrapolation of Jonas's argument in the third eBsay of
Phenomenon of Liféls God a MathematicianJut is indicative of his general
conclusions. Existing within all living things is the capacity for, the drive tdwand the
need for consumption. Therefore, given that this most basic need is there, tre@s vir
up to and including blue whales, there is no way to escape the fact that metabolism is
what John Searle calls a “constitutive principle” in the “institution” of litas a
biological “institutional fact” that all living creatures, insofar asythee living, must
metabolize sustenance in order to continue living and in fact do spend much of their
energy in the process of achieving something to metabolize and then actually
metabolizing it. The fact that there are living creatures, demands thatithoge |
creatures eat, and the evolution of living creatures has provided seeminglg endles
apparatuses among living creatures for the purpose of life’s continuancesralgen

Jonas admits

“Suggestions” of goals by chance occasion anduhestin direction they cause would
probably apply more to single segments of the @otlran to its overall direction; and
even the occurrence of the suggestive occasiorld bawve been helped along already by
the earlier goal-orientation — which then mightéad be surprised by the possibilities
opening up in its wake. On this we can only spateyinot settle anything — especially
regarding the “first” opportunity, with which “lifebegan. But even assuming the first
beginning, the forming of organic macromoleculeshdave been mere accident, not the
fulfilling of preceding tendency (to me, a mostikaly assumption) — from there on,
certainly tendency becomes even more apparent: irweéin not only a tendency for
progressive evolution (which can rest as long ptedises) but above all the tendetey
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be ceaselessly at woik each of its creation§?

This certainly also defies the traditional position taken by naturalistathature form
precedes function but as stated abbYexcept for the initial instances of life which one
would naturally consider as accidental, every instance of life is an edheréalth of
capacities transmitted through genetics which have proven themselvesesit thietime
in progenitors. In this sense, most function precedes form, even in enhanced capacities
that emerge among living creatures. Those capacities which have wakethough in
progenitors to allow for reproduction to take place are passed along; the successful
function defines future form. Lastly, with regard to metabolism as a fda aalue, this
may be an extrapolation that Searle, Macintyre, and Taylor are unwillmghke with
regard to other living creatures, it would seem that they would be hard pressed to deny
this most basic of Wittgenstinian “practices” for human beings, what Jonas calgthe
context from which all other human values sprifig.

With his explanation of metabolism, Jonas gives proof of values emanating from
all living creatures simply by the fact of their being alive and beingtitotesl in such a
way that their very existence involves the striving to continue. Metabolismmvailihi
living creatures is the fact by which the value that “life is good and ought tmeeht

emanate$®? From this point about the “digestive organ”Tihe Imperative of

189 Jonas (1984 -A), page 74.

190 See chapter 2.

191 For a comparison of Taylor, Maclntyre, and 3onih regard to the moral subject, see the momigra
Individui E Persona: L'identita Del Soggetto MoréateTaylor, Macintyre E Jonalsy Paolo Nepi
(Nepi, 2000).

192 One seeming contradiction to this is the saldiendency. But, the suicide attempt is ofterited
cry for help. When it is successful, tragic amnéy be, it is not necessarily a general principét tife
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ResponsibilityJonas argues that all of nature in its totality must itself be purposeful,
insofar as it gave birth to purpose driven living creatures, each of which harbors the
purpose of life’s continuance within it. Given that all living creatures have witen t
the capacities to continue living, even for a short time, through metabolism, then these
capacities will be used and life will continue both in the individual and in general. Lif
ought to continue given that in all instances it has the capacity to continue. Allliiée
situated in an integrated body with certain capacities for self-preieervabnas states
that we “can regard theapacityto haveany purposes at all as a good-in-itself, of which
we grasp with intuitive certainty that it is infinitely superior to anyppselessness of
being.”* He makes this argument because of the inconsistencies of having to argue from
the direction of life taking on meaning only at a certain point in evolutionary histary
significantly advanced stage.

Having already discounted Cartesian dualism in the evolutionary scheme and how
God would have to intervene in evolutionary history to place subjectivity in living
creatures, Jonas makes arguments against “emergence theory,” whichsatbesmepbunt
for subjectivity and the free affective consciousness it involves, within the cemfine
evolution through an evolutionary leap. He discounts this strong form of emergence as

logically incoherent with evolutionary theory insofar as the

Gradualism of transitions conflicts with the imagfdeaps. ...Most of all — and here
comes the logical flaw — the emergence theory, vérehbracing this generic leap, buys
self-consistency with ignoring tteausalangle. If the new principle is to hagewer(an
essential attribute of it, as we saw), then itgsufing base — the simpler level — must
comply with the evident condition that nothing @iwe birth to what igntirelyalien to it

is bad but that “this life” is bad.
193 Jonas (1984 -A), page 80.
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and runs counter to its immanent law, and theretgsdiolence to itseff*

The theory of evolution works on miniscule and incremental developments over the
course of multiple generations in its actions in order to innovate. Strong emergence
however, demands that something like causally efficacious consciousness conasabout
an immediate change of direction in evolution whereby something completely
gualitatively different emerges. One must assume that Jonas leavesf fo®is,not

directly advocating for, a weak version of emergence, whereby a combinatioeref int
affective changes occurring slowly, over long periods of time, could come to deviop i
something novel over tinté> Nonetheless, in the potentialities of nature’s component
elements and their various combinations, is the capacity for life. Ifeathére is

intentional activity toward self-preservation and therefore naturé meedt be seen as

value driven insofar as life is promulgated in and through. Jonas makes it clear that

The principle of continuity requires us to concedieendless shading, in which
“representational” subjectivity surely disappeamewhere (presumably in forms with
no specific sense organ yet), but sensitivity goypkdtion as such probably nowhere.
Even here, to be sure, we are still dealing witlbfsctivity,” but with one already so
diffuse that the concept of an individual, focusetiject gradually ceases to apply, and
somewhere the series trails off into the compleseace of any such subject. Therefore
also into the absence of aim and urge? Not nedlysgan the contrary: in the reverse
direction, ascending from the bottom upward, it lddoe incomprehensible that
subjective striving in its particularization shotildve emerged without striving whatever
within the emergence itself. Something alreadylkéd must have carried it upward out
of the darkness into the greater ligft.

Therefore, nature itself is a value driven entity in and of itself insoféfieasds a

possibility that became actual and in every instance expresses the valtseedat i

194 Ibid, page 68.

195 For a solid compendium of the recent literatmrehilosophical and scientific emergence, see the
recent volume edited by Mark Bedau and Paul Hunysh{@edau and Humphreys, 2008).

196 Jonas (1984 -A), page 73.
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continuance is good. So ethical theory must take into account not only human values but
human values as emanating from nature which expresses itself throughsdotifes.

Returning to the nature of Jonas's ethical theory and moral theory, the most
manifest experience of value comes in the four-fold experience of freedohabf w
human beings alone are capable through locomotion, the making of images, the
experience of truth, and the “image of maf.Human beings have bodies and can move
of their own volition to procure what they want and need. They can make images,
remember, and recall those images through the activity of the imaginatiery.can
evaluate those images stored up over the course of history and determine a body of
knowledge that is true. Included among the set of truths is all of the knowledge of
science and mathematics that human beings have acquired, knowledge of technological
innovations and the capacity to fashion nature and natural objects to our liking, and even
the knowledge of what human beings are and could be. Finally, and most importantly for
ethics, human beings develop a compendium, over the course of human history
describing what is true about human beings, thus creating the “image of man.”

Human beings are historically preserved along with an account of the world in
which they live. Contained within the “image of man” is a record of human trials and
tribulations. Every detail of every human life is not retained within the “inohgean,”
only those that have, whether positively or negatively, powerfully impacted hiyraadi
history. But it is this “image of man” with which we must live. Human beings can

rejoice in the facts that over the course of human history, some amazindesiistae

197 See chapter 3, above.
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been overcome. The development of penicillin, a derivative of the peoidillium

notatum by Alexander Fleming in 1928, and other forms of mold that can effectively
counteract the invasion of the human body by bacteria, has led to countless lives being
saved and has allowed countless others to suffer less. Alternatively, humarhbemgs
also found countless ways of causing suffering and death for each other, nondnamorse t
the discovery of the capacity to harness the power of the uranium atom bygsiilttt}

Both of these human events and the discoveries of which they are expressions are
developments with which we must live. As each of us moves into the future, we must be
aware that human capacities for knowledge are extravagant and astounding and can b
used for myriad acts of generosity and altruism as well as horrifiobdeath and
destruction. As we act, we are then called upon to do so with a sense of resporwibility f
and understanding of the ways that we coexist with the image that we project for
ourselves.

With this compendium of human history that we carry with us, which over the last
hundred years has become capable of extraordinary levels of detail due to
telecommunications and computers (more technological innovations), human beings as
individuals, as social entities, as nations, and as a species, move into the future with the
knowledge of who human beings have been. Moving into the future, we can employ this
knowledge of who human beings have been and adjust our behavior so as to bring about

the good life or at bare minimum to prevent misery and suffering. Human berags ca

198 While achieving the ending of an extremely lgostr in terms of human life, the use of nuclear
weapons achieved, beyond the shadow of a doubiadisé extraordinary cost of innocent civilian lives
in the shortest amount of time in recorded histargll in excess of two hundred thousand people) and
would seem very difficult, if not impossible, tocancile with any ethical theory.
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and are bound by the constraints of time, not only on the level of the individual human
being as Heidegger thought but also in human social contexts. Projection of the “image
of man” has extraordinary and powerful social import as well. Against Heidelygeas
explains that these social implications are anything but inauthentic for human beings
The individual, as social being, is an integral part of what makes human beings
authentically human. The most important tenet of Jonas's ethical theory ahd mora
theory, that through which he most profoundly exercises the ethical and moraisralat
of Heidegger, is through the “image of man,” which allows not only for the individual to
project a future that is meaningful but for all social arrangements of individuahn
beings to do the same.

According to Jonas, all human beings, as well as all living creatureglzare
metabolic activity insofar as we are examples of “needful freedom” and theuzonte
of life is paramount to consumption. We are “needful” insofar as time is alwagsg
out and death immanent without nourishment. However, as human beings we care in
much deeper and more profound ways given the limitations of time even on the species
itself.*** The immense power human beings wield in science and technology can be our
greatest asset or our immanent defeat unless we take the responsibilitthi pseer
well, to nature's advantage as well as our own: to project the best “image ofoman” f
man and nature.

Jonas explains that from the human genome, issues human capacities and these

capacities explain to a significant degree what humans beings can and must dotm orde

199 Given evolutionary history and the fact thatlam beings have not always existed, the possilbilay
someday we will no longer exist is not only real immanent given our power over nature.
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live the good life. In the face of the theory of evolution which suggests that the ofature
human beings may be in a constant state of flux, there are elements ofist@abi

human, even as determined by the genome, that never change. It is out okduese fi
foundations, which according to Jonas include metabolism, sensation, appetite,
locomotion, and image making, that while overturning the Aristotelian understanding of
fixed species, enables him to retain elements of his biologically bassekefag Jonas's
“immanent teleology” which is indistinguishable from Pittendrigh’s and Mayoncept
“teleonomy”) ethical theory. From these human capacities emanate etiprojef the

good life for human beings. What is more, given that all living creatures shiese
capacities with humans, this concept of the good life for humans must be a good life for
humans within a more broadly defined nature, one that offered the conditions for the
emergence of human beings in the first place.

It is especially interesting then that Jonas remarks in his memoirs that

Although Aristotle didn't play much of a role in rtlyinking, it's undeniable that after my
Imperative of Responsibiligppeared some people told me, “There's an Arls&ate
element in your thinking.” | should add, purely edetally, that one of the first people to
express support for my book when it came out im@ery in 1979 was Gadamer. He
sent me quite a long letter, which began with tloeds, “Dear Herr Jonas, | am writing
to identify myself as a grateful reader of you bd@nd elsewhere in the letter he writes,
“Your work has made it clear to me that these daystotle has been becoming
increasingly important for us.” There's certaintyree truth to that.... ... [T]here was little
| could do to keep myself from being classifiedaaseo-Aristoteliarf®

This of course begs the question how would Hans Jonas have classified himself? It
doesn't seem possible that the man could have wilitterPhenomenon of Lifehere he
actively invoked the Aristotelian conception of the soul as central to his ontological

difference and philosophical anthropology and yet not understand his work as being neo-

200 Jonas (2008), page 204.
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Aristotelian especially when he then uses this work to ground his ethical and moral
theories. And that is the distinction that is important. His moral theory, thepbeisgi
guiding particular actions is clearly a Kantian deontology. It is the ¢éthieary of the
good life that guides it and develops a new imperative aimed at the future, the neo-
Aristotelian “imperative of responsibility.”

Jonas's contention is that given several facets of modern life, the traditapnal w
moral theory is carried out must change. Here he takes into account the free ste
historical loss of the teleological understanding of the universe from antiLibg
Baconian model for science as technological and utilitarian only, the attemgtite ral
of nature, including human beings, to mere mechanism by materialists, apthiastl
overwhelming power that the Baconian model of science has yielded us. Thg tsaged

that

The very same movement which has put us in possessihe powers that have now to
be regulated by norms — the movement of modern ladnye called science — has by a
necessary complementarity eroded the foundati@ms fwhich norms could be derived,; it
has destroyed the very idea of norm as such. fhidtinately, the feeling for norms and
even for particular norms. But this feeling becsmacertain of itself when contradicted
by alleged knowledge or at least denied all suppypit.2®?

Jonas believed that the values that have gone astray or eroded have done so & a result
cultural and historical factors that have left us with opinion about and not foundations for
values and that only by recovering what was incorrectly expunged from thd caco

we regain our value in ourselves and once again tell right from wrong. Jonas shows

himself to be a deontological thinker — holding the value of the autonomy of the rational

201 See chapter 2 above.
202 Jonas (1984 -A), page 22.
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agent and protection thereof as paramount to acting well. Despite his crélogmthe

“law of nature” formulation being vacuous, Jonas states that “Kant himsektdtesmed

the mere formality of his categorical imperative by a 'materi@tipe of conduct,
ostensibly inferred from it but, in fact, added to it: respect for the dignity sbpsras

‘ends in themselves?® Kant's categorical imperative, especially the “humanity as ends”
formulation and the “autonomy” formulation, come to bear much weight in Jonas's
articles on applied ethics in terms of rights and duties that are explaineédsoow

human beings as human beings. In the articl®&mdalus,‘Philosophical Reflections

on Experimenting with Human Subjects,” which is reprinteBhriosophical Essays:

From Ancient Creed to Technological Malonas analyzes the intentions of the

physician who contemplates using a patient for medical research and theéaluties
patients under care as the criterion for whether that use is morallyaueegmd declares
that, intentions being private, we “have to live with the ambiguity, the treacherous
impurity of everything humar®®* In experimenting with human subjects, Jonas
concludes that physicians and researchers must preserve certain dutidpaiieats

that respect the dignity of the individuals involved, that they never be used solely as a
means to an end, and that their autonomy is respected through gaining informed consent
or avoiding certain types of patients altogether (such as the comatose who carerdt cons
and patients who would be members of control groups). As we will see below, he also
tempers the topic of human experimentation with the Aristotelian projection of the good

life, but the principle guiding the determination of particular actions asaightvrong is

203 Ibid, page 89.
204 Jonas (1974), page 120.
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the categorical imperative particularly in the second and third formulations.
Considering, again, my use of the distinction between ethical theory and moral
theory, Jonas uses the Kantian imperative as his moral theory but sees it as in need of
supplementation and incorrect in its focus. The overwhelming powers that humanity has
unleashed demands what Jonas calls a “heuristics of fear,” a guiding plawifgr s
ourselves and nature from the destructive power of the atom unleashed in nuclear
holocaust, for preventing the destruction of ourselves and nature through ecological
devastation, and lastly saving ourselves from ourselves by taking care about how
technology changes the “idea of man.” After invoking the Kantian categoripatative
as being competent in the pa%tJonas states that we need to develop a new imperative
which is future oriented in a way that more adequately accounts for the Isaditsied

temporal scope of contemporary human action. He explains...

An imperative responding to the new type of humetioa and addressed to the new type
of agency that operates it might run like this: t&o that the effects of your action are
compatible with the permanence of genuine humandif expressed negatively: “Act so
that the effects of your action are not destructivehe future possibility of such life”; or
simply: “Do not compromise the conditions for adéfinite continuation of humanity on
Earth”; or, again turned positive: “In your presehbices, include the future wholeness
of Man among the objects of your wifl®®

This reformulated imperative demands that human action be conducive with the thriving
of nature and the environment itself along with the thriving of human beings within
nature. Human beings as a species need to be protected from our own power over nature

and nature needs to be protected by us from us. Previously the

Presence of man in the wothds been a first and unquestionable given, fronchvalil

205 Jonas would still find fault with Kant for ndéfending the categorical imperative for the right
reasons),
206 lbid, page 11.
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idea of obligation in human conduct started ouawit has itself become aybjectof
obligation: the obligation to ensure the very pragrof all obligation, that is, tHeothold
for a moral universe in the physical world — théstence of mereandidatedor a moral
order®”’

In a sense, considering nature as the condition for the possibility of thepleesit of a
creature with a conscience and capable of obligation, nature develops a congbmEmce
human beings evolve. With the evolution of human beings as part of nature, not only can
human beings recognize obligations to each other but also recognize oblitgatioas
general preservation of ourselves and the conditions that allowed human beings to
evolve: nature. With the enormity of our power, not only do human beings need
protection from our own power but nature too needs protection from us. Therefore,
Jonas's supplemental “imperative of responsibility” demands, the traditionaaka
demands that we respect humanity in our individual actions toward one another, but in
addition that that human action be tempered to reflect a systematic preseo¥dtiture
humanity as ends in themselves and that nature as the condition for the possibility of
humanity be protected in its own right as good in itself. This is the projection of the good
life and the statement of Jonas's ethical theory through the “imperativegohegbility”

which guides the use of the traditional Kantian imperative. Individual human beings
must use the Kantian imperative as a rule by which to aim at the good life omesldef

As members in social organizations, especially the largest, societies, wemplsy

Jonas's “imperative of responsibility” and therefore regulate the usehoiciegy

carefully for the preservation of life and the advance of the good life. Supylegthe

Kantian imperative is required insofar as our actions must respect the dignétiure

207 Jonas (1984 -A), page 10.
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and the dignity of those human beings yet to come who need to be treated as ends in
themselves, given that the power to destroy nature and humankind is in ouf"fdmp.
focus of Kant’'s imperative is incorrect, according to Jonas, insofar as magailay i

simply the consistency of reason with itself for its own sake. Jonas’s positiat is

What matters are things rather than states of lyByi engaging the will, the things
become ends. Ends may sometimes be sublimewhaithey are, and even certain acts
and lives may be so; but not the formal rule ofwliéwhose observance is for any
chosen end, or act, tikenditionof being a moral one, or, more precisely, of nahgean

immoral one?%®

Several points are worth noting in this passage. First, the categoricahiivgpeioes not

draw its value from the consistency of reason with itself but from the objectsct Mv

aims, namely human beings as dignified beings worthy of respect. We haveaa duty
ourselves and others out of a sense of self respect and serving our own ends and respect
for other human beings in like manrfé? So as important as rational consistency might

be to humanity, to continue with Jonan’s thought

Thelaw as such can be neither the cause nor the objeetvefence; buBeing(or
instances of it), disclosed to a sight not blockgdelfishness or dimmed by dullness,
may well instill reverence — and can with this affen of our feeling come to the aid of
the, otherwise powerless, moral law which bidsoulsanor the intrinsic claim of Being.
...Yet not even “reverence” is enough, for this emumiaaffirmation of the perceived
dignity of the object, however vivid, can remairtiegly passive. Only the addéeeling

of responsibility which binds this subject to this object, will nealis act on its behalf.
We contend that it is this feeling, more than atheg which may generate a willingness
to sustain the object’s claim to existence by atioa. **

Truly separating himself from Kant here, Jonas states that we geh#eafevorth not

208 As Jonas says, destruction of nature can esttwm quickly through nuclear holocaust or slowly
through sheer plunder of the planet.

209 Jonas (1984 -A), pages 89.

210 It is worth noting that unlike Barbara HermBaul Guyer, and Allen Wood, Hans Jonas was
criticizing Kant for failing to think teleologicaflrather than reading teleology into his categdrica
imperative.

211 Jonas (1984 -A), pages 89-90.
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only because of reason and the capacity to project an image of ourselves as worthwhile
but due to an emotional component which drives us to value things purposefully.
Responsibility, then, comes about not only by a rational recognition of power over
something but also due to an emotional attachment to that for which we are responsible.

As a prime example,

Finally let us remember that the care of progenyo. smntaneous that it needs no
invoking the moral law, is the primordial case loé toincidence of objective
responsibility and the subjective feeling of thenea Through it, nature has educated us

in advance and prepared our feeling for all othied& of responsibility not so buttressed

by instinct**?

The feeling of responsibility emanates quintessentially from the itgpadear
children. The capacity is within human beings to reproduce. Along with this cajgacity
reproduce and a rational capacity to integrate the understanding of oursaliesaes
who reproduce, there is instinctual emotional attachment built into human beings (and
one would assume many other living creatures — especially mammals)atatud to
the responsibility of being parents and keeps our attention focused on our progeny. So an
integral part of Jonas's account of ethics and morality is the human capasgydaft
reproduction, the power of creating life, the self-conscious awareness ovesragl
reproductive, and the instinctual, emotional, and rational response to caring for
children?*® For Jonas, the cry of the newborn is the prototype of all relationships of
responsibility insofar as the parents are the direct cause of the childhahdal

responsibility is created by this direct causal relationship and the $wipkes of the child

212 Ibid, page 90.

213 As noted earlier, Jonas depends on the hunpeatitya for reproduction as a foundational elemant i
his ethical theory and yet makes no referencedadproductive capacity as integral to philosophica
anthropology inThe Phenomenon of Lifd will deal with this problem in the sixth chapt
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in need. Itis from this natural responsibility that all contractual respahsdeirives its
possibility. The natural responsibility is unquestionable and irrevocable resfignaii
valid a priori, whereas any contractual responsibility is conditional and agbdisteriori
It is clear then that according to Jonas, “in moral (as distinct from legalssthe
natural is the stronger, if less defined, sort of responsibility, and whatrés ihis the
original from which any other responsibility ultimately derives its moress contingent
validity. That is to say, if there were no responsibility “by nature” thereddoeiinone
“by contract.”** So the responsibility that human beings assume for progeny is the
quintessential relationship of responsibility from which all other extensions of
responsibility into larger communities derives their context though in signtfic more
mediated, collective ways.

Jonas ties this most basic relationship of responsibility, parental resihnso
political responsibility, explaining that the relationship of ruler to citizeght to
resemble that of parent to child and that political responsibility ought teodeled on
the natural responsibility. The comparison between parental and political résggnsi
made by Jonas encompasses eight points. First, in being a parent and beingampoliti
the responsibility involved is toward other human beings. The parent must chie for
children and the politician must care for his citizens. The good of those over who we
have power must be sought. Secondly, in both relationships, those with relative power
must ensure the conditions for the continued existence of those under their watch. The

parent of a newborn is under great duress to care for the child involved, as egerythin

214 Jonas (1984 -A), page 95.
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must be done for the child in order for it to survive. A complete path with all of life’s
necessities must be provided. The politician similarly carries the burdemnof tio

secure the continued survival of the citizenry in his or her society through domesti
policy decisions and the continued survival of the globe through international relations
With the power to wage war, to maintain the existence of human life in general and not
be the cause of human extinction, the politician is in a position of guarding life ahd dea
a situation especially prescient under the situation of nuclear proliferatiodlyTdionas
shows how both parents and politicians are like artists that shape other people. When
parents raise children, they prepare their children for society and th“Warhich

means that they must endow children with certain knowledge and habits that widl enabl
them to lead the good life among other people. Politicians, while they lead andneprese
a people, create the people in a certain image through the laws and policies that they
make and enforce. Fourthly, both parent and politician are responsible for the tagal bei
of their charges. Parents are responsible for the habits of behavior that cheldreon g

and for the people who the children become, good or bad. Politicians influence who their
citizens become by making and enforcing laws, by severity of punishment, &mel by
constitution they defend in the first place, if one exists. Fifthly, accordingnesJthere

is an intertwining of the two types of responsibility. By being a good parent and
instilling certain values in children, a parent makes a child capable of being a good

citizen. Likewise, good politicians can make the job of parenting easieeayng

215 | give note to a family friend, Mrs. Luz Beak this expression that so closely mirrors Jonas'’s
meaning.
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policies that support that values of parentitfigMuch of this intertwining, for Jonas,
involves education. Sixthly, both involve a sentiment of love for the subject. Parents
must feel an attachment for their children and be moved to care for them out of this
sentiment. Politicians, as members of the same community, must take on af $evse
for the community insofar as it must be maintained or improved under their watch.
Seventhly, the parental responsibility is continuous into adulthood and so the care for the
child must be continuous and carry through adulthood. In like manner, the watchful eye
of the politician must always be opened to the never ending needs for policy adeten
even if the person in the position changes over time. Lastly, both parents andestatesm
must be looking toward the future of their wards, to their continuance and to their
successful continuané&’ The Heideggerian element of care as temporal movement into
the future as defined by the past and acted out in the present, is applied here to
responsibility for others. To use Heideggerian terminology, it is not only the individual
human being who must be resolute in being responsible for his own existence. Parents
must be resolute in their care for their children’s future and politiciansbeugsolute in
their care for the future good of citizens and all humanity insofar as poweds>de far.
Jonas differs from Heidegger substantially by understanding human sostahegias an
authentic way of being.

It must be admitted that Jonas’s extrapolation of the responsibility of parent over

child only carries so far with regard to how politicians ought to lead citizens. beste

216 An example of this would be public schoolingagmlitical responsibility through taxation andahe
programs in these schools.

217 Clearly Jonas is inspired by Aristotle and Hégenderstanding society as a natural arrangeianecht
an extension of the family unit.
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sense of being a politician, the first of Jonas’s points of comparison must be true. The
interest of the politician must be on the citizens and only the citizens. To thetaatent
the politician is also a citizen, then the politician may look after self-sitbreg only as
an equal to other citizens. To the extent that politicians look after their owasistat
the expense of the good of citizens they fail in the role of politician just as td pdro
does likewise with their children. The rejoinder to this in both cases is the parent or
politician who cares for themselves so as to continue doing well in their role. As an
instance of this, the parent who works so much for the good of their child such that it
becomes unhealthy actually hurts their child in the pursuit of helping them. Rarestts
care for themselves at least enough to continue being parents just agpslitiast look
after their well-being toward this end. Toward this end, the second of Jonas’s points of
comparison between parent and politician is also true but in a qualified sense. Parents
must look toward the continued existence of their children into the future. Paobtwith
the special responsibility over a nation must take care to interact with p#tenss in
such a way that the monstrous power of warfare is not the cause of extracadishary
undue death. Most importantly though, with the power through nuclear arms proliferation
to utterly destroy life itself, special care must be taken on the interndseabof
politics to ensure not only the preservation of one’s nation as a people but the
preservation of people and nature in general.

With regard to the third point of comparison, of the responsibility of the artist for
the work of art, the parent of children is responsible along with teachergusligaders

and friends for instilling values in the child and guiding them in the instruction of good
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life. However, while politicians can attempt to shape how people live and use samehce
technology to help guide people toward well-being, politicians are not the pramarge

of shaping people’s lives and when they are it tends to require much violence in order to
accomplish this vision. The purges of Stalin in the name of installing socialism in the
former Soviet Union are an example of such violence. The artistry of the paljtiCit is

to be considered a process of shaping the citizenry (and not more like a process of
standing-guard), must not destroy the work of art in order to complete it. dfegrife
politician who acts like an artist likely more often than not is oversteppitarcer
boundaries as adult citizens come with values already instilled. Where Jhivalsjoint
about a politician is true only in a very qualified sense of being an artisgrthgbint of
comparison is significantly incorrect especially in regard to nationsenemocracy

holds sway. Politicians are only responsible for the total being of their citizesre w
citizens have no control over the course of their own lives. Parents are respionghse
total being of their children and this diminishes as children realize maturitiiciools

who have this much control over their people would likely have to resort to violence in
order to maintain their power and again destroying the work of art in order to perfect
contradictory.

Jonas is correct about the fifth point insofar as the intertwining of the roles of
parent and politician complement each other. Government should be interested in helping
parents when and where they can and likewise parents can help make thein aftiddre
better citizens by instilling the value of law and order in their children.afdhis end,

Jonas is correct as well about the sixth point of comparison. Parents should have deep
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emotional sentiment and attachment for their children and it seems thatpratudes
for this. The sentiment and caring of a politician is something that needs toilbedinst
rather than something that comes perfectly naturally, as it does for mestspaward
their children but Jonas has already told us that the relation of politician tm ¢gtize
artificial and can only be analogous to parenthood.

With regard the seventh point of comparison, continuity of responsibility, Jonas is
correct but in a qualified sense, one that he understands and admits to. Ithattthe t
parent must continuously care for the child but over time, what is required bylthechi
order to survive decreases to emotional attachment by the time the childsreache
adulthood. In fact the success of being a parent may be best judged by theoexkecit t
a child becomes self-sufficient. Parenthood has an endpoint at which independence is
reached, in terms of responsibility. There is not endpoint to the leadership and
responsibility of politicians. Certainly, political power changes handsrgemeally or
periodically but the need for leadership of a nation never diminishes or goes away.

Lastly, Jonas is correct that parents and politicians are always cahedmg the
future of those over whom they have charge. The well-being of children anensit
can never just be for the present but always looking into the future to avoid peril and
provide stability over time. In Jonas’s work it is the heuristic device of fentist
guide both parents and politicians to provide safety, security, and longevity to those for
whom we are responsible.

With the extensive capacity of human power over nature through technological

advance, political power can extend to the very limits of survival of the human species,

162



other species, and nature itself. Toward this end, using the “heuristics, b tees

warns that a “statesman ...must not gamble if he can avoid it, although sometimes he
must.”?*® To act responsibly means acting in the way Aristotle described of the man of
virtue insofar as “in the first place he must have knowledge, secondly he must choose the
acts, and choose them for their own sakes, and thirdly his action must proceed from a
firm and unchangeable charactéf’Jonas’s responsible politician must, to the greatest
extent possible and through excellent advising, be able to see into the futurasas far
possible, be knowledgeable of the consequences of actions taken for his nation and the
world community and act for the preservation and betterment of all involved. The

statesman must not gamble with humanity unless absolutely necessary insbéar a

Modern analysis of social and economic causalisiéscomparably superior to all earlier
knowledge thereof and permits extrapolations ihtoftiture which, uncertain as they are,
set thinking about the future free from the meralagies of the past and lead it beyond
the iterative induction of experience (i.e., froregedent) into the deduction of the never
been: thus from guessing to calculating the futtfte.

The responsible statesman is a person capable of the admission that “perhaps we cannot
know what thesummum bonuns, but we can surely know, when presented with it, what
amalumis. We recognize evil even when we are ignorant of the ¢fGod.”

The case was made above that the moral theory of Hans Jonas is a deontological
moral theory that operates on Kant's second and third version of the categorical
imperative, the “humanity as ends” formulation and the “autonomy” formulation. So the

rules for acting involve a duty to respect human beings as ends in themselva®aat ra

218 Jonas (1984 -A), page 121.
219 Ross (2001), page 956.
220 Jonas (1984 -A), pagell3.
221 Jonas (1974), page 99.
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autonomous agents. This is to be augmented due to the rich and dangerously extensive
capacity of human power with the “imperative of responsibility” which is meant to
protect all human beings now, human beings not yet born and nature itself as purposive.
But through this political responsibility, we can already find three virttese which
give focus to the use of rules in terms of acting as a politician, a focus on théfgasd |
Aristotle would have written it. The first of these virtues is responsibitigffi One
cares for oneself. Insofar as one uses the power of reproduction and brings a family
about, that family has a natural claim on the power over them to be cared for nmbeing i
the future. Though some deny this responsibility entirely or act it out difgjtgcthe
obligation is still there as displayed most clearly through the cry of thatin@ne can
do one’s part to contribute to the well-being of the society in which one lives ly bein
politically informed and active. The politicians of the society can alsegpbnsibly by
creating law and policy that benefits their citizens and protects the vaonchanity
concurrently. Being responsible implies being practically wise bggéor and
nurturing that over which one has power. If it is to be considered an Aristotelian fGolde
Mean” virtue, it would be the middle ground between being so careful about decision
making that decision making halts and making decision carelessly and ladadlyais

The imperative of responsibility also fosters the virtue and goal of humility
through the “heuristics of fear.” Humility on the part of politicians and individséls
use science and technology with an understanding of the consequences and to use it with
the fear of one’s own end and the end of all of nature as the possible worst outcome. It

becomes clear, according to Jonas that while
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The new nature of our acting then calls for a névice of long-range responsibility
coextensive with the range of our power, it callshie name of that very responsibility
also for a new kind of humility — a humility owenbt like the former humility to the
smallness of our power, but to the excessive madaiof it, which is the excess of our

power to act over our power to foresee and our poevevaluate and to judgzt-?f.2

The humility required for the modern age of advanced technology is one of
wielding technology with sagacity and also realizing the limitation of that
sagacity to see into the future toward all of the possible consequences. This
humility recognizes both our limitations and our grandeur as human beings.

A third virtue espoused and fostered through the “imperative of responsibility” is
temperance. Current industrialized society, with its immense technologjedilities,
often makes excesses in growth, development, and production seem moderate. The
profound abundance of material goods in many places of the world garnered through
technological mastery of agriculture, manufacture, and transport maaesyito not only
have more than you need but to have no capacity to differentiate between needs and
wants, these wants being endless. Aristotle made the case that teep@@oeration
with regards to the enjoyment of physical pleasures, is necessary for thefgoba li
man so as to have physical enjoyment not be a distraction to more extensive ptdasures
the mind. Jonas made the case that in order for the good life to be achieved for all
humans, (or as many as possible) as well as the preservation of the planet,ampbie

adequate distribution of the world's assets and material good which means

Self-denial for the developed countries, as raifiregstandards for the undeveloped is
(without reckless violation of those boundariedy@uossible at the former's expense,
namely, by regional shifts of productive and conptine capacities away from their
densest clustering at one extremity of the spectthenclosing of the gap — any tangible

222 Jonas (1984 -A), page 22-23.
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converging thereto — will have to fall somewhbetweerthe present, yawning
extremes?

The virtue of temperance for the individual would likely mean exactly whatahtrfer
Aristotle with a stronger economic understanding of its value: restrictiontefiala
possessions if not wealth in general. Rather than promoting excess, we woulal have t
promote frugality and charity. On the level of societies, this meansrstiof developed
and affluent nations being less materialistic and accumulating lessgniiilg more to
those in need in one’s own society and then beyond. Government would have to make a
challenge to excess through redistribution of wealth and taxation on excess. gée dan
here is that if redistribution is too severe and there is no incentive to risk-ta&mghere
will be less to spread to those who lack necessities. Politicians will h@bhamge the
landscape of economic conditions so that all people everywhere have theiitiescess
met at least, though it is not clear that Jonas would go to the extreme of sorkeone li
Peter Singer who uses the benchmark of “marginal utfifiUsing the model of
parenthood to gauge the power, responsibility, and success of political powsr, Jona
would surely require the biblical notion of charity; not only giving people food and
necessities now but also the capacity to feed themselves into the’ftitnsafar as

being responsible to those under your protection comes first, citizens mustgake fi
priority just as parents look after their own children first.

Having shown that Jonas's ethical theory is comprised of at least three fartues

223 Ibid, page 161.

224 See Peter SingeFamine, Affluence, and Moraliginger, 1971).

225This is surely a failing of the welfare systemthie United States. It often provides necessitidsout
the education to accompany, an education that walldds a person to make a livelihood for themseblses
as to avoid financial insufficiency becoming a vedyife.
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politicians operating at the level of international relations and towardsoteipeople,

in which private citizens can also partake with regard to supporting society dimgjlea

their families, it becomes clear that Jonas was cultivating a version ofugatarmanism.

His understanding of communitarianism would involve nests of human relations from the
level of the family up to and including societies operating on the global letebther
societies, which would likely be operating on the three principles central to

communitarianism:

First, any claim about what is to be acceptedwsdan only be validated under
conditions of cooperative enquiry. Second, comwaines validated by communities of
co-operative enquirers should form the basis ofualutesponsibilities to be undertaken
by all members of those communities. Third, poredaitions at every level in society
must be reformed so that all those affected by tbamparticipate as equal citizens in
determining how the power in question is to be eised?®

Jonas's most important community would involve the collection of all societies in the
world, operating within a collective understanding that all people are to be looked after
and their needs met, that the human race is to be looked after in general and that nature is
to be preserved as the setting and the condition for the possibility for all purposive
behavior, human or otherwise. Finally the two most important restrictions ia tértime

“image of man” and what that projection of human possibilities allows is therypaé&sa

of the environment through ecological science and the preservation of the humae genom

and its pool of possibilities.

226 Tam (1998), page 7.
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CHAPTER 6
DEFENDING JONAS’'S ONTOLOGY AND ETHICAL THEORY

Among the Vanguard

In my view, what | have told you about the multirgmectivity of biological phenomena
and the interwovenness of the different perspestii®w that Hans Jonas’ philosophy of
biology is far from being an untimely or anachraicigenterprise, both with respect to its
methodologies and its results. Wherever Hans Jaadly stood when, in 1991, he
located himself in the rearguard of the philosoghimoop or in the vanguard of a new
orientation in philosophy, these days, his phildgoal biology seems to be, or at least
ought to be, right in the middle of the philosogtiibattlefield?*’

This quote by Gereon Wolters in an article on Jonas’s philosophical biology
(Wolters, 2001) was instructive to me as | began preparations for writingskestdition
and it is under the auspices of which, | continue with this chapter which will defend
Jonas’s neo-Aristotelian philosophical anthropology and ethic. The critidisihsan be
made of Jonas’s works can be divided into two sets: those that one would consider from
outside the framework of Jonas’s thought with regard to philosophical problems that are
as of yet not resolved (or perhaps cannot or even will never be resolved) and those that
within the boundaries of Jonas’s thought would make his thought more coherent. Those
that involve criticism of Jonas’s thought from outside the boundaries of his thought are:
the accusation of essentialism, the accusation of using teleological conceptions
biology, the accusation of anthropomorphism, and the accusation of violating “Hume’s
Guillotine” — the distinction of facts from values. Those criticisms that igsuewithin
the boundaries of Jonas’s thought are: the accusation of anthropocentrism and the

accusation that there is a missing explanation about human sexual reproduction 1 Jonas’

227 Wolters, page 97.
168



philosophical anthropology which prevents his philosophical anthropology from being
coherent with his ethics. Some of these accusations have been addressed, yf not full
refuted, in chapters 2, 3 and 4 and with regard to those | will recapitulate and gmbelli
as necessary. As to those that | have not yet addressed, they will cheeatention.

The main thrust of this chapter is an attempt to explain that Jonas’s work takegoa posit
as bridging a gap (which used to be a ravine) between continental phenomenotogy afte

Heidegger and the British analytical tradition. According to Gereon Wolters

Analytic method in philosophy strives for an intdsgectivity and objectivity of its results
in pretty much the same way as natural science prige it has to pay for this is — as in
science — a lack of comprehensiveness. On the b#m, phenomenology also has its
price: for the gain of comprehensiveness, one dasy the price of inferior
intersubjectivity and objectivity.

To be sure, phenomenology is far from being aabjtr it has its methods and
its rules. Phenomenology is a discursive, arguatiet enterprise and, thus, qualifies as
philosophy. And phenomenology further arrivesestiits that are often widely shared.
Yet, it is inferior to analytic philosophy in thelfowing respect: the more interesting the
results of a phenomenological approach, the laessimbjective and objective and the
more relative to a particular culture they .

Jonas can be read by analytic philosophers as a reminder that the experienteeaf the
body, as a lived body, must be accounted for by science and philosophy of science. As
some philosophers from among those ranks have realized by either grartingorea
consciousne$$’ or understanding the explanatory power of consciousness as a
concept*® reductionism expels meaning as it simplifies explanation and therefore does
not adequately explain. This is likely the most significant import of the

phenomenological tradition: the understanding of lived experience by those expgrienc

228 Ibid, page 95.

229 Thomas Nagel (Nagel, 1974) and John Searlel€54892) argue in this direction.

230 Daniel Dennett does this if he does not grealityy to consciousness with his “intentional stinc
(Dennett, 1987, 1995, and 2003).
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life. Jonas can be read by continental philosophers as a reminder that, no matter what
experience one has as an individual based on sex, sexual preference, race, threcece

are in fact elements of all possible human contexts that unite us in our humanity,
regardless of context. This is to imply that while neither school of thoughtimeay

Jonas’s methods completely satisfactory, both can learn something of thadwelserds

see that the knowledge gained through the understanding of both can be more than the

sum of the knowledge of each by itself.

The Charge of Essentialism

The question has been asked by Strachan Donnelley (Donnelley, 2002, 1nd 2001),
as to whether Hans Jonas promulgates a version of essentialism. To be clear in
answering this question, we must understand what essentialism is, how st tieelate
biology and philosophy, what forms it might take especially in biology and the
philosophy of biology, whether Hans Jonas commits to any of these forms in his
philosophical biology or philosophical anthropology, what would make it philosophically
imprudent to do so, and how he might be defended against this charge if in fact he is
guilty of said charge.

Essentialism, very generally, is a theory that claims that there atsobie
entities that have essential features to them. This implies in no uncertasrthatrthe
lack of any such features would keep the object or entity in question from being of a
certain type. For instance, an essential feature of a written sentencebeaubrds.

Without at least one word, such as a verb commanding a certain action, there would be no
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sentence. Punctuation would be another essential feature to a written sentence.
Essentialism can be a theoretical approach to many areas of studyrtftorhistory and
from ethics to sociology. However, there is likely no other area of study thanyiolog
where the term essentialism has been used, where it has become such an amatchroni
so many biologists and philosophers.

To be an anachronism means to be out of step with the time in which we live or to
be too late for the sake of relevance. Clearly Plato was an essentialistveasl lsis
greatest student, Aristotle but in a substantially different way. For our parpose
Aristotle’s conception of the soul of living creatures is a version of essemtiaAs
explained abové&® Aristotle understood that living creatures were members of species,
natural kinds that were once and for all the same and defined according to certain
characteristics present in the soul. The absence of any of these clsiccteould
disqualify the individual in question from membership and a defect in any of these
gualities would imply that the individual was a defective member of the species. The
soul of the living creature was the design or guideline whereby the creatule grow
and develop into a member of a species and that if we take genetics seriaasyleAr
must have been explaining something like the genome of the living creatureswith it
constitutive DNA with his concept of the soul, be it a rudimentary concept of genetics.
But of course, Aristotle had this wrong and it was Darwin and evolutionary bitsogis
since who have proved this time and again in significant detail.

Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection would seem to imply that

231 See chapter 2 above.
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species do not really exist in terms of being permanent kinds in the naturabjaadsc
Each living creature is a gamble. Inheriting its genetic information fi®progenitor(s),

it is a combination of characteristics, a statistically random physist@ntiation of these
characteristics brought to life in an environment where its very exestemqproof of the
success of the genetics of its progenitor(s). It is a success story oggsipors but not

yet itself successful until it survives, thrives, and reproduces creaturesdhike its self

in its given environment. And while all living creatures inherit what they are ftiire
their progenitor(s), the genetic information, over time, changes or evoleegthr
recombination and environmental stressors, so that the concept “species” is of nominal
use and biological nominalism must be admitted. As Hans Jonas tells us “the picture i
changed when it is admitted that species [are] only relatively stablehatrttiis stability
represents only the temporary equilibrium among the forces which generalignohet

the structure as successféi>The picture for biologists and philosophers certainly has
changed. When laymen use the term species, we typically know what we reatures
that look a certain way and have certain physical capacities or chataxsteNghen we

look around us and see other creatures that look like ourselves, humanhoanogs/
sapienswe call them human beingggmo sapiensBut that term is not so simple to use
effectively or correctly when one takes the theory of evolution into accountrag livi
creatures and their DNA are constantly in a state of flux. As stated ZBovest any
species concept one chooses (and there are several such concepts in congpetsen f

in biology), is an attempt to find and explain the essential systematization citsapar

232 Jonas (2001), note 6 - page 50.
233 See chapter 2 above.
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among types of living creatures. So it would seem that biologists, when theykamg ma
an attempt to systematize according to species, they are not simply tagntapc about
the use of the term species and finding the simplest or most useful approacte they ar
seeking for the truth, the ideal or essential mode by which species aeddivia fact
they are divided in such a rigid fashion at all. This implies that there is amatii¢hat
biologists can be essentialists, by looking for the essential way in whichareties of
living creatures emerge even if each of those varieties are examplegwipmfary
equilibrium.” 1 will return to the issue of emergence below but, it must be tiaar t
when biologists are trying to discover the essential nature of changethathé¢ne
essential natures of the types of living creatures which are changingyéhstill seeking
essences to life itself.

With regard to essentialism in the work of Hans Jonas, the question is asked by
Strachan Donnelley, in his article comparing the ideas of Hans Jonas and eminent
evolutionary biologist Ernst Mayr, “[h]as Jonas in fact fully dispensed wvathtional
essentialist concepts such as eternal forms or types, moral or othefi{i€ePtainly
Jonas was not entertaining anything like Aristotelian species thatkeanale In the
above quotation Jonas explains his understanding of a species as being “a relatively
stable.... temporary equilibrium.” So Jonas is not committed to the traditionabform
essentialism as was Aristotle. But was he committed to the second Yaaietarjorie
Grene and David Depew so aptly describe (Grene and Depew, 2004) with regard to

taxonomic systematization in general? The answer is a resoundingspes\diag

234 Donnelley (2001), page 159.
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because if Grene and Depew are correct, then any biologist interestetmagization
of species concepts is likewise committed.

By explaining an ontological distinction between matter that is alive and dead
matter, Jonas is committing himself to a form of essentialism. The edseattire of
integrated living matter, living creatures, is “needful freedom” and igentidifference
as “needful freedom.” Jonas made the case that at every level of lifestserae
interest at work, that interest being the continuation of the individual life inigne#s

Jonas explains, in terms of the subjective experience of interest in difgiauwation

The principle of continuity requires us to concedieendless shading, in which
“representational” subjectivity surely disappearmewhere (presumably in forms with
no specific sense organ yet), but sensitivity gokttion as such probably nowhere.
Even here, to be sure, we are still dealing witkbfsctivity,” but with one already so
diffuse that the concept of an individual, focusetiject gradually ceases to apply, and
somewhere the series trails off into the compleseace of any such subject. Therefore
also into the absence of aim and urge? Not nedlgyss@n the contrary: in the reverse
direction, ascending from the bottom upward, it iddee incomprehensible that
subjective striving in its particularization sholildve emerged without striving whatever
within the emergence itself. Something alreadylkéd must have carried it upward out
of the darkness into the greater ligft.

From this we can take it that Jonas understood living matter to be ontologicallgrdiffe
from matter not involved in life, at least because of the interest that lik@aguces feel
with regard to their own survival and the lengths they are willing to go to surkife
has an essence in the very capacity to be interested in its contifitfallomgside this
consideration of subjective interest and the use of the capacities that theriahge
has to survive, is the ontological fact that living creatures have a physictiyide spite

of the process of metabolism which over the course of a lifetime demands that the set of

235 Jonas (1984 -A), page 73.
236 This of course works at two levels, the leviehe individual and the level of reproduction asill
explain below.
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constituent particles of which the body is comprised is always different. sTimest true
and clear with human beings, Hume’s skepticism notwithstanding. But to take this
ontological difference seriously implied to Jonas that life emerges. Buotportant
philosophical question concerns the definition and extent of emerg€mre. new
varieties of living creatures emergent? Is life itself an emergent pyagenatter? As

Mark Bedau and Paul Humphreys explain with regard to emergence,

Emergent phenomena frequently are taken to bediciblt, to be unpredictable or
unexplainable, to require novel concepts, and thdbstic. This list is almost certainly
incomplete, and not all of these features are ptéseevery account of emergence, but
the cluster indicates how philosophers usuallykiifiemergencé®

The details of current strains of emergence theory are beyond the scopevoirkhisit it

will be adequate to say that

Large parts of chemistry had been reduced to pbsid that molecular biology, itself
amenable to reduction to physical chemistry, heildtlee promise of reducing large parts
of biology. The sparse view thus has encouragedus on consciousness and other
exotic phenomena as the most appropriate candittatesnergencé®

Emergence has been so limited, to discussions about the reality and/or regucibilit
of consciousness, human or otherwise, because so much of biological explanation can be
understood through chemical and physical foundational principles. But as a number of
authors including Saul Kripke (Kripke, 1971), Thomas Nagel (Nagel, 1974), Frank
Jackson (Jackson, 1982), and John Searle (Searle, 1992) have explained, consciousness

cannot be explained or explained away by neurophysiological accounts of khiesn sta

237 Again, for an excellent set of introductorydiegs on emergence theory both by philosophers and
scientists, see the recent anthology of readingddrk Bedau and Paul Humphreys (Beadu and
Humphreys, 2008).

238 Bedau and Humphreys (2008), page 9.

239 lbid, page 12.

175



Such an explanation does not capture the reality of, for instance, the experienog of bei
a bat experiencing the world through sonar (Nagel, 1974) or, more generally, the
experience of pain (Kripke, 1971), (Jackson, 1982), and (Searle, 1992). One can
conclude from these arguments that even if consciousness and the subjectiva@xperie
of stimuli could be reduced to neurological functioning and Searle especially tl@sie
possibility ontologically, such reductionist explanations would not affect thigyreal

truth of subjective experience. As | have shéfiHans Jonas was considering very
similar arguments ifhe Phenomenon of Liwth regard to the experience of living
creatures as “needful freedom” that must metabolize. The consideratioregaird to

the pain of being hungry (in those types of creatures with some form of cem@ie
system) and with thoughts of impending death associated with starvation (in those types
of creatures capable of such high levels of thought) are parts of the sulgegirence

of the living individual: physical and psychological pain especially as aslgle

understood in human beings. Strict forms of emergence being what they are and
including the criterion of irreducibility, there are scientists and philosopHewsml
disagree with Jonas’s use of the term emergence insofar as he is expif@nisglf as

an emergent property of matter. But by understanding that reduction does nobssply |
of meaning as John Searle believes, we need not deny the reality of subjqutivenee

or consciousness much less the meaning of being alive: “needful freedom.” Jenas wa
also explaining in general what Thomas Nagel explained about bats, that the close

creature is to a creature like us, the more their subjective experierkeeasiis and that

240 See chapter 2, above.
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subjective experiences register the same way in human beings in gérerdduman
capacities that we have will assure that while we may have diffeierixiperiences,

there will be objectivity with regard to how those experiences occur. So tawvldas
regard to essentialism, we can put Hans Jonas among the vanguard if not fospeery a
of his thoughts on emergence, then at least with regard to the emergence of human

consciousness.

The Charge of Using Teleological Explanations in Biology

To be clear about the importance of this accusation, first we must understand the
difference between teleological and mechanistic explanations. Withffiredices
understood and being clear that Hans Jonas advocates teleological explanations in his
philosophical biology, philosophical anthropology, and ethics, we can then explain
whether or not this is a prudent course of argumentation and whether or not Hans Jonas
was in fact leading the vanguard or not. A teleological explanation is an explahation t
defines the existence of an object in terms of its function preceding its fam as
architectural blueprint precedes the construction of a building. When a univeasisyapl
new lecture hall for its main campus, it has in mind accepting larger incomgsgsla
The influx of a larger student body demands more classroom space, given tluoelass
space that the university has at its disposal is at peak usage. A new building is
understood to be essential to the success of the university and its mission to educate
students. The university then secures funds for the project, hires an architeigri@des

blueprint according to how many classrooms the school projects needing, hires a
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construction crew to carry out the blueprint by building the building, and opens the
building for use by faculty and students. Plans in mind become a real artifact. The
corresponding mechanistic explanation of the building would be the brick and mortar
construction of the building, its electrification and the installation of its plagby

human hands, employing knowledge of the materials. In terms of how the universe as a
whole works, Aristotle’s teleological explanation has God as the goal and alin of
motion in the universe: perfect rationality. The soul of a living creature is the ptupos
plan by which an organism of a certain variety actualizes its potential and sl
characteristics over time. According to Aristotle, living creaturesvgmd develop
according to a plan and move toward Godly rationality in doing so out of desire. This is
Aristotle’s cosmic teleology.

As | have argued above, Hans Jonas’s thought is not wedded to a cosmic
teleology?** He allows for the possibility that the cosmos is God-created rather than an
accidental “Big Bang.” His thought does not require a creative act dyrGarder for
the universe to come about. Jonas’s work does not require a God toward which all
motion is compelled to follow. A “Big Bang” account of cosmology and the theory of
evolution would cohere with Jonas’s philosophical biology if, as | stated in the previous
section, we take the concept of emergence seriously. What Jonas does, is to make room
for the possibility of a creator in a very special sense given the “Big Barththe theory
of evolution.

In the eleventh essay ®he Phenomenon of Ljfduring an exposition of the

241 See chapter 2, above.
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concept of immortality and its possible modern interpretations, Jonas explaigsémat

the physical reality of the world and all of its ramifications, immortalftthe soul of the
human being is out of the question. The immortality that remains is that of the individual
actions we commit. The method by which our actions become immortal is through God.
Jonas develops what he calls a “myth” or “likely imagination” with regardeation.
Incorporating scientific biological reality, Jonas’s universe asedday God, is

compatible with evolution insofar as

The ground of being, or the divine, chose to giself over to the chance and risk and
endless variety of becoming. And wholly so: emgiinto the adventure of space and
time, the deity held back nothing of itself: no amamitted or unimpaired part remained
to direct, correct, and ultimately guarantee théales working out of its destiny in
creation. On this unconditional immanence the motiemper insists. It is its courage

or despair, in any case its bitter honesty, to takebeing-in-the-world seriously: to view
the world as left to itself, its laws as brookinginterference, and the rigor of our
belonging to it as not softened by extramundangigemce. The same our myth
postulates for God's being in the world. Not, hearein the sense of a pantheistic
immanence: if world and God are simply the samewbrld at each moment and in each
state represents his fullness, and God can nédkemor gain. Rather, in order that the
world might be, and be for itself, God renouncesidwn being, divesting himself of his
deity — to receive it back at the end from the sdysweighted with the chance harvest of
unforeseeable temporal experience: transfigurechasdibly even disfigured by it. In
such self-forfeiture of divine for the sake of ugjidiced becoming, no other
foreknowledge can be admitted than thgpagsibilitieswhich cosmic being offers in its
own terms: to these, God committed his cause aciff) himself for the world*?

In Jonas’s “likely imagination,” God gives himself, every iota of his power, ovére
creation of the physical universe in the manner of an experiment with reghed to t
physical. With every movement in the physical world, God’s experience growh. Wi

the instantiation of life, God comes to life, and

Hence the necessity of death and new birth — sepfiie tempered essence from which
the Godhead reconstitutes itself. All this, eviolntprovides in the mere lavishness of its
play and the sternness of its spur. Its creatimeserely fulfilling themselves in pursuit
of their lives, vindicate the divine venture. Evbe suffering deepens the fullness of the
symphony. Thus, this side of good and evil, Gathc#lose in the great evolutionary

242 Jonas (2001), page 275.
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game?*®

And with the advent of human beings

Transcendence awakened to itself and hencefortingzanies his doings with the bated
breath of suspense, hoping and beckoning, rejomihgrieving, approving and frowning
—and, | daresay, making itself felt to him everilg/hot intervening in the dynamics of

his worldly scene: for can it not be that by thiéetion of its own state as it wavers with
the record of man, the transcendent casts ligldsshadow over the human landscape?

God literally encompasses all of physical reality according to Jonas. d8us@ot only
physical reality. Jonas makes the case that his cosmogony is not pantheigrGodtisa
a project in the making projecting from the beginning of physical realitigati could be
and is to become. One would have to classify Jonas’s cosmogony as a version of
panentheism: that God is the material universe that we live in but is not only that. God is
in a state of becomint§’

This concept of God developed first in the last chapt@dhefPhenomenon of Life
is expounded upon iklortality and Morality: a Search for the Good after Auschwitz
God is to be understood as: a being who suffers, a being who is in a state of becoming, a
being who cares, a being who is endangered, and a being who is powerful but not all
powerful. God suffers insofar as the universe and all living creatures ibhdadgnGod.
When joy is felt, God feels it. When pain is felt, God feels it. God is born, lives, and
dies with all living creatures. God is in a state of becoming insofar as Gadesdhe
material universe as part of himself. As the universe changes so does GodreSod ca

insofar as God includes something like the historical record of all that ondines i

243 Ibid, page 277.
244 For an explication of panentheism see the wbf&harles Hartshorne especidllan's Vision of God
and the Logic of Theis(idartshorne, 1941).
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world, including benevolence and radical evil so that God is interested in what becomes
of himself. God is endangered insofar as there is the risk that the vicissitudeeéim
existence could include utter destruction. Lastly, Jonas makes the casedimu& be
limited in his power, giving up what extensive power he had in creation — the “Big
Bang.” His arguments against God's omnipotence are twofold. First aigatilly,

Jonas understood that “omnipotence is self-contradictory, self-destructivel,indee
senseless concept® Power is a self limiting concept. To have power implies that one
has power to control something. Having the power to control something implies the
existence of something that can resist your power. The capacity to oegist anplies

power on the part of that which is other to oneself. Therefore omnipotence is inlgossi
as it would imply no resistance possible on the part of that over which power exists.
Jonas’s concept of God is therefore coherent in that God used all of the power he had in
the instantiation of the material universe and so he can no longer control any part of
universe he has become. He then adds a practical argument about God’s limited power
This argument states that given that radical evil exists in the world, God most be
position that he cannot intervene in the world to stop evil from occurring, otherwise, for
instance, there would have been no holocaust. Having expended all of his power in
becoming the material universe, there is nothing left to intervene in the wdslolddsas
already completely intervened. God is and encompasses everything thatioc¢har

material universé*®

245 Jonas (1996), page 138.

246 There are many interesting avenues for reseagatrding Jonas’s concept of God in terms of its
possible acceptance by the various organized oeligiits comparison with Hartshorne’s panentheism,
etc., all of which are beyond the scope of thiskwdvly purpose in explicating it is to explain thhts
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Another question that remains from Strachan Donnelly with regard to Jonas’s
work is, given “his '‘Nature Purposive,' has he fully abandoned cosmiogyest’
First, given that it was Jonas’s stated purpose to explain that God is a pgssililihat,
explained in a certain way, a concept of God could be made coherent with the “Big
Bang” and the theory of evolution, we may simply brush away this excursion dokas t
into cosmology and theology as completely unnecessary to his philosophical biology,
philosophical anthropology, and his ethics. However, if we take it to be a part of a
system of thought, then we must examine it to see if he evades cosmic telelodtggr
of Aristotle's or of another type.

In Aristotle's cosmic teleology, God is already complete and perfzsbmeng
and that after which everything strives through movement in an existing rational
universe. God is the ultimate and final cause; purpose lies in Godly rational perfecti
Aristotle is explaining a cosmology, an understanding of the how the universe warks a
closed rational system. Jonas on the other hand is describing a cosmogony and a
cosmology, insofar as he is explaining, through coherent speculation, how thelmateria
universe came about and consists of God. Aristotle explains no cosmogony; the universe
has always been. He explains to us how it works: in a rational and orderly fashioh. But i
can be definitively stated that as an example of panentheism, Jonas is not dedendin
cosmic teleology like Aristotle's. In Jonas's works, God is in a process dbjpieasnt
and movement in the material universe is not attempting to achieve Godlyiparfect

through desire for such. Movement among material particles is not negessgaral at

is nothing like an Aristotelian cosmic teleology.
247 Donnelley (2001), page 159.
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all.**® Organization of matter into planets for instance would be the effects of entropy
over time. Life would involve the correct combination of material particlels that life
emerges as Jonas’s concept of “needful freedom” initially. Evolution is ttogyhas the
vicissitudes of matter that has taken on life. God truly comes to life and develops. There
is no perfection that the universe moves toward. The universe and all its parts are in a
process of becoming and therefore ever changing. This is nothing liketkfsstosmic
teleology. Butis it a cosmic teleology at all?

If there is no end result that the material universe, as the embodiment of God, is
working toward, then Jonas's God must be understood to do one of two things by
becoming physical. God could be considered the quintessential experimentatscient
who sacrifices himself in order to gain knowledge of what it means to be ghyrsittas
case, God is the embodiment of the scientific spirit of gaining knowledge astd| ¢
even the cost of allowing himself to become a monstrosity. The other possibility would
be that God is a gambler and that his excursion into physicality is a lark. Géven t
gravity of Jonas's tone and the attribution to God of goodness and intelligibility, in
addition to significant power, it is likely that Jonas would appreciate the anafl@gyd
to an experimental scientist but not the analogy of God to a gambler. Experimental
scientist or gambler, neither know the outcome of their action but can only hypothesize
about it. Without the clear goal but only that some goal be reached, namely kgmwled
Jonas's cosmogony and cosmology involve no cosmic teleology.

With the understanding that Jonas’s philosophical arguments do not involve him

248 Also, if we take quantum mechanics serioutlgntthe movement of any particle is only statifliica
probable and not at all certain.
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in cosmic teleological arguments, even when we consider his speculativegoosiywe
can turn to an important distinction to be made with regard to K@ntigjue of
Judgment In the second part of this workritique of the Teleological Judgmeitant
explains why it is that we as human beings make teleological judgmentsgaitd to
nature as a whole, with regard to the elements and organisms in nature fittthgrtoge
and with regard to the integrity of organisms. For my purposes with regarch$o Ha
Jonas, Kant explains why we make teleological judgments with regard to organdms
what those judgments me&f.According to Kant, an organism “exists as a natural
purpose if it is although in a double sense lmaihse and effect of itséfP° Kant
explains this in three ways. In terms of being cause and effect of itsedfgdum@sm,
causes itself in terms of reproducing members of its species, caufés iesens of
sustaining itself through nutrition and growth, and causes itself in ternsspziris being
definitively required by the whole and the whole being definitively requiretidparts.
Kant’s analysis is of a tree but the same analysis can be carried ou fiviram
creature. According to Kant, given that organisms are so substantialhguiffean
objects of art, the only way we can understand organisms is through teleological

explanations. As Kant says,

The concept of a thing as in itself a natural pegpis therefore no constitutive concept of
understanding or of reason, but it can serve ag@aative concept for the reflective
judgment, to guide our investigation about objettthis kind by a distant analogy with
our own causality according to purposes generaitiyia our meditations upon their
ultimate ground. This latter use, however, isinaeference to the knowledge of nature
or of its ground, but rather to our own practiaaddlty of reason, in analogy with which

249 For work on Kant's account of teleological kxgations in biology, see the work of C. Zumbach
(Zumbach, 1984), C. Frick (Frick, 1990), Peter Muabghlin (McLaughlin, 1990), Hannah Ginsborg
(Ginsborg, 1997), and Paul Guyer (Guyer, 2003).

250 Kant (1951), page 217.
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we considered the cause of that purposiveftéss.

From the above paragraph, Kant explains to us that there is no way that an organism can
be understood using only mechanistic explanations because of the way that iteesapaci
are so richly integrated into its preservation as a whole. The organism is sutisthat
significantly akin to an artifact in that it has parts that work together ®ltaat explains

with the comparison of a watch to the aforementioned tree,

A watch wheel does not produce other wheels,letf does one watch produce other
watches, utilizing (organizing) foreign materiaf that purpose; hence it does not replace
of itself parts of which it has been deprived, does it make good what is lacking in a
first formation by the addition of the missing gamor if it has gone out of order does it
repair itself—all of which, on the contrary, we maxpect from organized nature. An
organized being is then not a mere machine, fdaritha merelynovingpower, but it
possesses in itsdtirmativepower of a self-propagating kind which it commuatés to

its materials though they have it not of themselitesrganizes them, in fact, and this

cannot be explained by the mere mechanical faciiltyotion?>?

The human mind, in trying to understand the organism, attempts to categorize it as one
would any artifact but an artifact is the product of an artificer, the orgaseems self-
sufficiently self-producing. In reflection then, the mind conjures furtheolgical
explanation whereby nature produces the organism as an artificer producesein antif

this way, nature itself takes on a role of artificer when

Beings in nature which, considered in themselvesagart from any relation to other
things, can be thought as possible only as purpafsesture. Hence they first afford
objective reality to the concept oparpose of naturegs distinguished from a practical
purpose; and so they give to the science of ndheréasis for a teleologiye. a mode of
judgment about natural Objects according to a specinciple which otherwise we
should in no way be justified in introducing (besawe cannot seepriori the
possibility of this kind of causality}>

251 Ibid, page 222.
252 Ibid, page 220-221.
253 Ibid, page 222.
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Kant means us to understand that, having no clear conception of how, mechanistically, an
individual organism could exist much less come about, the mind reflectively
conceptualizes organisms as if they were artifacts even though this wslatliKant

calls a regulative explanation. It is useful in terms of conceptualizationwerend its

parts but nothing constitutive of nature or its parts. Written nearly seventypyeairto

the first publication of Darwin’©rigin of SpeciesKant’s words linger somewhat
anachronistically in terms of how fully mechanistic an understanding of naturtssand i
parts would develop and how diminished this regulative feature would be in some
opinions. And yet the problem lingers in parts in terms of the explanation of
consciousness and the experience of the subject and in the minds of more than Kantian
thinkers.

Hans Jonas is not a Kantian thinker in this regard. First as explained above, Jonas
took materialism seriously and understood bodies, causation, space, and time as real
modes of existence whereby life comes to pass for organisms rather thamals me
constructions the likes of which make experience possible. Kant's categfiies,
space, causality, and substance are structures by which the mind creates@xpe
cooperation with an external world of things-in-themselves. According to Keem, |
only know my body insofar as it is an experience as formulated by the mind. Jmsas tur
Kantian phenomenology on its head by making the case that it is only through my
existence as an embodied organism that feels the pain of hunger that | can know the
meaning of time and only through the experience of solutions to that hunger outside of

my body that | can understand space. | embody causation by moving my body through
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space to the solutions to my hunger. Life is a process livable through a real body
constituted of real parts which have real needs. Those needs must be met over the course
of real lived time and achieved through existence in a real spatial worldeottisi
organism. The Kantian distinctions between phenomenal and noumenal existence,
objects of experience and objects which allow for experience to occur, leadssis Jona
mind to solipsism because as Jonas stated “without the self-transcendencsgofithe
action i.e., in its physical dealings with the environment and in the attendant
vulnerability of its being, the closure of the mental order is logically uitalskg and
solipsism can appear as rational discretion instead of as madfegs.Jonas, Kantian
phenomenal reality must lead to solipsism and as Jonas explains in a footnotensolipsis
is madness in that the individual who claims the truth of solipsism claims thenee if
another person by arguing for its truth. By assuming the reality of bodies, causati
space, and time, Jonas has cleared the path to make constitutive rather thaneregula
teleological arguments with regard to organisms especially given thefitiea

emergence of consciousness and life from mechanistic nature. Theseitoasti
teleological arguments are born out in the biological sciences in what leck cal

“teleonomic processe$>® 2>

The Charge of Anthropomorphism

Anthropomorphism generally is the attribution of a human quality, charaicterist

254 Jonas (2001), page 32.
255 Mayr (1991), page 67.
256 Explained above in Chapter2.
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or function to an inanimate object, a non-human organism, to nature itself, or to a
deity?*” The original problem with anthropomorphism comes about through the
attribution of human qualities to deities, thereby creating a logicalierocategorization.
Deities are thought to be substantially different than human beings and theagfore
comparable to them. The same accusation of logical error can be attributed teltbose
attribute human features to other varieties of organisms. But this is a ticsd &ygor

only if human beings are substantially different from the other varietseatwre to

which we are compared. We might say that evolutionary biology clears yhemwa
anthropomorphic judgments as applied to other organisms, given that life in a continuum
and varieties of organisms are related through ancestral lineage. Betewdiutionary
biology denies the logical error of anthropomorphism, it creates a new problem of
application. With the work of Darwin, writes Emanuela Spada, “it became rcresre
only that animals are not machines, but also that humans are animals. Andatlis exa
when we are ready to recognize that animals are neither machines nor thehans
anthropocentrism becomes a much more complex proff&rfider the auspices of
evolutionary biology it becomes acceptable to apply anthropomorphism insofar as
humans are similar to other organisms. There are, however, difficult questiossver a
with regard to what types of creatures are comparable to humans, whatiesjpa€i
similar or the same, and to what extent humans are comparable to other organisms.

Recalling the previous discussion from chapter 2, Thomas Nagel sums up this set of

257 For a fine compendium of recent work on thectop anthropomorphism see the volume
Anthropomorphism, Anecdotes and Animatiited by Mitchell, Thompson, and Miles (Mitchedt,
Al., 1997).

258 Spada (1997), page 38.
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problems in his classic article “What Is It Like to Be a Bat?” wheralge that there

Is a sense in which phenomenological facts arectitage one person can know or say of
another what the quality of the other’s experieisceThey are subjective, however, in
the sense that even this objective ascription peggnce is possible only to someone
sufficiently similar to the object of ascription e able to adopt his point of view — to
understand the ascription in the first person dsagethe third, so to speak. The more
different from oneself the other experiencer is, lfss success one can expect with this
enterprise. In our own case we occupy the relepaimt of view, but we will have as
much difficulty understanding our own experienceparly if we approach it from
another point of view as we could if we tried talarstand the experience of another
species without taking up its point of viéw.

Nagel’s point is that in order to know what it is like to be a bat we would have to engage
the world from a bat’s point of view. To the extent that we can imagine a bat'point
view, we can know what it is like to be a bat. If we cannot adequately engage a bat’s
point of view then we cannot know what it is like to be a bat. In his example, it is
difficult, if not impossible, to know what it is like to be a bat insofar as human beings do
not have a sense like sonar built into our brains/sensory capacities.

In The Phenomenon of Ljfelans Jonas anticipates the charge of
anthropomorphism in the two appendices of essay 1, “On Life, Death, and the Body in
the Theory of Being.” He connects the charge of teleology with the charge of

anthropomorphism. First, with regard to

Final causes, we must observe that their rejecsi@anmethodological principle guiding
inquiry rather than a statement of ascertainedigscting from inquiry. There is not first
a record of persistent failure to detect them iturea— which would anyway not warrant
theaxiomthat they can on principle not be expected thackraust indeed on no account
be sought for. The mere search for them was guitelenly, with the inauguration of
modern science, held to be at variance with thensific attitude, deflecting the searcher
from the quest for true causes. To repeat, theision of teleology is not an inductive
result but an a priori prohibition of modern scienchis it can only be if teleology
contradicts the very type of being presupposedssible objects of natural science and
thus also the concept of cause proper to such tsbjec

Yet it has never been argued that final causdas-etched or abstruse or even

259 Nagel (1974), page 442.
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“unnatural” concept — on the contrary, nothing isrencognate to the human mind and
more familiar to the basic experience of man: dmglwas precisely what in the new
scientific attitude counted against it. Our vergneness to final explanation makes it
suspect®

With regard to history of philosophy and science, Jonas has made the case that in the
modern scientific world view, there is an axiom at work which strikes frometwd all
teleological explanations and that this is not discovered in experience but is@m a pr
certainty that is never explained but just assumed. This assumption about finalsauses
carried so far as to undermine the notion of causation itself leaving philosophy and
science in a state of skepticism, and this mostly thanks to the work of David Hume.
Finally,

The struggle against teleology is a stage in theggte against anthropomorphism which
by itself is as old as Western science. The @itidhat started with the lonian rejection
of mythological personification had now come, untther new stimulus of scientific
dualism, to discover the taint in the much sukftlem of Aristotelian finalism. But the
argument once under way did not stop there: ittoedreven the efficient causation in
whose favor final causes had been ousted. Acaptditiume, the idea of force and
necessary connection, alien to the record of thiagses from certain internal
impressions of the mind regarding its own workireading them into the record of
things is therefore another case of that transéere traits from human self-experience
into nature which had become anathema to objestience. ...Explanation has thus
been forsaken for mere description, which, by &ftag quantitative values to the
positions and positional changes in extensity attth these values stand for the entities
themselves, becomes pure mathematical descriplibe.search for motive springs has
been as completely abandoned as that for subdtfortias, that is, causal explanation
has final explanation into limbo; and indeed thenidea of explanation has evaporated
with the anti-anthropomorphic movement in episteoggf®*

And given that the interpretation of nature as teleological is a foistingnadimu
characteristics upon elements of nature and nature itself, anthropomorphisretisisgm
like the logical error that is described above. Therefore the attemgtuage teleology

from the scientific record is just part of a larger undertaking to renlbkiaraan

260 Jonas (2001), pages 34-35.
261 Ibid, page 36.
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characteristics and even human characterizations from the sciertifid revhich is

tantamount to removing humanity from science. Jonas’s response is that, as philosophers
and scientists have taken Hume’s lead in striking teleological explanations a
anthropomorphic accounts from science, they have stricken too much from the record and
therefore crippled the scientific endeavor to a third person account of scientific
phenomena while leaving the first person account untapped. Jonas’s point is that in the
attempt to remove all teleological explanations and anthropomorphic accounts from
science, we have missed purposes at work in organisms striving to survive and that this
striving pervades among living creatures. This is where Nagel'aredqpdn is very close

to Jonas’s and shows that he and Jonas were thinking along the same lines only that Jonas
was doing it in his record of publication a number of years e&ffietuman beings

experience the world in terms of purposes, our purposes. But many purposes dre share
among all people and to some degree all life, such as hunger. There are objeesive ty

of experiences among human beings given that our needs and capacities §ferthena
capacity to formulate mental images and all of the associated strefgiieshuman

mind, the capacity to move, to feel, to perceive, and to hunger) are the same. Thereis a
general and irrefutable context to human life. When we apply these types of
understanding to other organisms, we can approximate, through similar biological

features their experiences by imagination and see ourselves as erisimgar

contexts. As an example with regard to another species, given that chimpanzees ca

fashion tools and learn sign language, their experiences of the world mighd be Ise

262 Of course, John Searle is thinking alonglthesas well in terms of consciousness and argagajnst
reductionism.
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rather similar to ours, having the same set of five senses, though they do not construct
things nearly as extensively as we do. A bat’s experience of the woughifscsintly

different than ours due to sonar perceptions. But the very capacity to imagineig/hat it

like to be a bat is what allows for all echo-location devices to be developed and to work.
Sonar is an approximation by human beings of what it is like to be a bat without ever
actually feeling what it is like to have sonar built into us. From the bat’s paxspect

sonar is the condition for the possibility of one form of perception, just as it is in the
human use of sonar, the condition for the possibility of perceiving that which is not
directly visible. Therefore, from a pragmatic point of view, understanding thdfrxhts

sonar suitable to their purposes and that humans have similar purposes, gives us
technological prowess — the capacity to make sonar equipfiémore importantly,

from Jonas’s perspective, the idea that other organisms act purposefuliytimisome

ways their purposes are similar to ours makes all living creatures mote/wbrespect,
preservation, and care, a set of facts which are forgotten if we take Hunee, som
philosophers, and some scientists at their word. Lastly, taking into account that
philosophers like John Searle and Thomas Nagel (and perhaps even Daniel Dennett), take
the subjective account of consciousness as real and worthy of consideration and study
allows us to see that Hans Jonas was at the vanguard and that at least some phkilosopher

were doing their best to catch up.

263 This is not to imply that Jonas’s thoughts wébard to ontology, philosophical anthropology, or
ethics are solely pragmatic, though they may haagratic implications for humanity. Jonas was
arguing that modern science and the theory of ¢iemiurather than denigrating life to that which is
disposable at any whim, ought to understand abugisgns - and nature itself as the condition for the
possibility of organisms — as objects of awe anaieation.
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The Charge of Violating Hume’s Guillotine

Recalling the discussion from chapter 4 with regard to the lack of entailment
between factual statements and evaluative staterffémayid Hume inA Treatise on
Human Natureholds that value judgments are based on the influence of the passions.
Considerations of human knowledge, whether in the form of “relations of ideas” or
“matters of fact,” cannot affect moral decision making. Factual premseseither
entail nor infer moral conclusions, if we take the traditional interpretation ofeHum
Hume's Guillotine and adherence to it in much value theory since has madeuttddfic
raise teleological considerations and be taken seriously among mostheadtists. The
preponderance of value theories after Hume are moral theories, versions of Kantia
deontology, utilitarianism, or hybrids that attempt to take the best of both whildisbe
the weaknesses. As explained ab@V¢he Kantian legacy in moral theory is analogous
to an archer with a quiver full of arrows but no bull’'s-eye at which to aim. Thewiht
legacy is analogous to the archer with several bull's-eyes at which tolshawith no
method of selection. Ifitis fair, as | think it is, to draw an analogy betwdea treeory
and archery, then only with an ethical theory that develops a concept of the “good life”
and an accompanying moral theory, some set of principles guiding us in how to achieve
the “good life,” can we have a robust theory of human action that can answer all
possibilities with regard to human action without conflict or repulsive consequences.
With the work of the late Wittgenstein and his followers as well as with the work of

Heidegger, we can understand that as human beings, we always find ourselves in human

264 Much of chapter 4 is devoted to exactly this.
265 See chapter 3.
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social contexts, whether as members of a family, a political partychdihteam, etc.

Given that we are involved in those contexts, our energies and efforts are aimed at
achievements within those contexts through our very involvement. We care about the
contexts within which we involve ourselves and about how we fare, whether we succeed
or fail, within them.

Hans Jonas has made the case that there is a basic human context of “needful
freedom” and the Aristotelian capacities of the soul, thought an anachronism tare qui
useful to describing a basic human context where human beings are histtomadigd
beings with a capacity for self awareness, not just of themselves but of huthesigh
the “image of man.” Through this “image of man” we are given an histoacatd of
human transgressions, understanding all along what human beings are capeaigens
of goodness — that which contributes to human well-being and preservation and evil —
that which detracts from human well-being and preservation. This involves aiproject
of the human good as developmental over time and in regard to human beings as makers
of their own images and destinies but grounded in the basic fact that all life, mgcludi
human life, cares insofar as it struggles, and struggles insofar as it reysitesance.

All life is valuable insofar as from all life emanates value: the steutggsurvive. Jonas
gives us a way out of the seemingly endless efforts on the part of moralshelica
simply fail to recognize that without a purpose driven way to win, no game can be

played. Again, without a target, there is no archery or archer.

The Sum of Criticisms External to Jonas’s Work
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With regard to the four criticisms considered above, the nexus of the four
criticisms revolves around whether or not emergence is real. Jonas’salissgran
essentialism that most basically differentiates collections of nthtieare alive from
those that are not, depends on whether or not there is an ontological difference between
the two. Jonas’s claim is that the ontological difference with regard to amgaisighat
any collection of matter that we would call an organism, one with organized parts that
support an integrated systematic whole, expresses at some level an imtésesi/n
survival and preservation over time through metabolism. Life emerges alibtng w
purposeful action. To live is to have purpose. All life is at some level driven by
functional immanently teleological dynamics. The systems of an orgarosktegether
to keep the organism functioning according a plan governed by genetics. That plan is
then passed along to progeny through reproduction. All organisms exist purposefully for
their own preservation and the preservation of their kind. We can see in Jonas’s thinking
a direct extension of the thoughts of Heidegger. Jonas is guilty of anthropomorphism,
explaining other varieties of organisms in terms of human characteristics ofthos
conscious, intentional activity. If a characteristic of human conscious tidecere, to be
interested and self conscious in the sense of giving meaning to one’s existengie throu
being actively and thoughtfully living life, how else would we possibly interpret othe
types of organisms? Interpreting other living organisms struggling ferarste is a
study in translating what it must be like to be the other organism into the language of
what it is like to be a human struggling for sustenance. The closer other oiganesto

us in terms of genetics and functional capacities, the more likely their expesiof life

195



are to be similar to ours. Given that varieties of organisms emerge fromarom

ancestry, we share in similar types of experience to the extent that werstieg same

types of capacities. In our anthropomorphic analysis of chimpanzees weebréolibe

doing a better job of interpretation than we could with regard to a bat. Given tha&ycapac
to fashion rudimentary tools, live in hierarchical/societal collectives,eard kign

language, chimpanzees would seem to have a degree of what Jonas calledd¢he im
making capacity. To Nagel's point once again, we do not have the first person account of
sonar as a bat does. Building sonar equipment is as close as we can get. But the
emergence of varieties of organisms from common ancestry would give resafon to
extrapolate about their experiences based on ours. Lastly there is an assdratat

means to be alive and that has to do most basically with purposeful actions based in
metabolism and reproduction (and for human beings sensation, appetite, locomotion, and
image making). From biological facts, an ethical theory and a moral theoheca
developed. The meaning of the first person biological account of life as “needful
freedom” implies that given that all life is purposeful in its actions, the goodaesa

from it through genetics and human life is the variety of organism that asp tris

reality.

The Charge of Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism is the belief that human beings are the center of the emvers
terms of stature, importance, consideration, and value. With this belief, human beings

would be seen, as is the case in the Judeo-Christian tradition, in the philosophy of
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Descartes, etc., as the greatest and most significant of God’s creasioias as we are

made in the image and likeness of God, and therefore the world is ours to do with as we
see fit. However, even in this setting where God seemingly presents humanviaéing

the world, we would have to be seen as the stewards of the world. Given that we are
God’s greatest creations and given that the world is our home and source of life, we
should care for nature and use it kindly for pragmatic reasons if not for tloa teas it

too is created by God and is therefore sacred.htnPhenomenon of LifEhe

Imperative of Responsibilitand several other essays, Jonas developed an ontology, a
philosophical anthropology, an ethical theory and a moral theory that accounted for the
good of humans and of nature. Insofar as human beings are the product of nature through
evolution, we, like all other living creatures, are tied to our environment in terms of
satisfying our needs, although humans, like few other living creatures, are sabélapt

SO0 many environments because of what Jonas called the image making eapacity
especially in science and technold§y.Nonetheless, we are tied to the Earth as the
source of our sustenance and therefore, whether God exists or not, in Jonas’sayse or
other, nature ought to be treated with respect. Itis clear that Jonas whasaslyetctying

to transcend the anthropocentric viewpoint in his criticism of previous ethics when he
stated that in all previous accounts “ethical significance belonged to thed#iedicty of

man with man, including the dealing with himself: all traditional ethics is

anthropocentric’?®” Given the power of humankind in the past, no thought need have

266 For instance, the extraordinarily rugged claraft Antarctica is populated throughout parts efykar
for the purpose of scientific research. This isygrdssible due to the capacity to construct bugdiand
heat said buildings so that the humans who liveetban escape the bitter cold.

267 Jonas (1984 -A), page 4.
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been given to threatening the very existence of other types of organisms or to nature
itself. Human beings could not threaten nature itself. Presently though, eéheadxt
human power is such as to put the very continuance of nature itself, including any and all
organisms present, in jeopardy, through nuclear annihilation or through some form of
slower ecological collapse of the Earth’s life-sustaining capacity. tW¢heve like it or
not, an ethics for the future, according to Jonas, must take the values of nature into
account, at least insofar as it is necessary to our continuance, if not for mbre idea
reasons. Ethics and morality must evolve as we do through our technological advance.
So there is a purposive advantage in realizing that along with preserving hursanity a
creatures capable of awareness of purpose, nature must be preservedsatheell a
environment in which we thrive. Human beings like all other living creaturesedréoti
an environment. The imperative of responsibility must not simply look after the
“permanence of genuine human life on earth,” but look after the Earth as the condition
for the possibility of such permanence. If we value ourselves, we must also value
nature?®

As a starting point, Jonas was trying to avoid anthropocentrism with regaed to t
source of valuation. But despite this effort, authors such as Strachan Donnelley
(Donneley, 2002 and 2001), Vittorio Hosle (Hosle, 2001), and Richard Bernstein
(Bernstein, 1995) have accused Jonas of perpetuating exactly what he sought to
transcend. Reasons for these accusations are to be folinel imperative of

Responsibility He explains two commandments of political responsibility as follows:

268 René Dubos argues in a similar way in seveéraisdbooks but perhaps most directlyTlihe God
Within (Dubos, 1972).
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The possibility of there being responsibility irettvorld, which is bound to the existence
of men, is of all objects of responsibility thesfir

“Existence of a mankind” means simply that thére men on Earth; that they
live well is the second commandment. ...Its immedédecution is entrusted to the
instinct of procreation, and so it can normally eémhidden behind the particular
commands of human virtue, which work out its wideraning’®®

The essence of the life of any organism is (at some level) to struggle eefdrinéo be
interested in its own preservation. Evolutionary struggle has equipped all living thing
with capacities for the struggle of individual organisms and the struggle of tbdesdf
organisms. From the arising of the characteristics and capacities #eahoraan beings
what they are, life itself takes on the capacity to be not only conscious but seibosns
not only evaluative but self-evaluative, and not only powerful enough to change the
course of life itself through technological innovations but responsible enough to control
such innovation and make the veritable choice between life and death in the grandest
sens&’® Human beings can understand that all living creatures exist as creatuees dri
to their own preservation, implying some degree of intentionality beingrreeman
beings can understand themselves as being among the most evolved varietiesntlife if
the most evolved variety. And human beings can, through the theory of evolution,
understand nature as the ultimate condition for the possibility of life, evenitkbféis a
random occurrence in the movement of matter. Without nature there would not be life.
Without varieties of living creatures, there would be no competition among them for
scarce resources. Without competition there would be no evolution by naturabselecti

Without evolution there would be no human beings. Nature is our creator and is to be

269 Jonas (1984 -A), pages 99-100.
270 This is in spite of what Jonas has to say atheuinadequacy of the “Baconian Ideal” to control
technology.
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cared for. Nature is the condition for the possibility of human emergence and the
condition for the possibility of our continuation into the future.

Human beings have never had difficulty in finding themselves valuable, as the
history of value theory has attested. What Jonas was arguing for was ahtkéucy
and a moral theory that would recognize not only the value of human beings as denters o
valuation but recognize nature as the condition for the possibility of life andioalaat
such and the condition for its continuation. According to Jonas, humans have recognized
and should recognize themselves as valuable and as sources of valuation. We must,
however, also recognize the capacity for such valuation in other organismsand val
nature as its source. This is not to be taken as mysticism but as valuation erfnenging
nature as a possible arrangement of matter. With regard to the duty toward the

preservation of humankind and nature, Jonas states that

We can subsume both duties as one under the he@dsppnsibility toward man”

without falling into a narrow anthropocentric vieuch narrowness in the name of man,
which is already to sacrifice the rest of natur@igpurported needs, can only result in
the dehumanization of man, the atrophy of his essemen in the lucky case of

biological survival. It therefore contradicts jiofessed goal, the very preservation of
himself as sanctioned by the dignity of his essennehe truly human aspect, nature
retains her dignity, which confronts the arbitrage of our might. Ourselves being
among her children, we owe allegiance to the kiddogal of her creations, of which the
allegiance to our own existence is only the higasamit. This summit, rightly
understood, comprises the rest under its obligation

This wedding of the value of humanity with nature itself as the condition for the

possibility of humanity makes complete evolutionary sense insofar as orgdloisnsh

in and are always wedded to an environment even if it can be most any environment as is
the case for human beings. Human well-being is completely interwoven witlellhe w

being of nature not only as the condition for the possibility of humankind but also as the
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condition for the possibility of the continuance of humankind. Nature and humankind are
in a symbiotic and dynamic process of existing together as one and our capearty

for nature must catch up to if not overtake our capacity to destroy nature. Gssen thi
evidence of Jonas specifically explaining valuation and importance beingséidpe
throughout nature, can Jonas accurately be accused of anthropocentrism?

Toward this question, Vittorio Hosle has wisely explained a difference betwe
strong and weak anthropocentrism (Hosle, 2001). In strong anthropocentrism, “man ...is
the only being with intrinsic valué® In weak anthropocentrism, “man is the being with
the highest intrinsic value, but not the only one who can claim such an intrinsic ¥/alue.”
He then coins a term explaining that he “would like to call the position for which man is
the source of all value claims anthropogenetic, and the non-anthropogenetic tl@nega
of this position.?”* He then makes the claim that Jonas can be ranked as weakly
anthropocentric but “deeply antianthropogenetic — the ultimate ground of norms is not the
human will.”?"* Hésle’s suggestion that Jonas is weakly anthropocentric is correct. Jonas
did believe that human beings had the highest intrinsic value but given that humankind is
so wedded to an environment (seemingly any environment it sees fit to engadesgcl
other planets, if for a brief timéJ> nature must be given an equal source of value as the
condition for the possibility of all organisms including human organisms as well as the
condition for the possibility of their continuance. Hdsle’s coining of the term

anthropogeneticism for the purpose of describing Jonas as antianthropogesistic i

271 Hosle (2001), page 37.

272 Ibid.

273 Ibid.

274 lbid, page 38.

275 | will argue further for the weak anthropocenposition below.
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correct. The human will is a source of valuation but certainly not the only source as
intentional activity toward the preservation of life pervades life as aitiefi, starting
with metabolism in Jonas’s work.

One could make the case that humankind is naturally going to care for the
interests of humankind first and foremost out of self f[d%&ut Richard Bernstein very

legitimately states that Jonas

Bases his ethics of responsibility on the ontolabself-affirmation of life. ...But Jonas
seems to slide from this very generic sense ofdiiglife” to the much more specific
sense of “human life” ...But it is never entirely aleghat warrants the move from the
imperative to preserve organic life to the morec#ffzeconclusion that the primary object
is to preserve human existerfcé.

Jonas makes it clear that human beings are unique in the magnitude if not the types of
capacities we have. Despite other species having certain image nitaiagteristics,

no other species has built a locomotive vehicle, harnessed the power of the fusion
reaction, or cured a disease. But this might be an indication of a good reason why Jonas
states that “the Aristotelian biological hierarchy of 'souls' is in arnestpred under the

form of genealogical sequence: the evolutionary 'later’ largely deisevith the

Aristotelian ‘higher.®”® Human capacities being what they are by coming so late in
evolutionary history, human beings have among the most, if not the most advanced brains
in terms of what Jonas called the capacity for image making. This would liketaiadi

in Jonas’s work, that certain other organisms ought to be protected and preserved insofa

276 Although this is not even clear given the stditthe environment due to pollution in some paftthe
world.

277 Bernstein (1995), page 18.

278 Jonas (2001), page 57, note 11.

202



as they are creatures like 48.

It is safe to say then, that Hans Jonas believed human beings to be the most
significant source of value and valuation alongside nature itself. This is bduaunsn
beings can not only promote value through purposive activities but recognize the
meaning of purpose and understand ourselves as always in a condition to promote
purposes. Human beings are not only reflective but self-reflective and natue is
source of our capacities most directly through evolutionary progress. Whbeth@rit is
appropriate to recognize progress in nature due to complexity as Jonas did, due to the
capacity of human beings to survive in any environfi&rit has been suggested by

Ernst Mayr, that human beings are the most progressed creatures. Maythstate

When discussing evolutionary progress one seeine tpuite unable, since one is a
member of the human species, to get away fronrieriteat would give man supremacy.
However, there are two criteria of progressiverteaswould seem to have a
considerable amount of objective validity. Onehafde is parental care (promoted by
internal fertilization), which provides the poteitfor transferring information
nongenetically from one generation to the nextd #re possession of such information
is of course of considerable value in the strufgieexistence. This information transfer
generates at the same time a selection presstaednof an improved storage system for
such remembered information, that is, an enlargedral nervous system. And, of
course, the combination of postnatal care and kmgad central nervous system is the
basis of culture, which together with speech, bataans quite aside from all other living

. 281
organisms
A similar argument is made by Theodosius Dobzhansky when he claims thatisieacl
evidence of man's superior position is that he and he alone, has evolved the genotype

which enables him to develop culture.... Unless mankind chooses to destroy itself by

atomic explosions or similar means, it is more likely to endure than any other

279 It would seem that the organisms to begin wibtlild be the great apes that have rudimentary
capacities to fashion tools and that could be damedhomo faberas Jonas refers to human beings.

280 Julian Huxley argues in this direction (Huxl&942).

281 Mayr (1991), page 63.
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2 |n Mayr's and Dobzhansk§?& arguments, progress is akin to success and

creature.
human beings, being capable of traversing the vicissitudes of the most rugged
environments due to our mental capacities for storage and retrieval of infornsatet a
as our capacity to pass information along through language both spoken ang andtte
extraordinarily successful and therefore evidence of progress in evolgiving

credence to Jonas's weak anthropocentrism with regard to the human image making

capacity.

The Missing Account of Sexual Reproduction

As described abov&' Hans Jonas’s philosophical anthropology describes
humans beings most basically as the most highly evolved and complex examples of
“needful freedom.” Human beings are “needful” insofar as the internal preagfsse
metabolism and functioning in general demand sustenance for the continuance and
preservation of life. In this way we are like all living creatureshweger and the denial
of this hunger implies certain death. This requirement is the experience obtthes a
determination of life’s immediate outcome: life or death. This experien&gjoired
sustenance carries us forward actively to consume said sustenance. \\eneg&peri
“freedom” insofar as our spatial existence in a body that sees, hears, syuehes,
tastes, suffers, enjoys, and moves can, among other things, acquire sustenatica f

which is outside its boundaries. Many of these features we share with manyvrtger |

282 Dobzhansky (1955), pages 373-374.
283 A similar argument is made by Dobzhanskiyiankind EvolvingDobzhansky, 1962).
284 See chapters 2 and 3.
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creatures in the animal kingdom. But, according to Jonas, there is one fedtace tha
other creature enjoy&® the image-making capacity, which is at the basis of fashioning
tools, art, science, language, technology, and ethical and moral evaluationtdi@sas s
that

The artifacts of animals have a direct physicalingbe promotion of vital ends, such as
nutrition, reproduction, hibernation. A represeiotat however, changes neither the
environment nor the condition of the organism fts&h image-making creature,
therefore, is one that indulges in the making efess objects, or has ends in addition to
the biological ones, or can serve the latter insvaynote from the direct usefulness of
instrumental things. Whichever it is (and it maydil three), in the pictorial
representation the object is appropriated in a menpractical way, and the very fact that
the interest in it can shift to iesdossignifies a new object relaticf®

According to Jonas, human beings can use mental representations to serve useless or
seemingly useless purposes, purposes other than the biological ones, those purposes that
are remote from the here and now, or perhaps all three. He leaves it an open question as
to which of the three but let us assume for the sake of simplicity that all human gurpose
are biological purposes and that some of those purposes are remote from the here and
now?®’ It would be safe to say that biological purposes are those that pertaén to t
preservation of the individual, the group, or progeny in terms of length and overall

quality of life. Then all purposes have something to do with either nutrition, protection

from the environment, enjoyment, or reproduction in terms of the individual, the group,

or progeny.

285This point is debatable but can only be answadedjuately by the zoologists. It would seem thext t
grief rituals of elephants would be an example batdonas was speaking of in humans, found in
another species.

286 Jonas (2001), pages 158-159.

287 | find it somewhat difficult to imagine a pugethat is not in some way explainable in terms of
making life longer and/or better for the individutde group, or progeny. But examples might include
cultural practices that had great instrumental &atuthe past but are preserved in the culturé¢hier
sake of preservation of that culture, such as¢mgsh and Muslim tradition of abstinence from pork.
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Particularly among our purposes and the capacities that precede thesegurpos
Jonas makes issue of our scientific and technological capacities with tteni&aideal”
of mastery of nature for our good: the instrumental view of nature. Thesefscemdi
technological powers grow from our image-making capacity to retain amdngar
information according to our imagined purposes. Jonas makes the Gaselinperative
of Responsibilityhat these scientific and technological capacities are significauntlgf
sync with our ethical and moral capacities and that as emanating from théciags
but be brought into alignment for the good of ourselves and nature itself as the condition
for the possibility of our inception as a type of organism and our continuance into the
future. Clearly,

Progress, so far, has been lopsided in that moogkess has not kept pace with
intellectual , that is, scientific-technologicatpgress; and that, within the intellectual
orbit itself, the knowledge of man, society, anstdiy has fallen behind that of nature;
and that both these gaps must be closed by a taspeatching in the backward areas,
so that man catches up as it were with himselfsraightens out his hitherto uneven
progress, during whose one-sided pursuit he hascted the other sicf&®

According to Jonas, the human capacity to wield nature to our purposes has grown to the
extent that organisms in general and nature as a whole are in danger obextiAstthe
creatures with the power to wield nature and ourselves, which escalatesaiaign

beings are called upon by our own public image to control ourselves as we manipulate
nature and ourselves, the “image of man never leaves him, however much he may wish at
times to revert to the bliss of animalit§’?® We are always called upon to live with the

“image of man” and insofar as through our actions we contribute to this imaganwe c

288 Jonas (1984 -A), page 164.
289 Jonas (2001), page 186.
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decide the characteristics which we desire the human countenance to have. afll hum
beings share in the responsibility for our own moral countenance with respect teehow w
treat ourselves and nature and no people share in this more than do politicians.
Political responsibility, according to Jonas, is therefore to face the resgionsibi
of holding the fate of the world in one’s hands and to make decisions that preserve
humanity (as the most significant and complex expression of valuation in nature),
preserve the good life for humanity (making the “image of man” into the mosifhkaut
countenance possible given our capacities), and preserve nature as our progenisa. T
the anthropomorphic analogy, with the emergence of humanity, “Mother Natwwsall
her progeny a say in how nature progresses. With humanity, nature’s products come of
age. With this coming of age, comes the responsibility to preserve what atrestange
in life’s vicissitudes demands said preservation: action toward survivalngtleeels
conscious action toward survival, and at the human level at least, self-conscious long-
term action toward survival. With his “imperative of responsibility,” Jonasufaiss

that

We are, strictly speaking, not responsible to fitomman individuals but to theea of
Man, which is such that it demands the presendts embodiment in the world. ...it
entails that such a presermgghtto be and be watched over, thus making that presanc
duty for us who can endanger it. It is this ongidal imperative, emanating from the
idea of Man, by telling us why there should be na&so tells uhowthey should be. ...

It follows that the first principle of an “ethic dditurity,” committing to the future of man
as such, does not itself kdthin ethics as a doctrine of action (within which ttedter

all duties toward future beings belong) but withietaphysicas a doctrine of being, of
which the idea of Man is a p&rf

Political responsibility, in a sense, is to share in the responsibilities of “MWttare” as

parent. But this is an enormous point of contention for the coherence of Jonas’s ethical

290 Jonas (1984-B), pages 50-51.
207



and moral theory. Given that his ethical and moral theories are ontologicadty, bas
valuation must issue from the nature of man and therefore, insofar as human beings are
product of nature, from nature itself. His philosophical anthropology must be capable of
accounting for the parental responsibility of politicians when it has taken aoraaf
parenting on the biological level.

It was Leon Kass, who by his own report (Kass, 2001 and 1995), first brought this
problem to Jonas’s attention, after Kass’s student, Jeff Weiss, brought it upss,a cla

sometime in 1970. By Kass'’s account, Jonas responded to this criticism by stating tha

This was the most serious and powerful objectiojoaa had yet raised against his
account. He explained the omission in two waysstFieproduction and sociality are not
indispensible functions of life from an individuahimal qua living thing: a sterile and
celibate being, and even the last member of hisispdiving on a deserted island, is
nonetheless very much alive. ...But Hans’s seconsbreavas more important. |
paraphrase: When | was writing this book | wad &td much in the grip of the teachings
of Heidegger and his view of life as (mainly) addnproject over-against-death. Were
he to rewrite the book, he said, he would maken#eessary qualifications and
corrections.

Having never rewrittehe Phenomenon of Lif@e can assume that while Jonas took

this criticism seriously, he did not feel it necessary to include in a new editiba of

book, an essay on sexual reproduction and familial responsibility, as part of his
philosophical biology or philosophical anthropology. However, in a subsequent essay
that appears iRhilosophical essays: From Ancient Creed to Technological, M&ocio-
Economic Knowledge and Ignorance of Goals,” Jonas explains that it is ipriche to
metabolismand reproduction that human beings have developed the social science called
economics, insofar as responsibility goes beyond one’s own life. Human beimgs are

individuals who are radically alone and responsible only for ourselves and our own
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continuance. We are responsible for our own progeny and so “there would be no
economic life to speak of without care for the offspring. The needs of terminal
individuals could be attended to in a makeshift manfterBut, human beings are beings
that desire not just metabolic sustenance but also sexual gratification. Aadaothall

forms of sexual gratification produce offsprifigone purpose, if not the main

evolutionary purpose, of sexual gratification is the production of progeny. Jonas was
correct in his assessment of Kass'’s criticism, that even a “sterile ldmate®eing” is

still alive. But that does not mean that sexual reproduction as a means of continuing the
species is not a crucial part of human life and that sexuality, whethgraduetive or
otherwise, has a major impact on what human beings are. As explained*Aboves
understood that the science of biology needs to recognize the duality of genetialmat

and somatic organism and that evolution and life itself is an intertwined relaparfs

both. Jonas makes the case in “Socio-Economic Knowledge and Ignorance of Goals”
that “responsibility,” deriving from the fundamentatt of reproduction, is as

constitutiveof the economic sphere as is (by general admissgati}interest or “neegd”
deriving from the fundamental fact of metabolism; and that therefore inisramtiveto

the economist for the evaluation of economic behavior and the critique of economic goals
as “need” is usually agreed to 8. The crux of the article in question is to find a proper
role for economics and to show that given that economics as a social science has

ontological roots in the necessities of the human organism, economics ought to be

291 Jonas, (1974), page 92.

292 For human beings, this would include mastuobattunnilingus, fellatio, and the technologicalams
of inhibiting reproduction known as birth contradces, to hame but a few such practices.

293 See chapter 2, above.

294 Jonas (1974), pages 93-94.
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wielded with care and responsibility and that risk should be minimized as the pwpose i
to serve needs that are individual, familial, and societal. But herein we findtamhea
outline of the missing account of sexuality that, most likely, Leon Kass and histstude
Jeff Weiss, helped Jonas to produce. An edited version of this article would fitlgerfec
between essays 8 and 9 of the current editidrhefPhenomenon of Ljfander the title
“Economic Man: Sexual Reproduction and Care for One’s Gith.”

Human beings are not solely individualists by nature. We are born and nurtured
within a family unit. We grow into maturity and adulthood, individuating ourselves over
a long period of time and many repeat the cycle by becoming familialiceeagain
insofar as we heed the sexual desire and procreate with its use. In this Jolh@asirsgf
Hegel in the explanation of society as a massive extension of the familydrat a
political responsibility as a massive extension of familial respongibMg Jonas states

in The Imperative of Responsibility

The newborn unites in himself the self-accredifimge of being already there and the
demanding impotence of being-not-yet; the uncoonii end-in-itself of everything

alive and the still-have-to-come of the faculties $ecuring this end. This need-to-
become is an in-between, a suspension of helpéirg bver not-being, which must be
bridged by another causality. The radical insuéfirdy of the begotten as such carries
with it the mandate to the begetters to avertiitkisg back into nothing and to tend to its
further becoming. The pledge thereto was implitithe act of generation. Its observance
(even by others) becomes an ineluctable duty towdreing now existing in its own
authentic right and in total dependence on suckrobace®

Metabolism, as the ontological difference, demands that each human being dasdffor i

295 Given thafhe Phenomenon of Life a collection of essays published over the eoofseveral years
and loosely brought together, if one were to esljether a compendium of Jonas’s philosophical
anthropology, this could be done not only withoiaience to his ideas but much to the betterment of
the coherence of his thought. As the primary exainple tenth essay ®he Phenomenon of Life
simply out of place in a book otherwise devotethescombined themes of philosophical biology and
philosophical anthropology.

296 Jonas (1984 —A), page 134.
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through satisfying metabolic need; responsibility for the preservation oflth&rse
ontological fact of sexual reproduction and the helplessness of the newborn demands of
each human parent the care for the child, at least through feeding it (ashdroleeh

more in terms of educating it to do things for itself); responsibility for teegovation of

that for which you are responsible. Political responsibility insofar as initasito

familial responsibility®’ demands care for those over whom one is responsible. The
argument about the demand of the newborn to be cared for, the ontological demand of
another person, has an important point to show with regard to ethical and moral choice.
Against the seeming choice of morality being based purely in emotions &siatis and

the emoaotivists following Hume seemed to think and morality being based soledsonre

as Kant and deontologists since have thought, Jonas was making a plea for a form of

holism with regard to ethics and morality. He stated that

A theory of responsibility, as any ethical theoryshdeal both with the rational ground
of obligation, that is, the validating principletyed the claim to a binding “ought,” and
with the psychological ground of its moving thelwthat is, of an agent’s letting it
determine his course of action. This is to say #ftlics has an objective side and a
subjective side, the one having to do with reammpther with emotion. Sometimes the
one, sometimes the other has been more in theradraéhical theory, and traditionally
the problem of validation, that is, the objectiiges has posed the greater challenge to
philosophers. But the two sides are mutually comgletary and both are integral to
ethics itself®

It is only by an integrated thought process that is both rational and emotional, that human
beings can and do behave ethically and morally. Reason and emotion intertwine to make
humans moral beings. Care of the newborn makes no rational sense insofar as the

difficulties it brings to life. Newborns are utterly helpless and requieeyéving to be

297 As explained above in chapter 3.
298 Jonas (1984 —A), page 85.
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done for them. Jonas’s point is that it is only through the emotional attachment of the
parent for its child that humans are social, ethical, and moral b&thgs.

We can conclude then that while Jonas did not completely reiark
Phenomenon of Lifé¢o meet the criticisms of Kass and Weiss, he did in fact take the
criticism seriously and provided a gap, be it a modest one, between his philosophical
anthropology inThe Phenomenon of Lig.d his ethical and moral theoriesTine
Imperative of Responsibiliip the article “Socio-Economic Knowledge and Ignorance of

Goals.”

299 This argument about valuation being an integrarocess of emotion and reason is akin to Hubert
Dreyfus’s argument about the differences betweenamthought processes and digital computers
(Dreyfus, 1992). The case that Dreyfus makesais thitimately, “artificial intelligence” is an
oxymoron, at least on the traditional way of pragnaing a computer using functions to deal with
individual pieces of data. The human mind is aagrated and developing analog processor that has
capacities that simply do not allow such divisiatoisimple parts. Jonas is making this point with
regard to ethical and moral capacity.
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CONCLUSION

| have argued throughout this dissertation for the persisting relevance and
fruitfulness of Jonas’s thought, especially its Aristotelian dimensions. 3ahasight is
instructive to the philosophy of science and the philosophy of mind with regard to the
irreducibility of scientific explanation to physical explanation of edinticauses and the
irreducibility of the mind to mechanical operations of the brain. As Jonas argeedyw
equate Aristotle’s notion of the soul to the genetic structure of an organism@riasof
both explain the idea pervading in the living creature which determines what shape the
organism will take, what capacities it will have, and to a great extent svbahipossibly
be over the course of a lifetime. In like manner, we must also take Aristotieteption
of explanation seriously in terms of using teleological explanations to understand
organisms. That set of instructions which projects the development of the organism in
terms of its anatomy, physiology, and morphology also deems its existence\aa@ st
struggling being aimed at its own continuance and the continuance of its kind. To
understand organisms without their intentional, conscious, purposeful striving in pursuit
of continuance is to miss the essence of life itself. Jonas proposed a version of
materialism with enough clarity to see that life cannot be fully urmeasas simply
mechanical efficient causes and that Ockham's razor should not cut awaythegé
life as “needful freedom.”

Many philosophers are still concerned with the concept of emergence in the
philosophy of mind, still arguing about whether or not something substantially and

qualitatively different can evolve from simple parts. This, however, seelasiiire
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than a revision of a chapter that philosophers of mind have been re-reading for quite
some time about reductive as opposed to non-reductive versions of materiakam. If
Jonas argued, life and consciousness are emergent on matter and produce gaatitative
substantial difference in collections of matter, then life as organizeddograanating
from an extensive evolutionary history by natural selection is understandable and only
fully understandable in terms of teleonomic explanations, functional and purpose-driven
explanations. Organisms live in and through their capacities in a permanef £iaing
situated according to those capacities and therefore though rudimentargyt|&sist
understanding of the capacities of human beings can still shed light on the phenomenon
of life and especially of human life even without cosmic teleology at work.

Given that all life emanates from a common source in random arrangements of
matter moving through space and that varieties of creatures are dytsamtar based
on emanating from more recent common ancestors, to employ anthropomorphic
explanations is not only important but necessary. Human beings can only ex¢rapolat
based on their own reference point and the extrapolation does become less and less
accurate as we consider creatures that are less and less like ouksalveger, if Jonas
was correct, then all living creatures strive for continuance even ifehedef that
striving differs among varieties of organism. It is the extravagant hunpacitato
imagine the life of other organisms and use these images that indicates the human
designation among the, if not as the, greatest of nature’s organisms. Jonas's pbdabsophi
anthropology describes the foundation of human nature, that, in spite of the truth of the

theory of evolution, claims that certain capacities have always beentwenstf human
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beings and that regardless of the minor accumulations of iterative changdgingra
human beings, certain capacities will always remain human in a state ef stabl
equilibrium.

With the extraordinary capacities of humankind detailed, Jonas can only be seen
as one philosopher among others thinking the same way; that from human existence
emanates interest in and striving for the good life. The basic human contexzt lieimg
that strives for sustenance on the individual level and for continuance on the level of
organic type. However, the capacity of human organisms to make images, to reveal and
retain truth, and to retain an historically developed and accurate “imagagfimglies
that not only does the ethical “ought” issue from the biological human “is,” but that
humans are aware of their striving and can take control of this striving through
technology. But given hubris with regard to our capacities, the power to employ tat
our whims has exceeded the ability of humans to come to grips with the implied
responsibility to care for nature as well as ourselves. Humanity should noth@tso s
sighted as to think that it is the only source of valuation. Nature as issuing hufaghity
not only has produced creatures that express values long before us, it is throughyhumanit
that human beings as part of nature are nature’s self-awareness. Wé&endsianature
as we attend to ourselves insofar as nature brought us forth. And so, just as human beings
are progeny of nature, cared for and brought into existence through evolutionany histor
we must take up the mantle to care for our own progeny biological, sociologidal, a
political. Responsibility for those over which we have power, entails painstakangtef

achieve the best for all involved and that must start with health and well-being. |
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Aristotle's ethics, the biological capacities of the human soul project onto human
understanding through practical reasoning, an image of the good life that humgs bei
can choose through principled action. For Jonas, our very existence as human beings,
within a nature capable of bringing us forth, demands recognition of the goasl life a
emanating from the human genome and taking responsibility for ourselves andlnature.
light of the failure of principle-based moral theories, Jonas argued for aaléti@ory -
based in biology to complement the Kantian moral theory of duty. As knowledge in the
biological sciences increases over time, a better understanding of thifgémohuman
beings should be accomplished. With the completion of the human genome project and
the capacity to apply the knowledge to specific genetic traits, a much mopieteam
projection of human capacities and well-being is a matter of medical scemeg into

its own.

At the heart of happiness and the good life is first and foremost physical well
being. The human being must be maintained in a state so as to carry out the tasks of its
own preservation and the preservation of those for whom it is responsible. Human beings
who live a fairly solitary existence with few relatives or friends haterests and
aspirations just as the person does who has an enormous social network. What is different
is that the more social networks that one is involved in, the more responsibility one has to
more people. This is most true and beyond the capacity of doubt with regard to parents
and their relationship to their children. When a person has children, one is under the
responsibility ethically and morally, according to Jonas, to care for thosengrageéng

them the best opportunity at the good life as possible. This includes educating them and
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setting good examples for them as to how to live well. On the surface, this woultbseem
indicate that people who do not know how to live well themselves, should be prevented
or at least discouraged from procreating insofar as they are not likely bgooehat
teaching their children to live welf® But Jonas's ethical theory would likely demand, in
light of the prodigious human sexual urge, government intervention such as a required
course of study on parenting for all students of secondary education as a needed addition
to sex education in middle school. It does seem incredibly short-sighted to require
education and licensing in order to drive a car but not the same for parenting when the
responsibility for another human life carries such greater responsibility

Toward educating people more effectively, Jonas’s thoughts on parental and
government responsibility would also indicate that along with the traditionaéstatli
reading, writing, and arithmetic, a strong education in anatomy, physiolod, el
hygiene would be an integral part in achieving the good life. This also imparts to people
from a young age that their bodies are to be cared for and respected, habits which can
lead to a lifetime of avoiding some of the illnesses that plague modern indsstities
due to excess.

Medical science is perhaps the science with the most regard for ¢stablo
concern as it is focused on maintaining/improving human quality and quantity étlife.
the center of its concerns are considerations of health and disease. Toward the

improvement of life and education of people so that they can take an active role in the

300 What criteria for parenthood this could meadh thie possibility of its enforcement, is beyond the
scope of this work but one would think that as saneple, substance abusers, especially women who
will carry children and inflict addiction on theitthto be born through shared blood supply, shdad
discouraged from procreating at least until theiietion is under control.
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achievement of the good life, the concept of health held by the field of medicine must
incorporate the ideas not only of functional capacities and the willed asp# atf

patients’® but also an understanding of these capacities have a long history of
development and demand an understanding of the succession of goal direction in the
historical lineage of the creatures that have tf%tfhis is the theory of health that Jonas
would have written if he had been so motivated, one that attempts to understand that in
spite of the similarities that makes human beings the same, that therdememdds to be
clarified based on historical genetic environmental lineage. This could fealprador

the problem of human beings being too transportable. All genetic lineages evolve in an
environment and are therefore prone to the vicissitudes of that environment. Given that
human beings are often found in different environments than their ancestors evolved in,
genetic investigation could prescribe a healthy, or at least healthidigrdiedividuals.

All humans have to eat in order to survive. What they should eat may be of vital
importance in the avoidance of disease. The example of the burgeoning epidengc of typ
two diabetes among younger and younger people is clear enough evidence thargeople
either not clear on how to feed themselves or not able to do so adequately in the climate
of excess. Whether or not such an ideal diet could be developed for individuals based on
lineage may be problematic insofar as genetic lineages might be sigtiffimixed and
interspersed but better diet for people could likely be developed based on genetic

predisposal than is currently readily available. In the free market ecomdraye

301 This is the strength of “embedded instrumesttaticcounts of health given by Kenneth Richman
(Richman, 2004), Lennart Nordenfelt (Nordenfelt93Q Ingmar Porn (Porn, 1993), and Caroline
Whitbeck (Whitbeck, 1981).

302 This is the strength of “etiological” modelsh&falth given by Robert Cummins (Cummins, 1993) and
Ruth Millikan (Millikan, 1984).

218



governments restrain themselves from controlling to a greater extent what pao@ind

do eat, in the name of economic success, citizens are left as less well nourcsieed, m
debilitated, and in greater need of pharmaceuticals to cure ailments that mighebave
prevented in the first placg® Political responsibility has to be more focused on the good
of all citizens so that citizens can refocus on their own good and not simply on economic

superiority.

303 | leave aside here, the possibility of a cargy whereby we are not only sold the sicknessdiébof
processed food with poor nutritional value but aeti the supposed cure in the form of
pharmaceuticals.
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