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REFLECTIONS BASED ON THE ARTICLE BY A. MARYNIARCZYK
“IS THE HUMAN SOUL SEXED? IN SEARCH
FOR THE TRUTH ON HUMAN SEXUALITY”

(PART 2)*

Rev. Prof. A. Maryniarczyk’s Metaphysical Explanation
and Proposed Solution to the Problem of the Soul’s Sexuality

The author of the article discussed pointed to various fields of science
within which it is possible to consider the problem of the human soul’s
sexuality: philosophy (metaphysics of man, i.e., within the realm of
realistic philosophy, in the field of philosophical anthropology), natur-
al and neurological sciences, and theology. For him, as a representative
of realistic metaphysics, anthropological explanations will be crucial,
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* The first part of this article presented the historical and philosophical conditions
for understanding the problem of human corporeality and sexuality, which led to the
shift of this issue to the domain of practical philosophy. It was admitted that sexuality is
an accidental element of human nature, as the division into sexes is common to all more
complex living beings. Consequently, theoretical philosophy, which does not deal with
accidents but only with what is essential and necessary in existing reality, has neglect-
ed to develop an adequate theory of sexuality. In modern times, characterized by tech-
nological development and significant transformations in social life, the traditional
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while data from the natural sciences and theology will provide addi-

tional confirmation of the validity of the considerations, research sug-

gestions or inspirations. At the beginning of his explanation, he
emphasized the necessity of using fundamental metaphysical princi-
ples that apply to every being, not just humans:

1. Agere sequitur esse—“the mode of action is a consequence of the
mode of existence.” Therefore, if a human acts as a man or a
woman, they must exist in that way. But the source and foundation
of human existence is the rational human soul.

2. The principle of non-contradiction, which states that “being cannot
be explained by non-being,” meaning the existence of a quality can-
not be explained without its prior foundation in the source of being.

3. The metaphysical law of identity: “Every being has its own indi-
vidual essence, which is indicated by the metaphysical law of iden-
tity.”

4. The metaphysical law of non-contradiction: “Every being is one,
that is, it is not divided into being and non-being.”

5. The metaphysical law of the excluded middle: “Every being exists
as something distinct,” that is, it is not some transitional state or
something indefinite.

The author also pointed to the principles of raison d’étre, purpose-
fulness, and integrity, as well as the methodological necessity of
respecting historicism—a postulate characteristic of realistic philoso-

understandings of gender, based primarily on the fulfillment of social roles, have also
been questioned. Hence, a paradigm shift in thinking about human sexuality was need-
ed. Additionally, realist philosophy emphasized the suggestion that being female and
being male are two modes of human existence. This led to the thesis that human sexu-
ality is determined by the soul, which itself must be sexual. The second part of this arti-
cle presents the metaphysical arguments supporting this thesis authored by Rev. Prof. A.
Maryniarczyk.
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phy and, at the same time, a condition for its proper practice. This
involves identifying the historical determinants of various conceptions
of being (and, in the case of philosophical anthropology, of man and
his soul) emerging in different historical eras, and the determinants of
thought they contribute to contemporary ways of thinking about man.
This is not without significance for understanding the very issue of
human sexuality.

Metaphysical Argumentation in Support of the Thesis
on the Sexuality of the Human Soul

THE METAPHYSICAL FOUNDATIONS

OF UNDERSTANDING THE SEXUALITY OF THE SOUL

In this part of the argument, the author of the article presents a philo-
sophical understanding of the soul—derived from St. Thomas—which
in man is the primary source of personal existence and life (though not
the ultimate source, for that is the Absolute), a substance (subject) exist-
ing in itself but incomplete (Latin substantia incompleta), which
requires a body for its full existence and action. The soul not only forms
this body, but also gives it existence, creating with it not only an organ-
ic unity, but a certain human monolith, i.e. a man.! In this sense, we can
speak of a complete, specifically human substance. Because of the sub-

I Maryniarczyk wrote that “The soul with the body creates the human substance as
a monolith [...] It brings glimmers of spiritual life into this body. In this way, matter and
spirit are synthesized in man, which, acting as one subject, reveals in its action tran-
scendence over matter, assigning it to the transcendent purpose inscribed in this nature.”
See “Spor o opozniong animacj¢. Prawdziwy czy pozorny problem?” [The dispute over
delayed animation. A true or apparent problem?] in: Wokol genezy cztowieka [Around
the genesis of man], ed. Piotr Stanistaw Mazur (Wyd. Naukowe Ignatianum, 2013), 88.
M.A. Krapiec used this expression in the context of analyses of the unity of the human
being despite its composition of non-independent factors, only in combination consti-



152 Zbigniew Paripuch

stantiality of human existence and its rationality revealed in the knowl-
edge of the world and itself, as well as in its actions, the term “person-
al” also applies to humans. With this understanding, it is difficult to
define humans solely as “being something animated” by biological life.
This is not to deny the obvious fact of life. The essence of human beings
is the soul united with the body which it organizes for its own needs,
without which it would be incomplete. To the soul, conceived abstract-
ly (“without a body”), St. Thomas ascribed immateriality, necessary to
explain the functioning of human personal faculties—rational knowl-
edge—the intellect, and the power of proportional action—the will, for
which they are the subject. The immateriality of these faculties, in turn,
explains the phenomena experienced by humans: understanding and
explaining the world, processing it and utilizing its resources, aware-
ness of oneself and one’s own actions, self-awareness as a rational and
free subject, the experience of freedom—control over oneself and one’s
own actions, choice, self-determination, entrusting oneself to someone
in acts of personal love, as well as responses to similar acts from oth-
ers. If these faculties were not free from matter, a similar determination
would occur, as in the actions of animals, where their cognition is lim-
ited to the sensory sphere, which in turn limits their possibilities of
action only to their natural “ecological niche.”

However, as the author of the article emphasizes, this type of under-
standing of the soul provides a basis for recognizing it not only as the
general principle of human existence, but also as the principle of the
existence of this specific human being: John, Eve, Adam, etc., and
therefore also as the principle of their sexuality.2 Existence is inherent

tuting a specific whole: “Man as an ontological monolith is truly one thanks to the unity
of the existential act of being.” See Ja — cztowiek [I-man], (Wydawnictwo KUL, 1991),
143.

2 The author of the article notes in a footnote that: “Gilson points out that the prob-
lem of the individuation of the soul by matter, in accordance with Aristotle’s doctrine,
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to the soul by virtue of its spirituality, just as it is in the case of angels.
To better explain the connection between the soul and the body, the
author of the article cited B. Shanley’s opinion:

Although Thomas acknowledges the language of dualism prevalent in
his time and speaks of the soul’s relationship to the body, strictly speak-
ing, the two elements are not correlates, since corporeality is something
that belongs to matter precisely because of the soul as a substantial
form; no body can exist independently of the soul as a substantial form,
because the soul is the cause of the body. This means that the soul is the
cause of human corporeality. The soul is the causal explanation of why
the matter we have is organized into the kind of body we have. The body
we have, however, is what it is precisely because of the soul, so that the
soul can achieve its purpose through its proper activity.3

In this sense, the soul and the body are not truly independent corre-
lates, because the body is completely subordinated to the soul in its
existence and activity, and there is no equality or balance here, because
one element is clearly dominant. Nevertheless, in a sense, the material
body endows the soul with a material character, while the soul, through

was questioned by Christian philosophers. Albert the Great already articulates the diffi-
culties posed by the doctrine of individuation by matter. A similar position is also found
in St. Bonaventure. However, Duns Scotus very clearly connects individuation with
form. According to him, if the human form is not in itself individual, then in general
there would be no human individuals. According to Duns Scotus, the soul is ‘this very
soul’ and, being essentially individual, it individualizes the human body along with mat-
ter.” A. Maryniarczyk points out that, according to Gilson, Scotus assumes the presence
of two substantial forms in man: the rational soul and the so-called form of corporeali-
ty. See E. Gilson, Duch filozofii Sredniowiecznej [The spirit of medieval philosophy],
197-9 and footnotes 7 and 8.

3J. Shanley OP, Tradycja tomistyczna [Thomistic tradition], transl. R. Mordarski
(W drodze, 2017), 370.
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its immateriality, elevates the body to the level of spirituality.
Ultimately, together they form the aforementioned “monolith,” a spe-
cific human substance, distinct on the one hand from purely spiritual
substances—angels—and on the other from purely material sub-
stances—animals, plants, and ultimately, mineral, elemental, or sub-
atomic substances. As the entire medieval tradition emphasized, it is
something “between them,” a kind of link or bridge between the world
of material beings and the personal immaterial entities—angels and
God.

The author of the article points out that the soul, thus understood,
by determining the body of a specific human being for a specific
action, being a substance existing in itself, must be of some kind. He
proposes citing a text from St. Thomas’s Summa Theologiae, which
reads: “Form is not for matter, but rather matter is for form. Therefore,
the reason why matter is as it is, and not the other way around, must be
sought in form.”# The second important point of the argument is the
already mentioned metaphysical principle used to explain the nature of
beings, namely, that “the mode of action is a consequence of the mode
of existence” (Latin: agere sequitur esse).5 The third is to draw atten-
tion to the fact that a human acts as a woman or a man, therefore the
principle of action and existence of the human subject, which is pre-
cisely the soul, must also exist in the same way. The fourth is to point
to St. Thomas’s text concerning the principle of individuation,
because, as shown above, in Aristotle’s metaphysics, the principle of
individuation was not form, but matter, and therefore not the soul, but
the body. Individuality, therefore, was accidental in nature. The situa-
tion is different in the anthropology of St. Thomas Aquinas. He wrote
that “The cause of existence and individuation is the same for each

4S. Thomae Aquinatis, Summa Theologiae 1, q. 75, a. 5.
5S. Thomae Aquinatis, Summa Theologiae 1, q. 75, a. 2.
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thing [...] Thus, the existence of the soul comes from God as from the
active principle, and in the body it is as in matter. Yet the existence of
the soul does not perish when the body perishes. Therefore, the indi-
viduation of the soul, although it is in a certain relationship to the body,
does not perish when the body perishes.”s The author of the article
emphasizes that the individuality of the human person is rooted in its
individual esse (act of existence), the vehicle of which is the soul.
Another supplement to the issue of the individuality and individu-
alization of the human soul, which is the act of human existence, is the
text by E. Gilson, quoted by A. Maryniarczyk: “In man, the principle
of individuality and the principle of personality identify with each
other. The rational soul, uniting with the body as an act, gives existence
to the individual, who is a person. Thus, the individual soul, as it were,
by definition possesses personality.”” This individuality and individu-
ality permeates the body it creates for itself.8 The author of the article

6S. Thomae Aquinatis, De anima, a.1, ad 2; a. 2, ad 5 and 3.

7 Gilson, Duch filozofii Sredniowiecznej [The spirit of medieval philosophy], 205.

8 The author of the article included an important footnote here: “Gilson points out
the need to distinguish the concept of individuality from the concept of individuation:
‘The principle of individuation is matter, and therefore it is the cause of individuality,
but the individuality of a concrete being does not reside in matter. On the contrary, indi-
viduality is individual, that is, undivided as such, and distinct from everything else, sole-
ly because it is a concrete substance, taken as a whole. In this sense, matter possesses
the capacity for individuation only by virtue of its inclusion in the being of the entire
substance. Since the being of a substance depends on its form, individuality must be as
much a property of form as of matter. It even belongs to form much more than to mat-
ter, because form, like matter, participates in the individuality of substance, and, more-
over, in this substance it is matter, not matter, that is the source of substantiality. To put
the same idea differently, one could say that matter does individuate form, but from the
moment the form has been individuated, it is precisely this matter that is individual. In
a word, the soul is an individual form, although the soul is not one as form, and it is the
individual form that lends its own existence to matter, that makes it possible for the indi-
vidual to exist.”” See E. Gilson, Duch filozofii sredniowiecznej [The spirit of medieval
philosophy], 202-3.
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emphasizes that the soul, being the individual and individualizing act
of existence of the human being, is temporally and existentially pri-
mary.® For this reason, the human soul, being in a necessary relation-
ship to the body, which not only forms but also creates for itself,
together with this body creates a man or a woman and determines their
gender. For a human being does not exist except in the way of being a
man or a woman. Therefore, the soul, being the principle of being a
human-woman and a human-male, must itself be sexual. Moreover, the
soul, being an individual act of existence, permeates the whole of
being and determines it in all ways, formulating the body accordingly
and making the being this particular man or this particular woman.!0
This is where a difficulty arises regarding the biological determi-
nants of the human body. Genetics knows that sex is “determined” by
the last pair of chromosomes, designated XX or XY. The concept of
“genetic sex” or “‘chromosomal sex” was even coined. Of course, ini-
tially, it was not known whether it actually “determined’
merely the fact that a person possessed such a pair of chromosomes of
a particular sex. In reality, until the application of genetic engineering,
such certainty was not evident, and even after its implementation, this
certainty is relative in the sense that genetic manipulation limits the
influence of other factors on determining a child’s sex. In fact, despite
all the development of research and analytical methods and advances
in biological sciences, no factors or conditions have yet been discov-

b

—1t was

9 See more: J. Owens, “Thomas Aquinas,” in: Individuation in Scholasticism. The
Later Middle Ages and Counter-Reformation (1150-1650), ed. J. Garcia (State
University of New York Press, 1994), 173-94. J. Owens holds the position that, accord-
ing to Thomas, esse is the ultimate cause of the individuation of all beings, not only
human souls; see J. Owens, “Aquinas on the Inseparability of Soul from Existence,”
New Scholasticism 61, no. 3 (1987): 249-270.

10 See more on the unity of human being: D. Braine, The Human Person. Animal
and Spirit (University of Notre Dame Press, 1992), 480-531.



Is It Time to Change a Paradigm? 157

ered that would cause a child’s sex to be determined. Natural process-
es continue to produce similar numbers of boys and girls worldwide,
with various local fluctuations and slight deviations in one direction or
the other. This suggests a “metaphysical” solution to the problem:
namely, that the child’s sex and chromosomal arrangement are ulti-
mately determined by the soul, which itself is created as a sexed enti-
ty. Given its aforementioned metaphysical, logical, and cognitive pri-
ority in being, this would indicate at least the simultaneity of the act of
creation and the completion of those biological processes that consti-
tute a necessary condition for human existence. And indirectly, also the
human soul, or rather the entire human substance, since the soul, as an
incomplete substance, could not be created as such, since the Absolute
does not create only parts of beings, but creates them in their entirety.
It would follow that, in such a case, parents are left with providing only
accidental determinations throughout the process of generation, since
a rational substance with an immaterial principle of existence (a form-
soul) must necessarily be created, not acquired through some material
transformation. Thus, in the process of conceiving a new child, a kind
of cooperation between the human being and the Absolute takes place
(or a division of roles), when what is necessary for the human being’s
personal existence must be created, while the entire context of the con-
ditions necessary for this creative act is brought about by biological
processes initiated by the joint actions of the human couple, along with
the entire context of the relationship of personal love. This is so-called
procreation, or the preparation of the conditions necessary for the
Absolute to perform the creative act.

Ultimately, the metaphysical problem here would be that either the
Absolute “adapts” (by virtue of His own original “creative decision” to
leave the decision to have offspring to the human couple) to the genet-
ic makeup provided by the parents, creating a soul of the appropriate
gender; or, alternatively, the created soul of a specific gender exerts
such an influence on the genetic material provided by the parents that
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it constitutes the decisive (perhaps even the ultimate) reason for the
fertilization process, causing the appropriate pairs of chromosomes to
combine, resulting in the child’s appropriate gender. Unfortunately,
this issue seems unresolvable because, as demonstrated in the article,!!
a specific synthesis of natural factors (personal love and parental bio-
logical processes in reproductive cells) and a supernatural factor, in the
form of the Absolute’s creative action, occurs here. This transcends the
limits of natural knowledge, even scientific knowledge, which always
assumes the operation of natural causes. Scientific knowledge is
obtained by discovering the nature of the relationships that connect
them with the object under study. In other words, we are dealing here
with a mystery that exceeds the possibilities of scientific knowledge,
because the action of natural causes is combined with a supernatural
action—the creative act of the Absolute. However, subsequent consid-
erations will show that the second option is more appropriate.

THE ARGUMENT

FROM THE UNITY OF FORM (SOUL) IN BEING

In this argument, the author of the article highlights a fundamental dif-
ficulty, which should be expressed as follows: if gender would be sep-
arated from the soul, the problem of two forms (souls) in a human
being arises: one that organizes the biological sex of the body, and the
other, the soul, that gives existence to the body (Latin: esse personale).
This would lead to a contradiction, because then the human being
would be divided into sexual and non-sexual human being, into sexu-
ally organized human being and asexual spirit, into corporeal and
incorporeal human being (e.g., the idea of man as in Plato or res cogi-

11 See T. Duma, “Geneza bytu ludzkiego w $wietle filozoficznej teorii stworzenia”
[The Genesis of Human Being in Light of the Philosophical Theory of Creation” in:
Spor o poczgtek i koniec Zycia ludzkiego [The dispute over the beginning and end of
human life], ed. A. Maryniarczyk, A. Gudaniec, Z. Panpuch (PTTA, 2015), 179-200.
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tans as in Descartes). Even if one of the forms (e.g., the one organiz-
ing the body) were considered accidental, it would raise another diffi-
culty: human sexuality is linked to the mode of existence of a human
being as a being, since there is no human being other than a man or a
woman. It seems that all contemporary difficulties with understanding
gender are a consequence of this assumption that sexuality is acciden-
tal. In turn, the opposite assumption—the substantiality of the form of
sexuality and the accidental character of the form that gives exis-
tence—would lead to downright catastrophic or bizarre difficulties:
reducing the fact of the real existence of beings to something insignif-
icant (failing to notice the necessary role of existence in being result-
ed in long-lasting essentialism in philosophy), and recognizing some
kind of pan-genderedness of everything that exists.

According to the author of the article, the only way out of this con-
tradiction is to accept, following St. Thomas Aquinas, that “since the
higher-order form contains within itself all the perfections of the lower
order, it is not necessary that the sensual soul in man be one and the
intellectual soul another.”12 Therefore, being a human soul (a higher-
order form), unlike angelic substantiality, is also being a sexual soul,
granting existence to a concrete and corporeal man or a concrete and
corporeal woman. Angels, being unrelated to the body, do not have in
their being the function fulfilled by the soul, namely, organizing mat-
ter into the body and granting it existence.

According to the author of the article, the necessary and ultimate
basis for this argument is the truth about the creation of the world and
man ex nihilo. The first humans were brought into existence ex nihilo
as sexual beings,!3 and the further transmission of human life through

12'S. Thomas Aquinas, “Streszczenie teologii [Compendium theologiae],” ch. 92, in:
Drziela wybrane [Selected works], (W drodze, 1984).

13 This suggests the biblical description of the creation of man, but as a man and a
woman. See: Book of Genesis 2, 23-25.
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them exceeds the laws of generation present in the nature of other liv-
ing beings. Because it is solely the Creator who, in the act of creation,
brings into existence the human soul (or rather, the whole human
being), which, as a singular, individual, and unique act of existence,
organizes a new form of human being within the context of biological
processes initiated by the actions of the father and mother—male and
female—and determines its gender. Therefore, the act of conceiving a
human being is called procreation or con-creation, or co-creation, with
a specific “division into roles” in which God and the parents partici-
pate. Hence, it seems that just as a human’s appearance is not acciden-
tal, so too is their sexuality not accidental and therefore cannot be acci-
dental. Therefore, ultimately, sexuality does not originate from the bio-
logical processes accompanying human birth, but rather these are
determined by the masculine or feminine principle of existence, which
is the human soul.

THE ARGUMENT FROM THE INDESTRUCTIBILITY

AND IMMORTALITY OF THE HUMAN BEING

The author of the article points to the possibility of formulating an
additional argument within philosophical anthropology, related to the
classical justification for the indestructibility and immortality of the
human soul (and, more fundamentally, of the human being). This indi-
rectly proves the indestructibility and immortality of human sexuality,
which belongs to the essence of being human, as it is connected with
its natural mode of existence as a woman or a man. Therefore, the fem-
inine or masculine soul, being the principle of a woman’s or man’s
existence, organizes the body, as well as all the faculties (including the
faculties of thought and action), organs, and the brain itself, according
to its sexual status. Furthermore, sexuality is a property that necessar-
ily accompanies human personal acts and is necessarily linked to these
acts, both in existence and in action, cognition, and creativity. M.A.
Krapiec has already pointed out these states of affairs:
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The fact of sexuality of every human individual permeates their entire
organism — and cannot be treated in purely accidental terms. Moreover,
in the history of philosophy, it has been recognized as the so-called pro-
porium, or essential property of being human—quo convenit omni, soli,
semper (“that which belongs to everyone of them, only them, and
always”)—and thus a property inseparable from man. [...] Therefore,
the nature of a concrete human being is sexual, man is constituted in his
humanity also by a natural element, which is sex. Therefore, if the con-
crete nature of man is the source of his action, and the first and funda-
mental natural action is precisely ,,giving birth” as the transmission of
life, then by virtue of the natural — existential — structure of man, we
should expect that elements of sex will (to some theoretically undefined
extent) permeate all concrete human ,,natural” actions, flowing from the
somatopsychic structure of man.14

Therefore, Krapiec concluded,

There is not and cannot be any human activity (male or female) distilled
from sex, because this would be a “distillation” of the very foundations
of human nature [...]. The differentiation of sexes is not limited only to
the mutual sharing of man and woman for the purpose of procreation.
This “sharing”, or the more sublime “giving of oneself” in the order of
the person, through a selfless act of love, is a sign and at the same time
the initiation and confirmation of the specifically human personal struc-
ture of a human being, who develops in a community of persons exist-
ing mutually “for each other.”15

14 M. A. Krapiec, Ja — cztowiek [I-man], (RWKUL, 2005), 168.
I5M. A. Krapiec, Ja — czlowiek [I-man], 169.
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The quoted fragment testifies to the fact that sex in the personal life
of a human being is not reduced only to the function and need of pro-
creation.!6 It permeates every person in its entirety and constitutes the
reason for mutual recognition, perfection and actualization, something
which we do not encounter in the natural world. The human soul “can-
not exist except in the body; it cannot gain its personal expression
except in the body; it cannot become conscious of itself except in the
body and through the body,”!” which, however, always appears as a
sexual body, and is therefore organized by the sexual soul and receiv-
ing the existence of the human-woman and the human-male. The
author of the article also cited Gilson’s statement, who referred to
Athenagoras’ statement on the resurrection of the dead, where he noted
that God created humans, not souls:

Therefore — properly speaking — there is in reality no purpose for the
soul, only the purpose of man. Therefore, for man’s purpose to be iden-
tical with the purpose of his soul, the human body must also be called
to participate in it. Thought and reason were given to men so that they
might know things accessible to reason, and not only their substance,
but also the goodness, wisdom, and justice of the One from whom they
received their substance; and since the reasons for which the rational
knowledge of things was granted to men remain unchanged, the insep-
arable faculty of judgment must persist. And this faculty cannot persist
unless the nature that received it and in which it resides persists. But
thought and reason were given to man, not the soul itself. Therefore,
man, composed of soul and body, necessarily exists forever, and cannot
exist forever unless he is resurrected.!8

16 This is also confirmed by the results of other sciences, especially psychology,
sociology and neuroscience.

17M. A. Krapiec, Ja — cztowiek [I-man], 177.

I8 E. Gilson, Duch filozofii Sredniowiecznej [ The spirit of medieval phlosophy], 195;
Atenagoras, De resurrectione mortuorum, XV, in: Atenagoras z Aten, Prosba za
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The author of the article adds that “unless he is resurrected as a man
—which can be slightly rephrased as “unless a human
being is resurrected as a man or a woman”.

and a woman’

THE ARGUMENT FROM SEXUALITY

AS A PERSONAL PROPERTY OF MAN

According to the author of the article, Karol Wojtyla’s anthropology

provides a basis for formulating the thesis on the sexuality of the soul.

In his book Love and Responsibility, in the chapter entitled

“Interpretation of Drive,” he emphasized sexuality as also (or perhaps

even primarily) a personal property of man, the subject of which is the
soul:

Since the mode of action sheds light on the very source of action, it must
therefore be recognized that within man lies a source that enables him
to act reflectively, that is, to self-determination. Man is by nature capa-
ble of acting beyond instinct, and is capable of such action also in the
sexual sphere. If it were otherwise, then morality in this sphere would
be meaningless—it simply would not exist—and it is known that sexu-
al morality is a universal, common fact of human scope. Therefore, it is
difficult to speak of a sexual instinct in humans in the same sense as in
animals, and it is difficult to recognize this instinct as the proper and
ultimate source of action in the sexual sphere.!?

The author of the article concludes that if instinct is not the proper
and ultimate source of human actions in the sexual field, then it can
only be the soul, which as the substantial form of man is his ultimate

chrzescijanami. O zmartwychwstaniu umartych [A prayer for Christians. About the res-
urrection of the dead], trans. S. Kalinkowski (PAX, 1985).

I9K. Wojtyta, Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé [Love and responsibility], (Hachette,
2012), 43.
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principle of existence and action, and therefore determines the exis-
tence and action of man as a man or a woman, and therefore also their
sexuality. Analyzing the phenomenon of human instincts, K. Wojtyla
explained that sexual activity is not limited to the biological sphere but
is a property of the entire human being. A Maryniarczyk points to
K. Wojtyta’s text:

The fact that the sexual drive is the source of what happens in a human
being, of various events that occur without the participation of will in
his sensual or emotional life, proves that this drive is a property of the
entire human being, not just of some sphere or power. This property,
permeating the entire human being, has the character of a force, which
is expressed not only in what ‘happens’ without the participation of will
in the human body, senses, or feelings, but also in what is shaped with
the participation of will.20

A. Maryniarczyk points out that if a human is the subject and author
of his sexual acts (and this is not the power of instinct, as is the case
with animals), then he must be appropriately capable of such action,
and this comes from the soul. This indicates its sexual nature.
Consequently, sexually differentiated life and activity encompass the
entire person, including the body, bodily and sensory faculties, as well
as personal faculties.

THE ARGUMENT FROM THE NATURAL FORMS

OF HUMAN EXISTENCE

This argument expands on the previous one, and the author of the arti-
cle pointed to another text by K. Wojtyta:

20K. Wojtyla, Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé [Love and responsibility], (Hachette,
2012), 44.



Is It Time to Change a Paradigm? 165

Every human being is by nature a sexual being, that is, belonging from
birth to one of the two sexes. This fact is not refuted by the phenome-
non of so-called androgyny (hermaphroditism), just as any other condi-
tion or even degeneration does not refute the fact that human nature
exists and that every human being, even the degenerate or diseased one,
possesses this nature and is human thanks to it. In a similar way, every
human being is a sexual being, and belonging to one of the two sexes
entails a certain orientation of the entire being, which is marked in the
specific development of that being from within.2!

A. Maryniarczyk interprets these facts as meaning that although
this development is more visible externally, this process is nevertheless
founded in the internal structure of the human being and also in its psy-
che. Therefore, the mode of existence of the subject (and also the prin-
ciple of its existence and action—the soul) from which these actions
flow must also be disposed to this and therefore must be sexually
determined.

THE ARGUMENT

FROM THE NATURE OF PERSONAL LOVE

In constructing this argument, the author of the article cites a text by
Karol Wojtyta, who pointed out that the sexual drive, which in the case
of animals is linked to biological life, in the case of humans, because
it has been reinterpreted and defined differently, must be linked to
love, and love, in turn, to the life of the entire human person, whose
source and principle of existence and action is the soul. For this rea-
son, the drive in human personal life is something “more fundamental

21K. Wojtyla, Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé [Love and responsibility], (Hachette,
2012), 45.
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than the psycho-physiological properties of women and men, although
it will not manifest and function without them. Moreover, the sexual
drive in women and men is not exhausted by its directing itself to the
psycho-physical properties of the other sex [...]. The natural drive in
humans has a natural tendency to evolve into love precisely because
both objects, differing in their sexual psycho-physiological properties,
are human. The phenomenon of love is characteristic of the human
world; in the animal world, only the sexual instinct operates.”22

A. Maryniarczyk, following the findings of K. Wojtyla, states that
sexuality cannot be reduced to the sexual drive (however previously
redefined), but to the drive for human bodily life, connected with
reproduction. Thus, the so-called sexual drive in human life is only one
manifestation of sexuality, most often related to the preservation of the
species. The author of the article makes a very important statement
here: Human sexuality is the reason for loving another person (of the
opposite sex), which love is the highest manifestation of sexuality.?3
For this reason, in his opinion, sexuality must enter into the deepest
structure of human life. Therefore, sexuality (rooted in the soul) should
be indicated as the reason for interpersonal love. Without sexuality,
this love would be impossible to realize, and more importantly,
humans would not be able to fully actualize themselves as man and
woman, nor could their love itself, the mature fruit of which is the giv-
ing of new human life and the bestowal of personal love on it.

22K. Wojtyla, Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé [Love and responsibility], (Hachette,
2012), 47.

23 The American author R.E. Joyce defined sexuality in a similar way in Human
Sexual Ecology (University Press of America, 1980), 19. He did not associate its essence
with the performance of sexual acts, but with the ability to offer oneself and accept such
a gift from another person, but in one’s own characteristic way, related to the perfor-
mance of sexual acts.
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THE ARGUMENT FROM THE ANALYSIS OF THE REASON
FOR THE EXISTENCE OF THE HUMAN PERSON
The author of the article points to a fragment of Karol Wojtyta’s
thought in which he emphasized the special character of the human
sexual drive—its existential significance, not just its purely biological
or “reproductive” significance. This is because it is connected with the
existence of the human person: “Since the sexual drive has an existen-
tial character, since it is connected with the very existence of the
human person, it must be subject to the principles that apply to per-
sons.”24 A. Maryniarczyk therefore points out that the principle of a
person, according to Boethius’s famous definition, is to be a “rational
nature and an individual subject,” and also postulates that this princi-
ple should be supplemented and added that to be a person is to be an
“individual and undivided subject (substance) of a rational and sexual
nature.” The very individuality of the human person is realized in
being a specific man and a specific woman, and there is no other pos-
sibility. The scholar reminds us that the principle of existence (which
is always individual, necessarily inherent, and constitutive of a given
being) of a human person is the soul. He concludes again that it is the
soul that must determine a person’s status as a man or a woman.

He further points out, however, that it is worth emphasizing that it
is more appropriate to speak of human sexuality than of the sexuality
of the soul or the human body. In reality, there are specific human per-
sons with a characteristic psychophysical unity: as a man or as a
woman, but there is no human being as soul, nor does there exist a
human being as body. Thus, the individual soul, as the “total” princi-
ple of existence of a human being, must substantively and individual-
ly determine being in its constitutive properties. This statement seems

24 K. Wojtyta, Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé [Love and responsibility], 50-51.
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important because it opens the way to the opening of such a being (due
to its various potentialities, also determined to some extent by the soul,
such as the potentialities of cognition, action or creation) also to acci-
dental influences coming from the environment, or as in the case of the
creation of a human being itself—hereditary and coming from parents,
either at the biological-physiological level or at the psychological-per-
sonal level.

It is precisely this connection of sexuality with the individual mode
of human existence, as exclusively female or male, that allows us to
state that sexuality cannot in any way be limited to accidental ele-
ments; on the contrary, it is constitutive of the human being and, as
such, must ultimately be rooted in the soul itself. And in this sense, the
question of the ontological status of sexual difference?s finds its reso-
lution in metaphysical argumentation: it is an essential difference, con-
sequently permeating the entire human being in all aspects of its exis-
tence. Ultimately, there is no “human person” or abstract “humanity”26
distilled from sexuality, to which additional, accidental sexual differ-
entiation would be added, for example, during embryonic develop-
ment, or which would later be dependent, for example, on decisions,
upbringing, and, over time, perhaps on genetic or hormonal interven-
tions, or even left in a “sexless” or “a-gender” state.

25 The issue of the ontological status of “sexual difference” is a vast area of discus-
sion within feminist (and later gender) movements and the subject of numerous publi-
cations in the field of so-called “feminist literature.” This issue has been approached
philosophically, and after reading the literature, the reader who is well-informed is
immediately struck by the impression that it is a contemporary version of a debate com-
parable to the medieval “Dispute about Universals.”

26 And even paradoxically, the expression “human being” (!) used in the sentence,
all of which denote cognitive approaches resulting from the knowledge of actually exist-
ing concrete beings in the aspect of necessary factors and relations, are almost always
conditioned by some previous philosophical assumptions, such as the concept of being,
cognition, understanding of the nature of man.
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Conclusion

Fr. Maryniarczyk concludes that the various arguments gathered and
presented above justify the thesis that the human soul, which is an indi-
vidual act of existence, must be sexual. This also justifies the conclu-
sion that sexuality belongs to human nature and is grounded in the very
principle of human existence, which is the soul. This conclusion must
be accepted, as the analytical presentation of the arguments and the
additional explanations and additions that could have been added to
particular arguments clearly indicate the substantive correctness and
validity of the thesis about the sexuality of the human soul. It would be
possible to formulate other arguments in support of this thesis, but the
ones presented seem sufficient. What remains to be explored, howev-
er, are the various consequences (theoretical and practical) stemming
from this fact, as well as the need to reshape existing ways of thinking
about human sexuality, which have not explicitly taken this fact into
account. As a consequence, it would be necessary to revise the practi-
cal solutions based on them, certain patterns of action, also established
in culture or tradition, as partially or perhaps even completely inade-
quate to the discovered truth about the sexuality of the human soul.
At the end of his philosophical explanation, the author of the arti-
cle again points out that the ultimate justification for the states of being
related to human sexuality analyzed in the arguments will be a refer-
ence to the creation of everything ex nihilo by the Absolute (God the
Creator), as a result of which the entirety of every being is called into
existence, along with its matter and form, substance, and accidents—
and thus, the being that it is in its concreteness. A closer analysis of
God’s creative activity?? indicates that every act of creation is accom-

27 See A. Maryniarczyk, Dlaczego stworzenie »ex nihilo«? [Why creation »ex nihi-
lo«?] (PTTA, 2018).
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plished by an act of the Intellect and Will of the Absolute, hence each
being was defined by the Creator’s intellect in terms of its essence and
marked by the purpose of its existence. A. Maryniarczyk concludes
that this is the ultimate perspective of the creation of man, created “as
male and female,” and such must also have been the principle of
his/her existence, organizing him/her for existence as male or female,
because man is not an asexual spirit enclosed in a sexual body, but
rather an ontological psychophysical unity. As mentioned, this ques-
tion about the purpose of sexual differentiation must be asked, even
though it seems fundamentally a mystery of God’s inner life.
Nevertheless, since the purpose and intention of each creator ultimate-
ly manifests itself in the ways in which their work exists and functions,
this allows, to some extent, for the search for an answer to the purpose
of creating human beings as male and female.

(This is the end of Part II, which philosophically justifies the fact of the
sexuality of the soul. The third part will be devoted to discovering the
purpose of human (and soul’s) sexuality and related consequences.)

— &

Is it Time to Change a Paradigm?

Reflections Based on the Article by A. Maryniarczyk “Is the Human
Soul Sexed? In Search for the Truth on Human Sexuality” (Part 2)
SUMMARY
The second part of this article presents and comments on the metaphysical argu-
mentation justifying the thesis about the sexuality of the soul which was present-
ed by Rev. Prof. A. Maryniarczyk. The necessary introduction outlined the meta-
physical foundations of understanding the sexuality of the human soul. Then six
metaphysical arguments were developed to make the thesis evident: 1. The argu-
ment from the unity of form (soul) in being, 2. The argument from the indestruc-
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tibility and immortality of the human being, 3. The argument from sexuality as a
personal property of man, 4. The argument from the natural forms of human exis-
tence, 5. The argument from the nature of personal love, 6. The argument from the
analysis of the reason for the existence of the human person. This led to the thesis
that human sexuality is determined by the soul, which itself must be sexual.

Keywords: sexuality, corporeity, sexed soul, human being, philosophical
anthropology
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