Reflexivity and Self-Awareness in Aquinas

The texts of the #3century bear little trace of anything like the reatinotion of the
“Self,” the “Ego,” or the “Subject.” Consequentlyjs sometimes assumed that medieval
theories of the human person are exclusively mgtphal and incapable of capturing the
richness of human personhood in the psychologaet Part of the problem is that terms like
“subject” and “person” have quite a different sfgrance in the medieval philosophical
vocabulary—so medieval discussions of personhoedyreeveal how an author handles the
psychological phenomena associated with selfhocdilojectivity. | suggest that on this point,
some insight can gained by looking in a ratherkahi place: namely, medieval discussions of
the reflexivity of the immaterial soul, a themeNgoplatonic origin. In this paper, | will focus
on Aquinas’s theory of reflexivity, which grounds laccount of phenomena such as implicit
self-awareness, the duality of experience, theywfitonsciousness, and even free choice.
Aquinas’s theory of the reflexivity of the humarusthus unites the metaphysical significance of
psycheas soul or mind, and its psychological significaaseself or ego.

In order to sketch how, for Aquinas, the soul'deefvity affects human selfhood, | will
begin in the first section by explaining Aquinadiscussion of reflexivity as a property of what

is immaterial. In the second and third sectiongillloutline how reflexivity shapes the character

! Crosby, for instance, argues that one ought ystuman beings “not only in terms of substance,
potentiality, rationality, and the like, but alsoterms of subjectivity, that is, in terms suctsal-presence,
inwardness, self-donation. Only by probing thejesctivity of human beings can we understand theatlitheir
personhood”; see John F. Crosibiie Selfhood of the Human Perqaviashington, D.C.: The Catholic University
of America Press, 199634; Crosby here relies on Karol Wojtyla, “Subjeitihand the Irreducible in Man,” in
Analecta Husserlianavol. 7 (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1978), 107—11Fhe notion of subjectivity as definitive of
personhood is in some authors emphasized to suektant that Romano Guardifiihe World and the Person
(Chicago: Regnery, 1965): 215-16, even asks, “Canwhile doing justice to the concept of ‘persapeak
meaningfully of ‘two persons’? . . . Here reasotk&a(cited here according to the altered transtain Crosby,
51).



of human cognition, allowing the soul to experiettee world from a single conscious
viewpoint. Lastly, turning from the realm of cogan, | will note briefly how the soul’s
reflexivity affects free human agency. Throughduwtjll use the term “self-awareness” to refer
to one’s cognition of one’s own individual self @sposed to cognition of one’s own essence).
I. Aquinas’s Theory of the Soul's Reflexivity

Aquinas’s view of the soul as inherently reflexhas its roots in the Neoplatonic
doctrine of the soul's bending or turning back uftsealf, often referred to in Greek by the term

¢miotoodt) mEoOg éavtdv,” and rendered in Latin by terms suchreftexio or conversioa

turning back upon oneself) aneditio (a return). In particular, the Thomistic discassof the
soul’s reflexivity is indebted to propositions 7dabb of theanonymous Arabic text, thaber de
causis® Here, | will focus on the especially clear dissios of reflexivity in Aquinas’s
commentary on theiber de causisthough | should note that the same doctrine agpea
elsewhere in Aquinas’s writings.

Reflexivity, for Aquinas, is grounded primarily ithe soul’s immateriality and
consequent indivisibility. In commenting on thiber de causisprop. 7, on the indivisibility of
intellectual substances, Aquinas explains that n@tentities cannot fully turn back upon
themselves, because their extended parts get iwdiie Each part of a body can turn back upon

another part (as when | touch my shoulder), bubeay can entirely turn back upon itself, since

2 See the numerous texts cited in Richard Sor@hg, Philosophy of the Commentators 200-600 AD: A
Sourcebookvol. 1,Psychology (With Ethics and Religidifdhaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2005§1-81.
Gerson provides a very interesting analysis of vieatalls “self-reflexivity” as just one of its nméags; see his
“Epistrophe pros heautdh

® Translated into Latin in the late i2entury and originally attributed to Aristotlegthiber de causis
exercised considerable authority on scholars ofitheand was included in 1255 among the requines fer
students at the University of Paris. S&m Bagdad nach Toleded. Fidora and Niederberger, 17; Saffrey,
“Introduction,” in Super librum de causigix. Aquinas himself was very much influenced hgliber de causis
referring to it by name approximately 300 timeothghout his works, although it is not until 1272;-i8ar the end
of his life, that he composed a detailed commermarit. But Aquinas would have also been famiigth
reflexivity from Pseudo-Dionysius’s discussion gtalar motion inDe divinis nominibu$V.7, and once it was
translated in 1268, tHelementatio theologiaef Proclus.



matter is extended and therefore has parts outéigarts. This means that because of the
extension of matter, the whole Afcan never turn back upon the wholefof

The soul, in contrast, is fully reflexive, capabfecompletely turning back upon itself,
because it is immaterial. Aquinas explains tha argument for the incorporeality of an
intellectual substance is that returns upon its essendéat is, that it is turned back upon itself
by understanding itself, which is proper to it hegait is not a body or a magnitude having one
part distant from anothef.”Only an indivisible and incorporeal being camtieede wholly
present to itself since it has no parts that géténway of each other. An immaterial being is
thus wholly reflexive; it is, so to speak, likeafsseeing eye, completely transparent to itsedf an
wholly available to itself, entirely present toeilfs fully able to return upon itself and appropeia
itself cognitively. This transparency should nettbken in the sense that the soul always “sees
through” itself without ever actually seeing itselfhe soul is not transparent to itself in the way
that air is transparent, i.e., as an invisible mdfor light. Rather, for Aquinas the soul’s
transparency means that the entire soul, evendifeeiping power or the “mind’s eye,” is within
the scope of its own intellectual “vision"—it isatisparent to itself, then, in the sense that its
self-identity poses no obstacle to its entirelyraaing itself, when the conditions are right.

To put it another way, material powers are opagubaemselves. There is always some
part of the material power itself that is necesgaxcluded from that power’s potential objects:
thus my eyeball can receive every visible objecegx itself. Buthere is in principle no aspect
of the human soul that is outside the range afwta intellect not even the perceiving intellect
itself. As Aquinas explains IBCGII.49, “the action of no body reflects back upor #yent: for

it is shown in physics that no body is moved bglitexcept in part, namely, insofar as one of its

* Sup. Lib. de causprop. 7. Other texts in which immateriality iisked to self-knowledge include Sent.
11.19.1.1; andSCG2.49, which echoes Augustine’s notion of the sawdwing itself as a whole. All translations of
Aguinas are my own.



parts is the mover and the other is moved. Buirttedlect is reflected upon itself by acting: for
it understands itself, not only part-by-part, bsiteavhole gecundum totujm So itis not a
body.”™

This point is of paramount importance for Aquinas'glerstanding of human
subjecthood. The intellectual soul is not limitedrely to perceiving its acts of thinking, or
perceiving some part of itself that is distinctfréhe perceiving part. Rather, the perceiving part
can perceive itself, the perceiving part. Thigug reflexivity, of which only immaterial beings
are capablé. And this, | would argue, is for Aquinas what at®an intellectual being to
understand itself as “I” and not “it.” The intadlds not limited to perceiving things apart from
itself, but it is able to reflect precisely uposellf, the perceiving agent, the very source from
which that act of perceiving proceeds.

Reflexivity, then, is simply the soul’'s completansparency to itself. This self-
transparency is the way that the soul fundamenisfynd shapes the way that the saets It is
important to be very precise about what this mefamsiquinas. On the one hand, self-
transparency does not mean (at least for Aquitiaa the human soul completely and
thoroughly comprehends itself with a quasi-Divim®Wwledge. Nor does it mean that the human
soul is always actually reflecting upon itself. faet, for Aquinas, the soul engages in the act of

reflexion only infrequently, when it turns its atten back towards itself and considers itself

® Interestingly, whereas this argument treats ttadlect’s cognition oftself, the next argument iIBCG
11.49 treats the ability to understand one’s caehas something only an immaterial power can do.

® Aquinas’s position on whether the senses aregligrteflexive or just not at all reflexive, is €lifult to
determine.ln some texts, he appears to hold that the senserp@annot reflect upon themselves at all. Sonesti
he states that the senses cannot cognize theinotsr{n Sentl.17.5, ad 3jn Sentlll.23.1.2, ad 3STla, 87.3, ad
3; suggested iBCGII.49); sometimes he states that the corporealrobacks every sense from cogniziitgglf (In
Sentll.19.1.1 andDe spir. creat9, ad 6;STla, 14.2, ad 1; see alfe unit. int.5 andSCGII.49). In a handful of
texts, however, Aquinas accords to the sensesnanrfiplete return” whereby they perceive their daterestingly,
he describes this as perceiving “that they serseDV 1.9 and 10.9Quodl.VIII.9.1) His apparent inconsistency
on this point is puzzling. For discussion, seaalPat,Le sens de la réflexionin any case, it does not affect our
argument here, since the most he ever grants teettiges is the ability to reflect upon their aatgl true reflexivity
requires that the intellect be capable of reflegtipon, not only its acts, bitself—an ability Aquinas consistently
denies to any power using a material organ.



explicitly.” Rather, for Aquinas, the fundamental conditiorthef soul is one dieing ableto
turn back upon itself in its entirety, so thaian perceive myself, the perceiving agent, and
eventually come to understand the very essenceyciom. But on the other hand, one should
not shortchange reflexivity by assuming that gimmply the capacity for thinking about oneself.
For Aquinas, the only reason that it is possiblenfie to think about myself is that my soul is
transparent to itself, as described above—anddbkssself-transparency affects the character of
all human acts. Indeed, from this basic, essesgifltransparency flows a unique wayaeting
in a self-aware or self-possessed way. Thus farires, the soul’s inherent reflexivity,
grounded in immateriality, guarantees that the’samimaterial operations of intellect and will
are curiously transparent to itself. For this oeaghe soul acts in a “self-possessed” sort of,way
insofar as its day-by-day thinking and judging alling always include a dimension of self-
awareness. Let us turn then to human cognitioex&mine the way in which the soul’s basic
self-transparency is at the very heart of whataans for a human being to understand.
II. Reflexivity and the Duality of Experience

For Aquinas, Aristotle’s theory of intellectual guion by identity provides a more
precise way of explaining how the soul’s self-ty@arency posited by the Neoplatonic doctrine
of reflexion affects the character of its cognitiéiollowing Aristotelian commentators such as
Alexander of Aphrodisias, Themistius, and Averrd@gjuinas holds that because the intellect

becomes actually intelligible to itself in the mamhé which it cognizes anything at all, an

" Occasionally Aquinas will refer to self-awarenassa “reflexion upon oneself” or a “reflexion upmme’s
acts”; | take him to be referring to explicit selfrareness in such cases. BeSentlll, 23.1.2, ad 3PV 1.5, ad 5,
DV 2.6;SCG2.75;SCG4.11;STla, 85.2;QDDA2, ad 5; andP 7.9.

8 Alexander of Aphrodisiafe intellectu109.7 [trans. Schroeder and Todd, 50—and noteAthett cites
the former text in his owBe hom.2.3.3 to explain how the intellect necessarilyriags itself in every one of its
acts]; id.,De anima3.18, 86.23-28 [trans. Fontina, 113]; Averroes,Gemmentarium magnum in Aristotelis De
animalll.8 [ed. Crawford, 420:19-21]. See also ThemstParaphrase of ‘De anima’ 3.4-85.9 [trans.
Schroeder and Todd, 82]; and Philoporngje intellectuin Commentaire sur le de anima d'Aristote, traductien
Guillaume de Moerbeked. G. Verbeke, Corpus Latinum Commentariorurristotelem Graecorur (Paris:
Editions Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1966), 20-21.



implicit self-awareness (corresponding perhapshatis sometimes called pre-reflexive
consciousness) is included in every cognitive dé¢te soul’s self-transparency means that it
cannot help but see “through” itself every timeges anything at all.

To see how this works, let’s take as an exampléntieiect’s act of understanding
spiders. The act of understanding spider-natwegrding to Aquinas’s identity theory of
cognition, happens when the intellect receiveddha of spider as matter receives form. Now,
the human intellect can receive the form of spidecause the human intellect is like prime
matter: it is in potency to all form, having noroof its own. Consequently, when the intellect
receives spider-form, it adopts tlais its own form What cognition means, for Aquinas, is that
in the act of cognizing spiders, spider-fosintellect-form. One and the same form is the
formality / actuality / species of thitellectjust as much as it is the formality / actuality /
species of thepider.

Thus in the instant in which the intellect receiag®rm, the intellect itself now fulfils all
the conditions for being-cognized: it is presentdelf, immaterial, and actual. The received
form of ‘spider’, inhering in the intellect, mak#eeintellectactually intelligible to itself just as
much as it makespidersactually intelligible to the intellect. “The soisl not cognized by
another species abstracted from itself, but byeaisp of its object, which also becomes its own
form insofar as it is actually understandirig®ne could say that the reception of the form of
‘spider’ lights the intellect up to itself.

These considerations form the basis for an ironpfattiple of Aquinas’s theory of self-
cognition: | know myselbnly in my acts, and iall my acts. This principle has two important
implications for the way in which humans, as irgetual beings, experience the world. First, |

can only perceive myself in the act of cognizingiething else; i.e., | perceive myself, not as a

DV 10.8, ad s.c. 5; see alS@la, 87.1, ad 3QDDA 3, ad 4; andn De an.Ill.3.



bare self, but always as the subject of some dalitected act: cognizing something other,
sensing something other, loving something otfler.

The second implication of this view is treteryintellectual act of cognition includes
some self-awareness. The form of ‘spider’ thatihtsmed my intellect, in “lighting up” the
spider to me, necessarily “lights” me up to mysélfThus whenever | am thinking about
anything at all, I am implicitly aware of myself e one who is thinking about that thing, as
Aquinas suggests: “[I]n perceiving its acts, [thimd) understands itselfhenever it understands
something*? In other words, in explicitly thinking about tepider, | cannot help but perceive
it as manifesto me | and the spider are co-illuminated indissogiabla single act of cognition;
the spider explicitly, and myself implicitly.

Now as | read Aquinas, this doctrine that the gmolws itself in all its acts and only in
its acts, is just Aquinas’s way of accounting toe tluality inherent in all intellectual experience.
No matter how intensely my attention is drawn t® tlature of spiders, thinking about them in
fear and loathing, | never lose sight of myselfreesone thinking about spiders. Later you can
ask me, “so, what were you thinking about just riovxd I'll be able to answer the question,
because in remembering spiders, | rememeself thinking about spider€onversely, if | stop
what I'm doing and turn my attention inward to miyskfind myself always as the subject of
some act; | catch myself in the act of thinking atiepiders, or trying not to.

Thus every intellectual act contains an ineradigaoiality, in which subject and object

are indissociably experienced in relation to eatielo Human thought takes place from the

19°SeeDV 10.8: “With respect to actual cognition, by whisbmeone actually considers that he has a soul, |
say this: that the soul is known by its actsFar] no one perceives that he understands exoept thhe fact that he
understandsomething In Sentl.3.4.5;STla, 111.1, ad 3DV 8.6;DV 18.1, ad 10; anth Ethic.11.3

13Tla, 87.1, ad 3: “The human intellect, which isdered into act by the species of the understoogthi
is understood through that same species, as thitifgrm.” See als®V 8.6;DV 10.8, ad 10 s.cDV 18.1, ad 10;
In Ethic.111.3; STla, 14.2, ad 35Tla, 93.7, ad 4STla, 111.1, ad 35Tlla-llae, 25.2;In Sentl.17.1.4.

2STla, 93.7, ad 4.



uln

unique vantage point of a subject, an “I” who pereg thinggrecisely as being manifested to
me and who perceives mysgfecisely as the subject cognizing what is othan myself. For
Aquinas, this phenomenon is simply the result efsbul’s transparency to itself in its acts.
Given Aquinas’s very Aristotelian account of inegltion as the assimilation of knower to
known, it would be contrary to the immaterial natof the intellect for an act of knowledge to
be opaque to the knower. And given the Neoplatdoatrine of the complete reflexivity of
immaterial being, the illuminated human intelleoedn’t just perceive a part of itself. Rather, it
is entirely transparent to itself, so that wheis iit up to itself, it grasps itself as a whols,tae

“I” or subject.

Thus for Aquinas, to be an intellectual or reflexlweing necessarily implies the capacity
for subjecthood, because actual intellection isagsneliminably twofold, illuminating the
knowing intellect and its known object in a singlg. As Aquinas puts it, “Whoever
understands or is illuminated cognizes that he ratdeds or is illuminated, because he cognizes
that the thing is manifest to him® No matter whether a given act directs one’s #tian
towards the intellect itself or towards the othibis dimension of duality remairis.

lll. Reflexivity and the Unity of Consciousness

Fusing both Neoplatonic and Aristotelian themesnttAquinas conceives of the soul as
a reflexive being, both in the sense that the ledeis essentiallgbleto turn back to perceive its
perceiving self as “I,” and in the sense that iarg\act the soul is lit up to itself and perceives

itself implicitly. These same themes can, | thiwith the assistance of various clues from

Aquinas’s texts, be used to outline a Thomisticaot of an important phenomenon that is

¥STla, 111.1, ad 3.

14 For this reason, | disagree with Dhavamony’s arguinthat when the intellect explicitly knows itsetf
object, it is attaining itself “as something distimnd opposed to itselfS(bjectivity and Knowledgé7). This
would be to know oneself in the third person; ihig tontradicts experience, as well as the basicipites of
Aquinas’s theory of cognition by identity, as on#d here.



associated with being a person in the sense c#lfi:“the unity of consciousness across time.
Since there just isn’t time to go into this topicdepth here, 1 will simply sketch out a possible
path for inquiry, in order to show that Aquinasisw of the human soul may be able to
accomodate quite a sophisticated psychology ofigedf.

In discussing this point, it is important to emphasagain that Aquinas has no notion of
“the self” as of some sort of transcendent entigr Aquinas, there is simply the human being,
an intellectual agent whose cognitive acts have&atespecial characteristics on account of
certain special metaphysical features of the agéhts all | want to argue here is that in the
principles of Aquinas’s theory of cognition, flovgrirom the soul’s reflexivity, are the
rudiments of an account for the following phenomen@amely, that the human subject
experiences reality from one consistent “viewpdintdo not have a disconnected sequence of
perceptions; rather, there is a basic continuitminexperiences, insofar as they are both

experienced asiineand remembered asine the same “I” appears as the subject of every
conscious act. | suggest that one can find a Téimeraccount of this phenomenon, in the role
that Aquinas ascribes to implicit self-awarenesisiallectual memory.

In order to account for the unity of consciousres®ss time, Aquinas’s theory of
cognition needs to fulfil two conditions: 1) in eyeact there must be some sort of awareness of
the subjective perspective from which each actdghace; and 2) this subjective perspective
must be experienced precisealy the sameghroughout multiple present and past cognitiohise
first condition is satisfied by the implicit selvareness that results from the soul’s self-
transparency. As | argued above, for AquinashittktaboutA is just to be explicitly aware of

A-as-thought-by-me, and to be implicitly aware ofsalj-as-thinkingA. Thus every conscious

act unavoidably carries a reference to “me,” thengcsubject.



But in order for implicit self-awareness to tramslanto a unity of consciousness across
time, the second condition must also be fulfilledmely, it is necessary for me not only to
perceive myself in my act of thinking about philpkg right now, but to remember previously
cognized itemss having been previously cognized by the sameThis condition is fulfilled in
the reflexive character of what Aquinas calls iettal memory?

Aquinas argues that we can remember, not just immafieensible particulars, but also
intelligible forms like the nature of trianglesjastice. Images of sensed things are stored by the
internal sense of memory. Intelligible forms a@ad by the intellect itself when it receives
them as its own form; the intellect itself is tHere the power of intellectual memory. But there
is a problem. As Aquinas points out, memory ineslgome sense of time. But the objects of
intellect are indifferent to time: in order to kexeived into the intellect, a form must be stripped
of all its elements of material particularitgcluding its place in time Thus the intellect cannot
grasp things as past—so intellectual memory shoelinpossible®

In order to solve this problem, Aquinas proposes tiot only material objects, but also
cognitive acts, exist in time. Although dog-natwae the object of understanding, is indifferent
to time, theact of understanding dog-naturgitself something existing in time, with a padiar

place in a sequence of cognitive aeffter certain acts, andeforethe present act. Thus to

15 The main texts on sense-memory and intellectuahomg in Thomas artn Sentl.3.4.1,DV 10.2-3,ST
la, 79.6—7, anth De mem.esp. c. 2. The secondary literature on this thensparse, but for discussion, see
George P. KlubertanZhe Discursive Power: Sources and Doctrine of\fleeCogitativaaccording to St. Thomas
Aquinas(Carthagena, Oh.: The Messenger Press, 1952)6260-Castonguayysychologie de la mémoire:
sources et doctrine de faemoriachez saint Thomas d’Aquit™ ed. (Montreal: Lévrier, 1963); Marcos F.
Manzanedol.a imaginacion y la memoria segin santo Tolff&sme: Herder, 1978), 275-382; Héctor Hernando
Salinas, “El problema de la memoria intelectivalemas de Aquino,Universitas Philosophicd2 (2004): 87-115;
Patricia Schell, “La doctrina tomista denteemoriaespiritual: un punto de equilibrio ante las andasal
contemporaneaSapientia59 (2004): 49-75; and Kevin White, note<Xommentaries on Aristotle’s “On Sense
and What is Sensed” and “On Memory and Recollectidorans. Kevin White and Edward M. Macierowski
(Washington, DC: The Catholic University of Amerieeess, 2005). For discussion of the relation betwmemory
and personal identity, see Martin Federico EchéafMemoria e identidad segin Santo Tomas de Aquin
Sapientiab2 (2002): 91-112.

®STla, 79.6, ad 2.
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remember dog-nature is to remembmssself having thought about the nature of dogs at a

particular time in the past

The understanding of our soul is a particular existing in this or that time, insofar as a man is
said to know now or yesterday or tomorrow. . . efitfiore in this way the accouraijo) of
memory is preserved with respect to what therefipast things in the intellect, insofar as it
understands itself to have understood previously,not insofar as it understands the previous
thingquahere and now’

For Aquinas, then, intellectual memory is inherngnéiflexive. The implicit self-awareness that
is included in every act of cognition, is such aregral part of the act of cognition that it is
stored with the species. To put it another wag,dpecies of dog-nature is stoesicognized by
me at this particular timelt is “stamped,” and even “time-stamped,” so toapdy the act in
which it was cognized. When the species is redalled used in a later act of cognition, | recall
the object as having previously been cognized by ther always when the soul remembers, it
judges itself to have heard or sensed or understootthing before'® The remembering of
the object is inseparable from the remembering ydatf in the act of thinking about that object.
Consequently, not only my present experience, lsotray past experiences, are transparent to
the same me. In this way, implicit self-awarenessecessary part of every cognition and every
memory, anchors all my intentional acts in a siq@esisting viewpoint?

Thus for Aquinas, the reflexivity of the soul i®thpecially self-possessed character of
human cognition, in every act and across time.aBse all my acts are transparent to me, the
same subject-perspective is an integral part ofyjes@nscious act, and remains an integral part
of my memories. My consciousness is unified bingls subject-perspective which remains the

same across time, the same “I” that is perceivaaioitly in my present acts and past memories.

" STla, 79.6, ad 2. Aquinas repeats the same thesgedntly throughoun De mem.see for instance c.
1[Leon. 45/1.161-62]; c. 6 [123:11-124:60]; c129:150-84].

8|n De mem1 [Leon. 45/2.160:161—62].

19 putallaz notes that self-awareness is what gathgesher and unifies awareness of one’s objedgiwh
is otherwise scattered and dispersed into many(tmiagh he does not offer an explanation of hawigpossible);
seele sens de la réflexiop®3. See also Dhavamor8uibjectivity and Knowledgé&7.
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In conclusion: the essential self-transparencyefilnmaterial soul constitutes the
metaphysical ground for Aquinas’s account of whmattemporary philosophers would call
selfhood. In putting the many-faceted Neoplatdheme of reflexion into dialogue with the
Aristotelian identity theory of cognition, Aquin&sable to provide an account of how the human
person experiences the world from a first-persaospeztive as an aware and self-aware subject.
Reflexivity is a rich phenomenon that Aquinas urkzagn many levels. In one way, reflexivity
is the soul’s ability to turn back upon itself fulh acts of intellection and volition, so thatdn
cognize itself, the cognizing agent, as “l.” Iro#mer way, reflexivity as self-transparency, for
Aquinas, links up with Aristotle’s identity theoof cognition. Although the human intellectual
soul remains unintelligible or un-lit to itself the absence of a form received from the senses,
this self-transparency means that in the instanthirch it is lit up in receiving a form, the soul
“sees through itself,” so to speak. In this wag human being acts in a “self-possessed” way,
in which awareness and self-awareness are simplgies of the same cognitive experience.
Finally, free choice is rooted in the reflexive peaties of the practical judgment and the will.
Thus for Aquinas, reflexivity, as the root of selfid, uniquely marks the way that a human

being experiences and interacts with the world.
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