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The Role of Intention in Anton Wilhelm Amo’s Philosophical Project

Abstract: 

In this paper we provide the first in-depth analysis of Anton Wilhelm Amo’s 1734 Tractatus de Arte Sobrie et Accurate Philosophandi by examining the fundamental role that intention plays in this work. Specifically, we argue that the ‘Intentional Principle’, which states that everything that exists (except for God) is the effect of an intentional action, is key to understanding his account of the operations of human and divine spirits and his account of what exists (and why). In doing so, we demonstrate that Amo was a systematic thinker with intention underpinning his philosophical system. Furthermore, we show that intentions are key to understanding Amo’s views on what the ends of philosophy are and how philosophical inquiry ought to be pursued.
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Introduction

The aim of this paper is to examine the fundamental role that intention plays in Anton Wilhelm Amo’s philosophical system and views on the ends and practice of philosophy more widely. Intention features prominently in Amo’s 1738 Tractatus de Arte Sobrie et Accurate Philosophandi (Treatise on the Art of Philosophising Soberly and Accurately), his final and most comprehensive piece of writing. He begins that text by articulating what we call the ‘Intentional Principle’ (IP): the claim that everything that exists, except for God, is the effect of an intentional action. That is, everything that exists is the result of an intention that has been acted on. Or, in Amo’s words: “Apart from God, the first cause of all things (rerum), every being (ens) is the effect of an intention already brought through to its end” (TAP 1.1.Obs., 1).[endnoteRef:1] We say more about what intention is in section one. Still, it is important to note from the outset that there is a distinction in Amo between mere ‘intention’ and ‘intentional action’. That is, between the intention itself and that which happens if it is acted upon––though, in all strictness, speaking of an ‘intentional action’ is a pleonasm for Amo because every action is intentional for Amo. We will use the term ‘intentional action’ in this paper to emphasize the central role that intention plays and to highlight how intention and action are strictly speaking (at least conceptually) different yet closely related (but again, this ought not to be taken to suggest that action and intentional action are different).  [1:  In the original: “Praeter DEUM omnium rerum causam primam, ens omne effectus est prius ad finem perductae intentions”. We use the following abbreviations: ‘‘IHM’ = Inaugural Dissertation on the Impassivity of the Human Mind (1734), ‘DI’ = Philosophical Disputation Concerning a Distinct Idea of Those Things That Pertain Either to the Mind or to Our Living and Organic Body (1734). Page numbers IHM and DI refer to the Menn and Smith edition, where we, unless noted, also made use of their translation. For the Tractatus (1738) we use Jones’ translation, although we have adjusted it where we deemed it necessary. The work is abbreviated with TAP the following way: TAP x.y.z, pp––and SP for the ‘Special Part’. We use the first Arabic number character to refer to the chapter number (x), the second to the section (membrum) (y) and the third to the numbered paragraphs (z). We abbreviate demonstrations (demonstratio), observations (observation), and notes (nota) in the following way and add Arabic numerals if needed: Dem., Obs., Not.––all the page numbers (pp) refer to the original pagination from the 1738 edition and, unless noted, the emphases are found in the original.] 

Despite featuring prominently in the Tractatus, Amo’s claims about intention have received very little sustained discussion in secondary literature.[endnoteRef:2] An important exception is Menn and Smith’s introduction to their excellent scholarly edition of Amo’s Dissertations,[endnoteRef:3] where they discuss intention in detail and argue that it is “the core technical notion” of the Tractatus.[endnoteRef:4] We aim to substantiate this claim by shedding light on how Amo employs this ‘technical notion’ in the Tractatus and what role it plays in his philosophical project more generally. For as things currently stand, there has been no detailed examination of the central role that intention plays for Amo beyond his philosophy of mind. On our reading, however, Amo endorses an understanding of reality in which purposive, deliberate action is ubiquitous throughout reality and a conception of philosophy where intention is the guiding force or principle concerning its goal, subject matter, and practice. [2:  Amo’s philosophy of mind has attracted some attention recently, e.g. Emma-Adamah, “Amo the African‐German Philosopher of Mind”; Meyns, “Amo’s Philosophy of Mind”; Walsh, “Amo on the Heterogeneity Problem”; West, “Mind‐Body Commerce”, but his metaphysics and wider philosophical system are still largely unexamined. See Krause, “Amo’s Ontology” and Lewis, Amo’s Philosophy and Reception for exceptions.]  [3:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 126–42. ]  [4:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 128.] 

In emphasizing the significance of the IP and intention in Amo’s wider philosophical system, we demonstrate the systematicity of his philosophical thinking. There are also undoubtedly fruitful connections to be drawn between Amo’s thinking––and the central role that intentions play––and the ideas of early modern predecessors and contemporaries like Descartes, Wolff, or Leibniz. But drawing those connections is not the aim of this paper. As we take it, it is not only appropriate but imperative that we first focus on understanding Amo’s views before we begin to connect him to the ‘canon’. And we are keen to avoid the trope of thinking of Amo as interesting or significant only for the sake of furthering our understanding of more ‘canonical’ early modern thinkers. Feminist historians of philosophy have emphasized the importance of not painting women in philosophy’s history as ‘handmaidens’––second-class thinkers who are only worth studying for the instrumental value of gaining further insights into canonical men.[endnoteRef:5] Analogously, we do not wish to construe Amo, the first African to receive a doctorate in Europe, as a ‘manservant’ to his better-known contemporaries. Given that reconstructive work focusing on understanding Amo’s 1734 Tractatus is sorely needed, not least because of the insights this provides into his overall philosophy, our primary aim in this paper is to further our scholarly understanding of Amo and his philosophical project.  [5:  See, e.g. Hutton, “Women, Philosophy and the History of Philosophy”; Waihte, “From Canon Fodder to Canon-Formation“;Witt, “Feminist Interpretations”.] 

The structure of the paper is as follows. In section one, we explain what intention and (intentional) action are for Amo. The interpretation we develop in subsequent sections is built upon the groundwork provided by Menn and Smith.[endnoteRef:6] In section two, we turn to Amo’s 1734 Tractatus and reconstruct his account of both divine (2.1) and human (2.2) intention and action. In section three, we provide a fine-grained analysis of Amo’s two arguments for the IP from the opening sections of the Tractatus. In doing so, we answer the question: Why does Amo think that everything that exists is the effect of an intentional action? In section four, we provide an account of the role that intentions play in his views on the aim, subject matter, and practice of philosophical inquiry more widely. In doing so, we argue that intentions are fundamental to understanding Amo’s views on the value and practice of philosophy.  [6:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 139–42.] 


1. Amo on Intention: An Outline

In their introduction to Amo’s Dissertations (1734), Menn and Smith establish that Amo consistently employs ‘intention’ as a technical terms across his three (surviving) works: the Impassivity, the Distinct Ideas, and the Tractatus.[endnoteRef:7] Menn and Smith argue that ‘intention’ is a crucial aspect of Amo’s philosophy of mind because intentions are the “the fundamental kind of mental state”[endnoteRef:8] and are “essential to all our mental activity”.[endnoteRef:9] As Menn and Smith show, Amo introduces this theme “in the Impassivity, applies it in the Distinct Ideas and makes ’intention’ the core technical notion of the Tractaus”.[endnoteRef:10] Before continuing, it is prerequisite to clarify Amo’s understanding of ‘intention’ as a terminus technicus––particularly because Amo has his own way of employing this term. [7:  Amo also published a text entitled On the Rights of Moors in Europe, but unfortunately no surviving copies are available today (Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 68–73; Lewis, Amo’s Philosophy and Reception, chap. 1.III.B).]  [8:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 131.]  [9:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 128.]  [10:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 128.] 

	It is worth starting with Amo’s explicit definitions of intention. First, his definition of intention from the Impassivity––a definition he refers to in both the Distinct Idea (DI 205) and the Tractatus (TAP 1.2.7, 4): “By intention we understand that operation of the spirit by which it becomes aware of [notum facit][endnoteRef:11] something such that if it is carried out an end would follow” (IHM 161). Here, Amo seemingly characterizes an intention as an operation by a spirit. But at first sight this leads to a problem when considering his other works––both of which reaffirm this definition (DI 205; TAP 1.2.7, 4). In Distinct Idea, Amo defines an operation as an “act of the mind with a becoming aware [conscientia] (Bewust-Werdung)[endnoteRef:12] and intention” and in the Tractatus he claims also claims that an “operation […] is the necessary consequence of an intention.” (TAP 1.1.Dem. 1, 2)[endnoteRef:13]  In light of the definition in IHM 161, this amounts to saying that an operation requires an operation. But as an operation requires an intention, it seems that the operation that is the intention, again, requires another intention, and so on. Thus, it would appear to follow from Amo’s equation of intention and operation that he is committed to a vicious regress.  [11:  Our translation of ‘notum facit’ departs from Menn and Smith (Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 161), who translate it as “it becomes conscious”. The reason for this twofold. First, we suspect that Amo has an idiosyncratic notion of consciousness. Second, we want to avoid modern-day connotations of the theory-laden use of ‘consciousness’ (see, e.g. Van Gulick “Consciousness”). Thus, we will speak of ‘becoming aware’ instead of ‘consciousness’ (or ‘aware’ instead of ‘conscious’) for conscientia in the following.]  [12:  Menn and Smith (Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 204, fn. 6) note that ‘Bewusst-Werdung’ is “unusual but not an invented word”. But if we follow their reference to the Wörterbuch by the Grimm brothers (Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 160, fn. 11), it becomes evident just how unusual Amo’s translation is. The Grimm brothers note (J. & W. Grimm, Deutsches Wörterbuch, Spalte 1792) with reference to Kant and Fichte (who do not speak of ‘Bewust-Werdung’ to our knowledge), among others, that the standard German translation (even to this day) for conscientia is “Bewustsein” (modernized ‘Bewusstsein’). This raises interesting questions about whether Amo has an idiosyncratic notion of conscientia––one that potentially puts the emphasis on the processive nature of consciousness. It is noteworthy that he speaks of ‘werdung’ (i.e. becoming) instead of ‘sein’ (i.e. being). Particularly, if we consider that Amo uses facere (i.e. making) as opposed to esse (i.e. being) in connection with the term notum. A term that, as Menn and Smith (Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 160 n. 10) point out, is translated as ‘bewust’ (or modernized ‘bewusst’) in eighteenth-century German (see, e.g. J. & W. Grimm, Deutsches Wörterbuch, Spalte 1790)–– and ‘bewusst’ can be translated as ‘conscious’ in English. In other words, when it comes to ‘conscious(-ness)’ Amo uses terminology that focuses on the process rather than the state.]  [13:  This way of rendering the point is ambiguous because it sounds as if Amo is claiming that each intention necessarily leads to an operation. But this is not what Amo wants to say. First, it is possible to read the claim in the way suggested which makes it consistent with the ‘sina qua non’ reading we develop in the following. Second, it seems implausible that Amo would be committed to the view that every intention must lead to an operation. For at least in the human case, it seems obvious that we could have intentions that fail to lead to an operation.] 

One way of alleviating this worry is to (albeit, somewhat speculatively) read Amo’s view as consistent with a tradition, associated with Aquinas (ST II, q. 12 a. 1), in which intention is understood to be that which allows for an operation, but which is not strictly speaking an operation itself.[endnoteRef:14] Put differently, on this view, an intention is a theoretical precondition or sine qua non which leads to an operation, but not itself an operation in the same sense. In other words, there is historical precedent––even if Amo is not explicitly alluding to it––to the view that every operation “is the necessary consequence of an intention” (TAP 1.1.Dem. 1, 2) meaning that it is always the case that “spirit operates from intention” (IHM 167). For this amounts to something like a conceptual truth: understanding what an operation is means grasping that it cannot be separated from intention.  [14:  For more on how Aquinas conceives of the relation between intention and other operations, see Löwe, Metaphysics of the Human Act.This speculation, moreover, is in line with the fact that Amo describes intention as a “property [proprietas]” of an “intelligent substance [substantiae intelligentis]” (TAP 1.2.2, 3), and he repeatedly speaks as if there is a distinction between intention and operation (e.g. TAP 1.5.1–2, 9–10). While Amo may have some sympathies for (aspects of) the Thomist traditions, we do not contend that he adopts a broadly Thomistic metaphysics (see Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 102–111).] 

	With this in mind we can turn to Amo’s definition of intention in the Tractatus: “Intention in general is: a faculty [facultas] of the intelligent substance [substantiæ intelligentis] by which it determines things it knows [res cognitas] as to be done or to be omitted, because of an end of which it becomes aware” (TAP 1.2.1, 2–3). Note that this definition, at least at first glance, is not entirely consistent with the definition above (from IHM 161) in at least two ways. First there is the fact that Amo seems to offer two different characterizations of intention: first, as an operation by the spirit and second as a faculty of the intelligent substance (i.e. spirit). As we just have seen there are reasons to assume that Amo is committed to the view that strictly speaking intention is the sine qua non for operations (and so not to be equated with an operation). Further, if we, consider that the term ‘facultas’ can be used to denote an ability or capacity, this apparent inconsistency starts to dissolve: Amo’s point in the second definition is that the intelligent substance has the capacity or ability to determine what needs to be done (or not) by considering them intentionally, as it were. Thus, intention remains a precondition for (spiritual) operations like the decision to do something. Ultimately, then, Amo seems to characterize the relation between intention and operation similarly in both cases: in terms of a sine qua non. After all, it is worth considering that a capacity or ability is a necessary precondition for its manifestation, and while the capacity or ability is present in some sense when it is manifested, it is strictly speaking not the same as its manifestation. This is consistent with our reading of the first definition, which points to the close relation between intention and operation without identifying them.
	The second apparent inconsistency arises from the fact that the definition from the Impassivity entails that having an intention involves becoming aware of something “such that if it is carried out an end will follow”. In other words, it involves becoming aware of a means to some end. But the Tractatus definition tells us that having an intention involves becoming aware of “an end”. Again, is there an inconsistency here? Or else, how can this apparent inconsistency be dissolved?  
	Dissolving this inconsistency requires understanding Amo’s view of the relation between means and ends. That relation can be better understood by paying attention to Amo’s more specific discussion of divine and human intentions. In both cases, Amo really thinks that having an intention involves becoming aware of both a means (towards an end) and an end. In other words, part of what it means to become aware of an end is to, at the same time, become aware of the means that could bring that end about. Consider the following characterization of human intentions: “that intellective and determinative act of the mind [mentis] by which it decides [decernit] what is to be done or not to be done for an end of which it becomes aware [conscium]” (TAP 1.3.7, 4). Here, Amo explains that for a human to have an intention is for that individual to become aware of what is to be done for an end; it involves becoming aware of both a means and end as two sides of the same coin (so to speak). The same is true of divine intentions (see, e.g. IHM 167). We discuss both divine and human intentions in greater detail in the next section, but this clarification is important. For Amo, having an intention means becoming aware of a means and an end. Thus, when reading Amo, we should keep in mind the means as well as the ends, even in passages where he is, ostensibly, only talking about the latter.
Broadly speaking, then, Amo’s conception of intention is concerned with understanding the purposes of things (as means and ends). Put differently, having an intention involves understanding or becoming aware of something as a means towards some end. This needs to be distinguished from the action the intention can give rise to, which comes about by the spirit bringing the intention “through to its end” (TAP 1.1.Obs., 1). 
Before concluding this section, it is worth saying something about how we come to see certain things as means towards certain ends. Although he is not explicit about this, it is likely that Amo’s view is that acting intentionally is something that human minds learn to do via experience.[endnoteRef:15] For instance, an infant will quickly come to see their parents as a means towards sustenance through experience. Similarly, I may see a set of ingredients––sugar, flour, margarine––as the ingredients of a cake. I am not innately aware that these ingredients can be baked into a cake, but I can learn that through experience (by trial and error or reading a recipe book). Of course, others (those who do not enjoy baking) may never become aware that these ingredients are a means towards baking a cake––and it seems plausible to suggest that, on this view, different individuals’ expertise is a matter of what ends they have come to see certain things in the world as means to bringing about. Even so, regardless of each individual’s particular expertise, Amo’s view is that we naturally, necessarily, see the things around us in the world as means towards something. And our interactions with the world, including the bodies of others and even our own bodies, are always directed towards bringing about some such end, even if we might be mistaken about what that end might be.[endnoteRef:16] As we will find in the next section, this is something that separates human intentional action from divine intentional action, which is never mistaken.  [15:  This is consistent with Amo’s commitment to the ‘Peripatetic Axiom’, which states that there is nothing in the mind not first in the senses [Nihil est in intellectu quod non antea suerit in sensibus] (TAP 1.6.1, Dem. 2, 11; DI 209; see West, “Mind-Body “Commerce”, 4). ]  [16:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 140–42.] 

These preliminary remarks suffice to illustrate the broad contours of Amo’s understanding of intention as a technical term, consistently employed across his three (surviving) works––thereby uniting them and giving further credence to Menn and Smith’s claim that these works are part of a “single philosophical program”.[endnoteRef:17] We now turn our attention to Amo’s Tractatus in which we find his most sustained treatment of intentions as well as the introduction of the IP. [17:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 70.] 


2. Human and Divine Intention and Action in the Tractatus 

In section one, we built on Menn and Smith’s foundational work tracing the centrality of intention through Amo’s works with its culmination in the Tractatus. In this section, we examine Amo’s understanding of intention and action––both human and divine––as espoused in this work. We analyze divine and human intentions by showing how they differ in terms of their objects (what it is that the action they give rise to is directed towards), the way they are realized (the way they come into effect or lead to an action), and their effects (that which the intentional action produces).[endnoteRef:18]  [18:  Amo believes there are spirits that are neither human nor divine, namely the spirits of the blessed (beatorum) and the damned (damnatorum) (TAP 1.2.4, 3). Amo describes the intentions of blessed spirits as the “intellective faculty, by means of which they decide what is to be done and not be done in conformity with God’s intention and end.” (TAP 1.2.5, 3) The intentions of damned spirts are “directly opposed” to this as their ends are “always contrary [contrarium] to God’s intention and end [fini] of God.” (TAP 1.2.6, 4) Thus, it seemingly follows that there are beings (ens) that exist that are the products of these non-human, non-divine intentions. It is crucial to note, however, that this does not undermine the IP because it would still hold that everything that exists is the effect of an intention. Amo believes that the only beings (entia) that can be “[t]he objects of our learning belong either to the divine or to the human intention” (TAP 1.4.1, 9; see also TAP SP 2.2.1, 95). Thus, we can follow Amo’s lead in “[l]eaving aside the intentions of the rest of the spirits” (TAP 1.2.7). We are grateful for the constructive criticism we received by an anonymous referee on this point.] 


2.1 Divine Intention and Action

Amo thinks of an intention as that which allows a spirit to understand or to become aware of something as a means and an end (or a means towards an end), giving rise to operations that result in intentional actions. In the Tractatus, this general definition is refined with respect to God as “that highest wisdom of God who determines [determinantis] independently what is to be done and not to be done, and directs it [i.e. that wisdom] towards an end [finem] decreed by himself” (TAP 1.2.3, 3). This connection between God’s wisdom and divine intentions is re-affirmed when Amo calls divine intention “the wisdom of God, operating independently with the highest, immutable rectitude [rectitudine]” (TAP 1.2.7, 4). From these passages, we can reconstruct the basic structure of an intentional action of the divine spirit.[endnoteRef:19] First, there is the determination of that which ought to be done or not to be done which includes ends and means. This is consistent with Amo’s previous description of intention (in IHM 167) as a “precognition [praecognitione] of a thing that is supposed to come about or not come about [omittendas], and of an end that it [i.e. the spirit] intends to attain through its operation” (see also TAP 1.2.1, 3).[endnoteRef:20] As Amo says, this step results in a self-determined end which then leads to the second step: a (spiritual) operation performed by God. This operation involves God’s wisdom being directed towards this self-determined end and only ceases once that end is achieved––that is once the action is completed by the desired effect coming about. Thus, simply put, an intentional action of God consists in an intention giving rise to an operation which is pursued until the intended end is brought about. [19:  Our descriptions of this in terms of a ‘two-step’ process should not be taken too literally. It is not as though Amo thinks God first determines an end and then, subsequently, operates in such a way that that end is brought about. These two ‘steps’ are merely conceptually distinct––not temporally.]  [20:  In the original: “Spiritus operatur ex intentione i.e. ex praecognitione rei quae fieri debet finisque quem sua operatione consequi intendit.” (Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 166). We follow the translation of Menn and Smith here, including the way the translate ‘debere’. For more on this see Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 167, fn. 21.] 

While all such ends are (or result in) a form or expression of “the highest perfection and most proper and accurate [rectissima] truth” (TAP 1.2.10, 6), Amo distinguishes between two kinds of objects of divine intentions. That is, there are two kinds of things in relation to which God may determine whether they are to be done or not and, via the directing of divine wisdom, strive for––and ultimately achieved by the intentional action this brings about. The first kind of object is “intrinsic and essential” to God and is “that eternal truth that is co-essential with itself and independently active with the highest rectitude” (TAP 1.2.10, 6). The second kind is “extrinsic and not included in the [divine] essence [extra-essentiale]” (TAP 1.2.10, 6). This kind of object is not part of the divine essence and in that sense exists ‘outside’ of God. At least, this much is suggested by Amo’s example of this kind of object: the created universe (mundus) (TAP 1.2.10, 6). God’s striving for the creation of a universe then leads to real beings (ens reale) (TAP 1.3.1, 6–7) that are “either properties or substances” (TAP 2.3.1, 29), such as “spirit [spiritus] or matter” with the one “acquisition of knowledge by spirits [cognitio Spirituum]” on the one hand, and “bodies to become acquainted with [corporum cognoscendorum]” on the other (TAP 1.7.2.1, 13 and SP 2.2.1, 95).[endnoteRef:21] [21:  More could be said of Amo’s notions of substance and property (see, e.g. TAP 3.2–3, 35–38). For our present purposes it suffices to follow Menn and Smith (Menn and Smith Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 102, 107–111) who argue that Amo has his own “version of the legacy of Descartes and of post-Cartesian metaphysics” that goes against a “more traditional Aristotelian framework” in insisting that “every substance is either mind or body”. We will return to these issues in section three.] 

The created universe is also Amo’s example when illustrating one of the two ways that divine intentions can be realized. He explains that this can either happen immediately (i.e. “without natural means [mediis naturalibus]”) or mediately (i.e. “by the application [adhibitis] of natural means”) (TAP 1.2.8, 5).[endnoteRef:22] The context of the passage suggests that by ‘natural means’, Amo has in mind something existing in nature that has already been created by God. For the creation of the universe “ex nihilo negativo” (TAP 1.2.8, 5) is the only example Amo offers of an immediately realized divine intention; that is, an intention that requires no natural means. In contrast, mediately realized divine intentions include the “conservation of worldly things [rerum mundanarum], propagation, generation etc.” (TAP 1.2.8, 5), which is consistent with the idea that God sustains the created world by using pre-existing ‘natural means’.[endnoteRef:23]  [22:  We translate ‘medium’ as ‘means’ here to highlight a potential distinction in usage that Amo makes of the term when we compare the Impassivity and the Tractatus (see fn. 27).]  [23:  This remark raises interesting questions about Amo’s understanding of the doctrine of divine conservation. His view seems consistent with thinkers, including Berkeley (e.g. Letter 194, 303), Leibniz (e.g. AG 219) and Suárez (e.g. DM, 120–2), who understand divine conservation of the created universe as continuous creation (see Knanvig and McCann, “Divine Conservation”). This also fits Amo’s endorsement of some form of theory of occasional causation (see Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 139–47; Meyns, “Amo’s Philosophy of Mind”; Walsh. “Amo on the Heterogeneity Problem”; West, “Mind‐Body Commerce”) because the doctrine of continuous creation, while not to be confused with occasionalism, is entailed by the idea that God is the only efficient cause (see Nadler, Occasionalism for further discussion).] 

	In summary, divine action is a process that involves a divine intention (i.e. God’s wisdom) in which God determines what to do or not to do leading to an operation (or operations), which follows through on this determination. The result is a self-determined end which is always the “the highest perfection and most proper and accurate [rectissima] truth” (TAP 1.2.10, 6). There are two kinds of objects of divine intention. The first kind are intrinsic to God and the second extrinsic. In the second case there are, moreover, two ways these intentions are realized or come into effect. They can either be realized (i.e. lead to an action) immediately (i.e. without employing further means) as is the case with the creation of the universe ex nihilo, or they can be realized mediately (i.e. by the employment of further means) as when God conserves the created world. In any case, the effects of these intentional actions are “actual beings [ens actuale]”, that is something that is “actually somewhere” (TAP 1.3.5, 8)––although, as we will discuss in more detail in the next subsection, this ‘somewhere’ must be outside a human mind (and so also excludes “all fiction [fictionem]”, see TAP 1.3.5, 8).

2.2 Human Intention and Action

In the Tractatus, Amo defines human intention as: “that intellective and determinative act of the mind [mentis] by which it decides [decernit] what is to be done or not to be done for an end of which it becomes aware [conscium]” (TAP 1.3.7, 4).[endnoteRef:24] The first thing to note about this definition is that it features the mind, that is the human version of a spirit (IHM 159 & 169)––a spirit that is in “commerce [commercio]” with a body (IHM 167; DI 215).[endnoteRef:25] Also note that, like divine intention, human intention is directed towards “what is to be done [agenda] or not to be done [omittenda]” (TAP 1.3.7, 4). Thus, we also have the connection between the intention and operation of a spirit––ultimately leading to an intentional action. Yet, when it comes to the end in question, there is a shift compared to divine intention and action.  [24:  Amo sets human intention apart from both will and “natural instinct [instinctus naturalis]” (TAP 1.2.7, 4). Amo thinks that the will and its decisions to do (or not do) something are tied to the “natural instinct immediately concurring [concurrentis]” with it (TAP 1.2.7, 4). Natural instinct is an “innate [connata] and perpetual propensity for the presence of that which is pleasant and good and the absence of that which is unpleasant and bad” (TAP 1.2.7, 4–5). Crucially, however, natural instinct belongs to the body and not the mind and, thus, is something that we have in common with non-human animals (TAP 1.2.7, 5 and 5.1.9, 44), who Amo––in a Cartesian vein (AT IV 576)––does not believe have a spirit/mind (DI 213 & 219). Hence, Amo’s position is different to, e.g. Aquinas––to whom Amo refers in all his works––who sets human intention apart from non-human animals. Amo, unlike Aquinas, believes that non-human animals have no intention at all (Aquinas, ST I, q. 78). That means, for Amo, that non-human animals would not see things in the world as means towards further ends because they lack intentions in virtue of lacking a mind.]  [25:  Note that Amo is a substance dualist: his view is that the mind is a “purely active, immaterial substance” while the body is a passive material substance (IHM 159 & 167). According to Amo, immateriality and materiality are “[c]ontrary opposites” and mutually exclusive: “where spirituality [spiritualitas] is present, materiality [materialitas] is absent, and vice versa” (IHM 163). Thus, like Descartes (AT VII 78), Amo construes the human mind and the human body as distinct substances with nothing in common beyond the fact that both are substances. A human being, for Amo, is essentially composed of both (IHM 171; again, Amo is consistent with Descartes on this, e.g. AT VII 80–1). For further discussion, see also Nwala, “Amo on the Mind-Body Problem”; Smith, Race in Early Modern Philosophy, ch.8.] 

First, there is a shift in content. Whereas the end of a divine intention (and corresponding action) is always “the highest perfection and most proper and accurate [rectissima] truth” (TAP 1.2.10, 6), the end of human intention, guiding its action, can either be “natural [naturalis]” or “moral [moralis]” (TAP 1.2.11, 6). Amo characterizes natural ends as “either a pleasant [grata] sensation or conservation” and moral ends as “habitual perfection with respect to intellect [intellectus], will, and actions” (TAP 1.2.11, 6). In other words, human intention (and action) is directed either towards bodily conservation or pleasure, or towards the perfection of our intellect, will, and actions. This is why Amo dedicates large portions of the remainder of the Tractatus to the specific end of learning (e.g. TAP 1.8, 14) and its different branches, and relates all of this to his threefold distinction of acts of the mind (TAP 5, 42–49) and the ideas they can give rise to (in the ‘Special Part’ (Partis Specialis) of the Tractatus, which is approximately half the text). 
In short, while the end of a divine intention is the highest perfection (which God’s actions always result in) human intention and action aim at improving, or perfecting as much as possible, the individual human being in terms of their mind and body. As Amo puts it, the goal of human intention is the “perfection of natural existence [existentiae] and moral essence [essentiae]” (TAP 1.5.2, 10; see section four for more on this). 
Although Amo does not discuss the point in great detail, an important aspect of this quest for perfection is that it can also fail––particularly in the moral realm. Amo claims that human intention may lead them to perform “morally bad [moraliter malæ]” actions if they “indulge [indulgendo]” in their ‘natural instincts’ or ‘sensitive appetites’ (TAP 5.1.11, 45). For our present purposes, we can leave aside the exact difference between these instincts and appetites (see footnote 16), particularly because morally bad behavior can also be deliberative. As Amo writes: 
The mind first of all makes a decision by deliberating on what is to be done and what is not to be done according to the end. It directs the result of its deliberations to the end to be achieved. Thus the object of the will is good, or bad. (TAP 5.1.12, 45)
Thus, Amo is suggesting that human intention (and corresponding actions)––in contrast to the intentions of ‘blessed’ (beatorum) and ‘damned’ (damnatorum) spirits (TAP 1.2.4, 3) which, respectively, always conform “with God’s intention and end” (TAP 1.2.5, 3) or are “contrary [contrarium]” to them (TAP 1.2.6, 4)––can conform or go against divine intention (see also TAP SP 1.3.2.7, 81). This raises interesting questions about Amo’s stance on the issue of freedom of will and action. Such questions are clearly of considerable importance but are beyond our present aim of understanding that what human and divine intention and action are like and how they work.
Let us turn to the second important difference between human and divine intention, which is how these ends come to be conceptualized and realized (i.e. lead to the coming about of an action). According to Amo, while the divine spirit determines its own ends, a human being merely understands or becomes aware of the end in question. That is, a human mind understands the end it wants to attain through its operation (IHM 159), which is compatible with the end in question not being fully self-determined and being influenced by bodily factors such as instincts and appetites.[endnoteRef:26] This is in contrast to the end of a divine intention and action which is always fully understood and self-determined.  [26:  As Menn and Smith (Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 132) note, this understanding does not entail that the human mind knows the end in question “in detail”, but enough to “be capable of directing some activity toward it, in such a way that that activity will come to rest if it attains the end” (IHM 161, note 3). ] 

There is also a difference in how human spirits realize the attainment of their intended ends. In God’s case, intentional action comes about from an intention and its subsequent operation and sometimes makes use of ‘natural media’. But human intentional action is “always mediate” (TAP 1.2.8, 5). That is, human intention always requires a ‘natural means’ through which it is to be realized. In contrast to divine intention and action, something additional is needed for human intention to result in an action. While Amo does not explicitly say so in the Tractatus, it is clear from he does say in the Impassivity that the human body is what is required. As Amo notes, the human mind is “present [inest]” in a (material) body and thus must use the body as an “instrument [instrument] and medium [medium] of its operation” (IHM 169).[endnoteRef:27] More generally, a human mind depends upon bodily “commerce [commercio]”, which entails that the mind does not enjoy “liberty [. . .] absolutely” (DI 221)––neither in how it conceptualizes nor in how it realizes its ends.[endnoteRef:28]  [27:  It is important to note here that ‘medium’ is used in a slightly different sense in these two works. In the Impassivity, Amo is clear that to use the body as a medium is to “attain an end theoretically [Theoretice]”, as is the case when the mind wants to know something, while using it as an ‘instrument’ is the attempt to achieve an end “practically” (practice) (IHM 169), as is the case when it wants to acquire or produce something. In both cases, however, the body is what Amo calls the ‘natural means’ in the Tractatus which the mind requires to mediately realize its intentions]  [28:  This seems to indicate that Amo’s position on the issue of freedom of will and action could lean towards compatibilism (see also DI 219 & 221). For an overview of the historical background of the debate and its options, see O’Connor and Franklin, “Free-Will,” §1. Also note that the limitation placed on us by the ‘medium’ of our body may also explain why Amo thinks that humans are not wholly successful in their quest for perfection. In any case, the human mind’s lack of omnipotence entails that, in contrast to God, it can fail to attain the end in question.] 

Thus, compared to divine action, the relation between intention and action must be slightly refined in the human case. A human intention gives rise to a (spiritual) operation. While these are constitutive parts of the intentional action, human action also requires the body’s participation for any given end to come about.[endnoteRef:29] This is in contrast to the divine case where it is unclear whether it makes sense to think of operation and action as even conceptually distinct, particularly when they are immediately realized without any ‘natural means’. Even when God makes use of ‘natural means’, the divine omnipotence entails that the operation will always be successful; the action will be completed every time (while in the case of humans the intention, or rather the operation this gives rise to, can fail to translate to an action). [29:  As Menn and Smith (Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 130) note, a human can use the body to attain some end practically (as an instrument), but also theoretically (as a medium) as “when I use some part of my body [. . .] for acquiring knowledge of something”, e.g. by using my sense organs.] 

	The body and its role as an instrument or medium also play an important, albeit implicit, role in Amo’s distinction between two kinds of human intention: what he calls ‘cognoscitive’ (cognoscitiva) and ‘effective’ (effectiva) intentions (TAP 1.4.1, 9). Amo equates a cognoscitive intention with our “principle of learning” whose end is “the conservation and perfection of mankind” (TAP 1.4.1, 9; further discussion in section four). The effects of cognoscitive human intentions are always what Amo calls “rational being[s]” (ens rationis) (TAP 1.3.1, 6). By this, Amo means a being (ens) that has “its existence [existentiam], origin [originem], and essence [essentiam] solely in the human intellect, but none outside it” (TAP 1.3.3, 7; see also SP 2.5.1.10.4, 116). A rational being is “nowhere actually encountered [deprehenditur] outside the intellect” (TAP 1.3.3, 7 and 1.2.4, 26).[endnoteRef:30] There are two kinds of a “rational being” (ens rationis). On the one hand, a rational being can be “hypothetical [Hypotheticum]”, as, for example, when one thinks of Pegasus or a golden mountain that has, as Amo puts it, no “application to and use for something else”. On the other hand, a rational being (ens rationis) can be “intentional” as in the case of “hypotheses, signs, words, etc.” and everything that is “thought out [excogitator] for the sake of something else [aliud]” (TAP 1.3.4, 8). These kinds of rational beings are intentional, in the way that Amo understands the term (and the sense relevant to our concerns in this paper), in that they are never thought of (or spoken, or referred to) for their own sake, but always as stand-ins or means to something else. One does not think of a hypothesis, sign, or word for its own sake, but in order to direct the mind towards a specific end: that which the hypothesis, sign, or word signifies. [30:  God’s intentional actions never produce merely rational beings (entia rationis) (TAP 1.2.10, 6). According to Amo, God ‘merely’ knows rational beings (entia) as beings (entia) of the human mind (TAP 1.3.1. Dem., 6–7). Note that this suggests that every divine intention is ‘effective’ and there is no ‘cognoscitive’ intention in God (TAP 1.3.1, 6). In short, every being (ens) that God produces is real (reale).] 

Now let us turn to effective human intention. Amo characterizes effective human intention as the principle “of actions and habitus [habituum]” (TAP 1.4.1, 9) that leads to an “actual being [ens actuale]” (TAP 1.3.2, 7).[endnoteRef:31] By ‘actual being’ Amo means something “outside (extra) the human intellect” (TAP 1.3.5, 8). When it comes to these ‘actual beings’ produced by human intentions, Amo identifies three kinds: “moral, political, and artificial [artificiales] things [res]” (TAP 1.3.2, 7 and TAP SP 2.2.1, 95; DI 215). While Amo does not give a definition of each, at this stage, he does provide examples later, where he suggests that virtues and actions are moral beings (entia) (TAP 3.3.1, Not., 36). This is consistent with Amo’s claim that theology inasmuch as it is concerned with ‘moral things’ can be equated with the “knowledge and exercise of virtue” (TAP 2.2.3, 25) and his point that these things or beings aim for the perfection of human beings (TAP 1.8.1, 14; see section four). Thus, Menn and Smith’s suggestion that Amo adopts his understanding of moral and political things from Puffendorf and that they include “rights, duties, titles, and legal persons” is certainly consistent with the examples Amo himself provides of moral beings or things.[endnoteRef:32] [31:  Amo defines a habit or “habitus” as “a certain promptitude [proptitudo] acquired by often repeated exercises” (TAP 1.4.2, 9). Similarly, he says (in DI 223) that the habit is a “promptitude of acting, acquired by actions that have been repeated more than once.”]  [32:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 141–42.] 

Menn and Smith also argue that ‘artificial things’ include “artifacts like a chair” or any other thing produced by humans making use of natural resources.[endnoteRef:33] According to Menn and Smith’s reading, such objects have a lesser ontological status because they are produced by humans and are “parasitic on the natural beings produced by divine intention”.[endnoteRef:34] Indeed, Amo himself claims that “[b]etween substance and attribute there is a third something, which is known as a supposite [suppositum]” (TAP 3.3.1, Not., 36). By this Amo means “matter determined and modified in various ways by a human [homine] or by some other intelligent substance”, including “bodies in various techniques constructed by men, like statues, buildings, ships, etc.” (TAP 3.3.1, Not., 36 and SP 2.2.7.4, 100). So while chairs, buildings, and ships may not constitute real beings (ens reale) (which are only of divine provenience, see 2.1), they are actual beings existing in the world outside the human intellect, and their ontological status is that of ‘supposita.’ Interestingly, the same holds for the two other kind of ‘actual beings’: moral and political things or beings. But while ‘moral beings’ are aimed at the ‘perfection’ of humans, artificial and political things or beings primarily serve their ‘self-preservation (TAP 1.8.1, 14). As we already touched upon moral things or beings, it’s worth saying a little about the case of political things or beings in closing this section.[endnoteRef:35] [33:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 141–42.]  [34:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 141. ]  [35:  Medicine is also concerned with human self-preservation because it is concerned with the “natural preservation of the human body” by the “application of medical care” to restore or preserve health (TAP 1.11.1, 18). What remains ambiguous, however, is whether medicine draws from artificial or political things and beings. It seems likely that it includes both because includes surgeries as well as botany as well as forensic medicine which is a ‘juridical’ part (TAP 1.11.1, 19).] 

Many, if not, most examples of political things or beings can be found in the realm of “jurisprudence”––the “science [scientia] of right and wrong” (TAP 1.10.2., 16) as the ‘ancients’ have it or more recently (that is, from Amo’s perspective) the “habit [habitus] of interpreting laws and applying them to human activity” (TAP 1.10.2., 17).[endnoteRef:36] For the laws that interpreted and the rights, duties, prohibitions, and so on, that are contained in them are all examples of political things or beings as are the political positions one can inhabit (TAP SP 3.8.1.4.1, 182) or the political organizations that human beings found such as the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation (TAP 1.2.3.13, 32–3). Such organizations and laws support the self-preservation of human beings because they allow for (or rather ensure) what Amo elsewhere calls “the precepts of justice: to live honestly, hurt nobody, give everyone their due” (TAP SP 3.2.8.15, 146).  [36:  This realm may not be congruent with politics considered as one of the practical parts of philosophy (TAP 1.2.3.6, 30). For this focused on the “foundation and preservation of the state [rempublicam]” (TAP 1.2.3.10, 32) but it surely forms an important part of this. See section four for more the different parts of philosophy.] 

This section has examined the two fundamental kinds of intentions in Amo and the kinds of actions they give rise to: divine and human. These two kinds of intentions have distinct ends (that which they strive for) and objects (that which they are about). While divine intention and action is always directed towards the ‘highest perfection or most righteous truth’ and concerns the created world, the end of human intention and action is the ‘perfection of natural existence and moral essence’, that is of mind and body of the individual. The latter perfection is achieved by striving for natural ends (seeking out pleasant sensations or conservation) or moral ends (habitual perfection). While a divine intention is always fully self-determined and the actions it leads to can be realized either immediately or mediately, a human intention is not fully self-determined as it can be influenced by instincts or appetites (that is, by bodily factors). Moreover, human intention can only be realized mediately since the realization of human intention (the coming about of an intentional action) always requires what we previously called a ‘natural means’ (mediis naturalibus), and the body with which each human mind is in “commerce [commercio]” (DI 215). Consequently, Amo maintains that human intention and action––unlike those of blessed or damned spirits––can differ from or conform with those of God, and that human intention can fail to be realized (and not lead to the intended action or end).
Finally, it has become evident that there is a difference between the kinds of effects these intentions bring about. Divine intention produces real beings (entia)––i.e. the created universe including all substances, attributes, and properties. Human intention, on the other hand, either produces what Amo calls ‘rational beings’, such as words or fictions, or ‘actual beings’ such as duties, laws, rights or (other) ‘supposites’ such as chairs, tables, and houses. These examples already indicate the fundamental role that intention plays when it comes to Amo’s taxonomy of reality. We further emphasize this point in the next section where we take a closer look at Amo’s arguments for the claim that everything that exists, except for God, is the effect of an intention: the IP.

3. Amo’s Arguments for the IP

As we saw previously, Amo opens the Tractatus with what we have called the Intentional Principle (IP): “Apart from God, the first cause of all things [rerum], every being [ens] is the effect of an intention already brought through [perductae] to its end” (TAP 1.1.Obs., 1). Thus, for Amo, everything that exists (except for God) does so due to the intentional action of a spirit. The aim of this section is to reconstruct the two arguments (or ‘Demonstrations’) that Amo provides in support of the IP. By doing so, we also further demonstrate the importance of intentions for Amo’s philosophy, specifically, by showing that intentions explain everything that exists (with the exception of God).

3.1 The First Argument for the IP

The first argument for the IP Amo offers reads:
Every being apart from God either exists of itself, by chance, or through something else that is its efficient cause. But: (a) Nothing apart from God exists of itself, because to exist of itself is the same as being its own efficient cause; but in that case a being would exist before its efficient cause existed, which is absurd. (b) Nor does it exist by chance; for whence would come the parts and constitutive properties of such a being? Therefore, (c) every being apart from God exists from another as its efficient cause. But every effect requires as a principle an operation, but an operation in the proper sense is the necessary consequence of an intention.[endnoteRef:37] (TAP 1.1. Dem. 1, 1–2) [37:  In the original: “Omne ens præter Deum aut a se ipso est, aut casis aut ab alio ut sua causa efficiente; atqui (a) nihil præter Deum est a se ipso; quia esse a se ipso idem est, ac esse sui ipsius causam efficientem; sed tunc ens ante existerer, quam sui ipsius esser causa efficiens, quod absurdum; (b) nec casu; unde enim partes & proprietates entis eiusmodi constitutivæ? Ergo (c) ens omne præter Deum est ab alio tanquam sua causa efficiente; Sed omnis effectus supponit ut principium operationem, operatio vero est intentionis consecutivum necessarium.”] 

Amo begins his first argument for the IP by offering three explanations for how any given thing (except God) can ‘exist’ (esse): 
a) by “itself [a se ipso]”, 
b) by “chance [casu]”
c) through “something else [ab alio] that is its efficient cause” (TAP 1.1. Dem. 1, 1–2). 
Amo rejects option (a) because it entails a self-defeating absurdity. As Amo writes, “to exist of itself is the same as being its own efficient cause [causa efficiente]; but in that case a being [ens] would exist before its efficient cause existed, which is absurd” (TAP 1.1. Dem. 1, 1). In other words, Amo argues that nothing that exists––except for God who is taken to have aseity (e.g. Psa 90:2; Acts 17:24–25)––can be its own efficient cause because that, absurdly, would require that being to exist before it caused its own existence.
Option (b) is rejected because if something existed by chance it would be unclear where its “constituent [constitutivae] parts and properties” came from (TAP 1.1.Dem. 1, 2). While it might not be obvious to us why Amo thinks this is true, it is possible that he was drawing on a widespread view with roots in Aristotle––whom Amo refers to at various points in his work (IHM 181; DI 209; TAP SP, 3.4.1.1, 151)––and which, in the context in which he was writing, was likely to have been seen an uncontroversial to his readers.[endnoteRef:38] Aristotle can be understood as being committed to what Loux has called a “constituent ontology”.[endnoteRef:39] That is, he can be read as endorsing to the notion that everything that comes to exist is a composite of numerically distinct entities (Metaphysics 1050b17–19). On this view, the constitutive properties and parts of an entity are explained by, or can be traced back to, the numerically distinct entities that it is composed of.[endnoteRef:40] Amo endorses this kind of a (broadly Aristotelian) view in chapter three of the Tractatus (TAP 1–3, 40). There, he writes that what we call a ‘principle’ (principio) is that which is “immanent in a thing” and “from which the being [ens] has actually its existence, origin, and essence” (TAP 3.1.1, 33). Most notably, he characterizes God as the “universal principle” (TAP 3.1.2. Not., 33). Amo thus rejects the second option by drawing on what can be conceived as a broadly Aristotelian background assumption. This assumption challenges his opponents to offer an––epistemological as well as metaphysical––explanation of why things are the way they are. [38:  Even if this is not an allusion to the Aristotelian tradition, it seems unlikely that Amo’s claim here would have been met with much distain. It is consistent with the PSR (see, e.g. Melamed and Lin, “Principle of Sufficient Reason”) or the widely accepted claim that ‘nothing comes out of nothing’ (nihilo ex nihilo) (see, e.g. Pruss “’ Ex nihilo nihil fit’”).]  [39:  Loux, “Aristotle’s Constituent Ontology”.]  [40:  Note that Amo can only hold this to be true for material entities as he is committed to the view that “no spirit has constitutive parts” (IHM 165 & 183). Thus, in the case of spirits, the focus must be on their constituent properties. Amo may have in mind something like the imago-dei thesis (Gen, 1, 26–7) which is often taken to entail that the good, as Amo would call it, spiritual properties of the human soul are copies of the divine original. This would be consistent with his idea that humans, as far as possible, strive for “moral conformity [conformitatem] with the divine essence” (TAP 2.2.6, 28).] 

Having rejected options (a) and (b), Amo opts for (c): with the exception of God, everything that exists must have an efficient cause (TAP 1.1. Dem. 1, 2). To this he adds that “every effect requires [supponit] as a principle an operation, but an operation in the proper sense [vero] is the necessary consequence of an intention” (TAP 1.1. Dem. 1, 2). At first, this addition is a little surprising, because it is neither entailed by (c) nor does it seem to follow from the argument Amo presented. But the addition starts to make sense if it is considered in the context of Amo’s previous works. For Amo takes himself to have established in the Impassivity that there are only two kinds of substances: spirit and matter.[endnoteRef:41] Crucially, he is committed to the view that spirits are (essentially) active and minds passive (IHM 159 & 167) which means they have nothing in common beyond the fact that they are substances. Thus, matter cannot cause anything, which means that Amo’s dualism allows him to infer that only spirits can be causes. In turn, this licenses Amo to draw our attention to their operations – which are also immaterial (IHM 183).  [41:  For a discussion of Amo’s argument in the Impassivity, see Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 104–6.] 

Briefly put, Amo’s first argument for the IP is very condensed and draws on his two Dissertations. Amo also draws from implicit, but generally shared, assumptions about the relation between operation and intention. In doing so, Amo argues that everything that exists, except for God, must have an efficient cause. Since only spirits can be (efficient) causes and their actions or causal activity depends on their operations Amo can extend the argument to intentions. For he is committed to the view that every operation requires an intention and so the actions or causal activity of spirits and the effect this produces is ultimately in virtue of intention “brought through to its end” (TAP 1.1. Obs., 1). 

3.2 The Second Argument for the IP
The second argument for the IP immediately follows the first and reads:
Everything knowable is either nothing or a being. By ‘nothing’ I mean the absence of a thing in every respect commonly referred to as non-existence; but by ‘being’ I mean whatever is actually present somewhere. Concerning the former (nothing), there is no point in disputing, because what does not exist has no attributes. Hence it cannot be known for things are known through the properties or attributes they have. The latter (being) is either actual or rational. If it is actual, it is either substance or property; if the former either Spirit or matter, if the latter either Spiritual or material––all of which owe their origin to God. Every rational being, however, admits to the human mind as its efficient cause. Each efficient cause (God & the human mind) is an intelligent substance, acting from a plan & operating intentionally. Hence, every being is the effect of an act guided by intention. (TAP 1.1. Dem. 2, 2.)[endnoteRef:42] [42:  In the original: “Omne cognoscibile aut nihil est aut ens. Nihilum dico, reiubivis absentiam, vulgo non-existentiam; ens vero quidquid alicubi actu Præsens. De priori (nihil) non est disputandum, non entis enim nulla attributa, ergo nulla cognitio, nam res cognoscuntur per quæ habent proprietates seu attributa. Posterius (ens) est aut actuale aut rationis. Si actuale aut Substantia est, aut Proprietas, illa aut Spiritus aut materia, hæc aut Spiritualis aut materialis, quæ omnia Deo origininem debent; ens vero omne rationis pro causa efficiente agnoscit mentem humanam. Utraque causa efficiens (Deus & mens humana) est substantia intelligens, ex instituto agens & intentionaliter operans; ergo omne ens est effectus in actum deductæ intentionis.”] 

This argument concludes with an iteration of the IP: every being (ens) is the effect of an intentional action. But while the first argument is focused on causality or the causal origin of things, the second focuses on what kind of beings (entia) exist or can exist. Briefly, the argument has two parts––a ‘negative’ part with an epistemological focus (1-3) and ‘positive’ part with a metaphysical focus (4-7)––and runs as follows:
(1) Everything that can be known is either a being (ens) or nothing (nihil).
(2) A thing (res) can be known through its properties (proprietates) or attributes (attributa).
(3) That which does not exist does not have properties or attributes.
(C1) Therefore, that which does not exist (i.e. nothing) cannot be known.
(4) Two kinds of being (ens) exist: ‘rational’ and ‘actual’.
(5) God is the efficient cause of all actual beings.
(6) The human mind is the efficient cause of all rational beings.
(7) God and the human mind are intelligent substances operating intentionally.
(C2) Therefore, every being is the effect of an intentional action. 
Amo starts the first, negative, part of the argument with an epistemological claim: whatever can be known is either something or nothing. Thus, Amo is drawing on the principle or law of the excluded middle, which can be traced back to Aristotle (Metaphysics 1011b17–24). Similarly, given the context, prima facie, it makes sense that Amo in (2) focuses on properties and attributes as that through which something can be know because these are (traditionally) taken to be accessible to our senses.[endnoteRef:43] In the same vein, it makes sense for Amo to claim in (3) that that which does not exist also does not have any properties or attributes (3). For properties and attributes are something and that which does not exist is nothing.  [43:  Thus, it is unsurprising that ‘essence’––despite its overall importance for Amo––is not on the list. For it was generally held that through knowledge of attributes and properties one, ideally, can proceed to know essences. This is articulated by, e.g. Spinoza who writes in the Ethics: “If there were two or more distinct substances, they would have to be distinguished from one another either by a difference in their attributes, or a by a difference in their affections [or properties]” (Ip5). But, of course, this is not to say that there was not discussion about how and what it perceived in sense perception. See Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, §§5.1–2 for more on the historical background on this issue.] 

At first sight, it is somewhat surprising that the first part of the argument, ultimately arguing for the IP––and so for what we would deem a metaphysical conclusion––seems to be more concerned with what we would now call epistemology. After all, his first conclusion (C1) is that nothing (that which does not exist) cannot be known. But this makes sense if we consider that the IP has epistemological ramifications. For if everything that exists except God is the result or effect of an intention (and its resulting action), intentions are also epistemically important because of their role in explaining the operations of nature as well as any given ‘content’ of reality. Given the IP, an explication of why something exists or why it is the way it is will ultimately also have to take into account the intention which is the cause of every existing thing. Moreover, the IP is concerned with the existence of everything except God. In other words, the IP is about something (that which exists) and not about nothing (that which does not exist). 
Viewed in this light, the first part of this second argument allows Amo to focus on that which exists and to avoid talking of that which does not exist––which is outside the realm of possible knowledge anyway. If we focus on that which exists, however, there are, according to Amo, two kinds of being (ens): actual and rational (we addressed this distinction in section two). And this is precisely the first premise of the ‘positive’ part of the second argument. The next premise ties actual being (ens) to God by saying “all of which owe [debent] their origin to God” (TAP 1.1. Dem. 2, 2). As we saw in section 2.2, this does not seem to tell the full story because human intentions may result in an actual being (ens actuale) in the form of artificial, moral, or political things (res) (TAP 1.3.2, 7). Yet, this tension can be somewhat resolved if we consider that the only examples Amo provides when introducing this premise are substances (spirit or matter) and properties (material or spiritual) (TAP 1.1. Dem. 2, 2). Menn and Smith emphasize Amo’s apparent commitment to the view that the artificial things that human intentions can produce are of a lesser ontological status because they are “parasitic on the natural beings [i.e. spirit and matter and spiritual and material properties] produced by divine intentions”.[endnoteRef:44] In other words, there is a sense in which human intention can be said to produce an actual being (ens actuale), but this ‘production’ ultimately depends on existing material substances and properties and hence on actual beings (entia actualia) that are the effects of divine intentions (see also section 2.2). And while Amo’s full-scale consideration of intention requires that he considers what we might call the ‘derivative’ actual beings that human intentions can produce in their own right, he is entitled to neglect these when arguing for the IP here (TAP 1.1. Dem. 2, 2). For his argument aims to show that everything that exists––except for God––is the effect of an intention and every actual being (ens actuale) is ultimately, the effect of a divine intention. [44:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 141.] 

Next, (6), Amo turns to rational beings (entia rationes), which are the effect of human intention. In section 2.2, we established that, for Amo, there are two kinds of rational being (ens rationis): they can be “hypothetical [hypotheticum]” as when you think of a golden mountain or Pegasus, or “intentional in itself [intentionale secundum se]” such as hypotheses (hypotheses), words (verba), or signs (signa) (TAP 1.3.4, 8). What unites these two kinds of rational beings is the fact that both have their existence, their essence and, crucially, their origin (originem) “solely in the human intellect” (TAP 1.3.3, 7). That is, every rational being (ens rationis), even a fictive idea like the idea of Pegasus, that is “nowhere to be found [nullibi deprehenditur] outside the intellect” and is “purely possible and purely mental [rationis]”[endnoteRef:45] (TAP 1.3.3, 7) is the effect of a human intention. And given that actual and rational beings (entia rationis) together cover the whole realm of being (ens), and that God and the human mind are intelligent substances that (only) act intentionally (7), Amo can infer (C2) that everything that exists is the effect of an intentional action, in other words, the IP.[endnoteRef:46] [45:  The original text reads “mere possible & mere rationis” (TAP 1.3.3, 7), but it seems clear in the context that translating rationis with “rational” would miss Amo’s point, which is to say that despite only existing in the “human intellect”, these beings (ens) are still “something [aliquid]”.]  [46:  One potential problem about this last step is that it does not take into account the spirits of the damned and blessed. This worry might be alleviated if we consider that their intentions are also derivative on the divine intentions in that they are always in line with or contrary to these. Thus, similarly to the case of the actual being (ens actuale) Amo might have thought that, for the sake of arguing for the IP, he is entitled not to address the intentions of the blessed and damned spirits separately. What’s more, Amo believes that any being (ens) brought about by the spirits of the blessed or the damned is beyond our contemplation (TAP SP 2.2.1, 95).] 

Although there is more that could be said about the role of intention in this context and, more generally, about Amo’s understanding of reality and of key concepts such as substance, essence, attribute, property or cause, we content ourselves with having laid the groundwork for pursuing such questions by having demonstrated the following. Amo’s first argument shows that intentions pervade his views on causation, while the second shows that, in his view, intentions are crucial for understanding the different kinds of beings (ens) that exist in the world.

4. Intentions and the Ends of Philosophy

Having clarified Amo’s understanding of human and divine intention and action (section 2) and reconstructed his arguments for the IP (section 3), we are now in a position to examine the role that intention plays in Amo’s wider philosophy. In a nutshell, this section makes good on the promise of establishing that intention is key to understanding Amo’s philosophical project. 
	In the Tractatus, Amo defines philosophy as the “habit [habitus][endnoteRef:47] of the intellect and the will” (TAP 2.2.1, 24) aimed at the “preservation and perfection of mankind” (TAP 2.2.5, 28). He also claims that “end of philosophy is moral perfection with regard to soul and the body”, which in turn is the same as the perfection of “natural existence” and “moral essence” (TAP 2.2.6, 28) –– that which is “the end of all learning [eridutionis]” (TAP 1.5.2, 10). [47:  Amo has a technical understanding of ‘habit’ which he defines (in DI 223) as “the promptitude of acting, acquired by actions that have been repeated more than once.” He notes that habits can pertain to the mind or the body, depending on whether we talk about the “mind’s decided operation” or “the disposition of the subject which receives the habit”. In the passage we are concerned with here, the former is at stake, though this habit will have ramifications for the ‘subject’ which receives it. See also Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 145–46.] 

Note, then, that the aim of philosophy coincides with the aim of human intention more generally. While the ‘natural ends’ of human intention aim at the preservation of the individual human being (or increasing their pleasure), ‘moral ends’ are concerned with the perfection of our intellect, will, and actions (TAP 1.2.11, 6). Indeed, later in the Tractatus, Amo claims that “philosophy coincides [convenit] with all the other branches of learning” (TAP 2.2.,3, 25). Given this remark, and the fundamental role that Amo thinks philosophy and learning play in achieving the end of human intention generally––namely, the perfection of humankind––in what follows we will outline his views on some of the specific branches of learning.
	One important branch of learning that Amo discusses is (Christian) theology which he characterizes as the “habit [habitus] of the intellective and effective intention whereby we concern ourselves with the true and well-founded cognition of the truth revealed to us by God himself” (TAP 1.9.2.I, 15). The crucial point for our purposes is the following: the ‘intellective and effective intention’ are the two main kinds of human intention.[endnoteRef:48] Thus, according to Amo, theology is about forming a habit concerning our intentions as they pertain to God, with the ultimate goal of being saved by (performing) “actions conforming with the divine intention” (TAP 1.9.2.I, 15). Similarly, jurisprudence and medicine are concerned with the “habit of cognoscitive and the effective intention” (TAP 1.10.4, 17 and 1.11.1, 18). The former as it pertains to “understand[ing] and interpret[ing] laws and rights” (TAP 1.10.4, 17), medicine as it pertains to the “cognizing of natural things and with the mechanism of the human body” (TAP 1.11.1, 18). Note that both branches are also about forming habits concerning our intentions––in one case with the goal of preserving and perfecting the state “through the administration of justice” (TAP 1.10.4, 17), and in the other with the “natural preservation of the human body” (TAP 1.11.1, 18).[endnoteRef:49] [48:  Amo does not explicitly say so, but he seems to use ‘intellective’ and ‘cognoscitive’ interchangeably when it comes to intention. This is suggested by the fact that he first uses the term ‘intellective intention’ (TAP 1.4.2, 9) after having said that all human intention is “either cognoscitive or effective” (TAP 1.4.1, 9).]  [49:  Amo goes on to discuss (what look like more minor) branches of learning such as mathematics (TAP 1.12) or ‘demonstrative’ (TAP 1.14.3.3) learning. While mathematics is also characterized in terms of a habit of human intention (TAP 1.12.1, 19), intentions feature less prominent in the other parts he names. But, with the exception of the case of ‘demonstrative’ learning, they are still explicitly mentioned (TAP 1.14.1, 20 and 1.14.5, 22). Though inasmuch as ‘causes’ are crucial for demonstrative learning (TAP 1.14.6, 23) the importance of intentions is at least implicitly acknowledged.] 

What becomes clear across the Tractatus is that, for Amo, all branches of learning are ultimately a matter of forming certain habits when it comes to our (human) intentions, with regards to various subject matters, in a way that allows for the preservation and perfection of humankind (e.g. TAP 1.10.4, 17; 2.3.9–10, SP 3.1.7.10, 129–30 or 3.3.4.2, 150). This is not surprising given that Amo believes that philosophy underpins all other branches of learning. But it nonetheless shows the degree to which the ends of philosophy and the ends of human intention not only overlap but coincide to the point of being identical. 
At this point, it should already be clear that intentions are fundamental, not only in specific areas of more speculative inquiry (like philosophy of mind or metaphysics) but to Amo’s overarching philosophical project. The case for this claim can, however, be made even stronger if instead of the end of philosophy, we focus on its ‘object’ (obiectum) (or subject matter).
According to Amo, the “object [obiectum] [of philosophy] is the science [scientia] of things [rerum] by means of [per] their causes” (TAP 1.10.2, 16). In other words, philosophical inquiry is aimed at understanding how things come to be. Given the IP, this is tantamount to saying that the subject matter of philosophy is the science that identifies the intentions that bring certain things about. As we have shown, the IP commits Amo to the view that all existing things (except for God) are caused by either human or divine intention. In turn, this entails that intention is the cause of everything that exists except God. What this shows, then, is that the subject matter of philosophy is intention––although it’s worth noting that this covers both human and divine intention.
Consider, for instance, Amo’s remarks on pneumatology (broadly construed as the study of spirits) and physics. Amo claims that these two domains of inquiry represent two out of the three ‘speculative parts’ of philosophy (TAP 2.3.3–5, 25–8) and that their subject matter are “things which are the effects of the divine intention” in the form of the “cognition of spirits” and the “bodies which are to be known”, respectively (TAP 1.7.1., 13 and 2.3.1, 29).[endnoteRef:50] This leads Amo to conclude that pneumatology is “concerned with God” (TAP 2.3.2, 30) and that, “apart from human things (rebus) everything knowable is a matter either for pneumatology or for physics” (TAP 1.7.1, 13). The various “practical parts” (TAP 2.3.6, 30) of philosophy (TAP 2.3.2., 29–30), on the other hand, are concerned with human affairs. These parts range from logic and ethics, to natural and international law, to politics (TAP 2.3.6–14). “Natural theology”, at first sight, constitutes an exception to this rule because its primary concern is God and the divine “existence, origin, and essence of the world” (TAP 2.3.8, III, 31). But ultimately, the focus is on the “performance of duties to God” (TAP 2.3.8, not., 31). This is also arguably why Amo says natural theology is “closely related” to ethics (TAP 2.3.8, 3, 31), which in turn is concerned with humans (TAP 2.3.2, 30).[endnoteRef:51]  [50:  Note that physics also deals with the absence of bodies since the vacuum (“the absence of anything anywhere” (TAP SP 2.2.7.6 not. 1, 102)) is one of its subject matters (TAP 2.2.7.6. not. 3, 102). This is particularly interesting as Amo equates the vacuum with a “nihilum negativum” (TAP SP 2.2.7.6 not. 1, 102) which ties it to divine creation which, according to Amo, is ex nihilo negativo (TAP 1.2.8, 5).]  [51:  Also note that the third part of speculative philosophy, ontology, can pertain to these practical parts as well as to pneumatology and physics. After all, ontology is with the “universal and common properties of things which have to be known” (TAP 2.3.3.1, 30) and questions of universality are by no means confined to effects of divine intention but may also include effects of human intention such political institutions like states. Hence, it does not come as a surprise that Amo thinks that (e.g.) there is a sub-field of ‘universal politics’ within the practical part of philosophy that is “Politics” (TAP 2.3.10–11).] 

	Clearly, intentions are crucial for Amo’s understanding of philosophy in general. In fact, Amo’s previously discussed definition of philosophy should be understood as his own version of the Ciceronian definition of philosophy, which Amo refers to. According to this Cicero-inspired definition, philosophy is “the science [scientia] of things [rerum] divine and human” (TAP 2.2.2.1, 25, see also TAP 1.10.2, 16). If we follow Amo, the ‘things’ (rerum) in question are intentions––as Amo says, again with reference to Cicero (TAP 1.5.2, 10): “Objects (obiecta) are things (res) of divine and human intention.” The importance of intention for his more specific views in philosophy of mind, or what we today would consider to be metaphysics, stems from the fact that intentions are at the very heart of Amo’s philosophical project tout court. In other words, intentions turn out to be important for all branches of Amo’s philosophical thinking because they are what philosophy is about and for. As Amo says, “[t]he things (res) that come into contemplation are (1) God and the things [res] of divine intention and operation, (2) humans [homo] and the things [res] of human intention and operation” (TAP SP 2.2.1, 95).
	We will close this section with a final brief remark on the role of intention in Amo’s wider philosophy, noting that intention is also key for doing philosophy. This can be illustrated by considering Amo’s distinction between analyzing something objectively and intentionally. This distinction is most prominently introduced in the context of an analysis of “Ideas in General” (TAP SP 1.3.1, 59) where he explains that an objective analysis involves an analysis of (i) the thing (res) in question, (ii) the sensation it includes, and (iii) the act of the mind required for it to come about (TAP SP 1.1.3.1.1, 59). Intentionally analyzing something, on the other hand, entails considering its efficient cause, its end, and its ‘object’ (that which the intention is about (TAP SP 1.1.3.1.2, 61)). To put it differently: according to Amo, you can analyze something by focusing on that thing itself and how it relates to the human body and mind, or you can analyze it intentionally. That is, you can analyze it from the point of view of intention to ask what intention is needed for it to exist, what its intentional content is, and what it aims for. This distinction is employed by Amo throughout the ‘Special Part’ where he applies it to a variety of ideas ranging from ‘real ideas’ (TAP SP 1.1.4.1, 61), to ‘substantial ideas’ (TAP SP 1.1.5.1.1, 65), ‘modal ideas’ (TAP SP 1.1.6.2.1, 67), ‘sensory ideas’ (TAP SP 1.2.1.1, 69), and ‘intellectual ideas’ (TAP SP 1.3.1.1, 78). He also uses it to analyze the ‘degree of clarity and obscurity of sensory ideas’ (TAP SP 1.2.3.1, 75), ‘attention’ (TAP SP 1.4.1.1, 61), ‘fantasy and imagination’ (TAP SP 1.4.2.1, 84), the ‘momentary and intellective act of the mind’ (TAP SP 1.5, 85), the ‘momentary contemplation’ (TAP SP 2.1.2.5, 92), ‘definitions and descriptions’ (TAP SP 3.2.3.1, 132), and ‘demonstrations’ (TAP SP 3.2.7.7. 4, 144).

In light of the considerations undertaken in this section, we fully agree with Menn and Smith’s claim that intention is “the core technical notion of the Tractatus”––only adding that this also holds for his wider philosophical project.[endnoteRef:52] Undoubtedly, more work needs to be done to delineate the exact role of intention within Amo’s philosophy. For instance, although we have not discussed Amo’s views on logic and language, it’s worth noting that he defines a “sign [signum]” as “that by which something else is signified [significantur] intentionally” (our emphasis) (TAP SP 3.6.1.3, 148, also TAP 1.3.4, 8). Moreover, there are important questions about how this focus on intention sets Amo’s philosophical project apart from contemporary alternatives like Wolff and early modern predecessors like Leibniz or Descartes (and earlier figures like Aquinas or Aristotle). For now, we have limited ourselves to laying down some important groundwork for pursuing such questions, while also having established that intention is at the heart of Amo’s philosophy whether you look at its end or subject matter (and even its methodology).[endnoteRef:53] [52:  Menn and Smith, Amo’s Philosophical Dissertations, 128.]  [53:  The authors want to express their gratitude to the anonymous referees and the editor of this journal, Deborah Boyle, for their valuable and constructive criticisms of this paper, which helped significantly to further improve it. Thanks also to Dominik Perler and the participants of his “Lehrstuhl Kolloquium” at the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin for their insightful feedback on earlier versions of this paper. ] 
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