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Abstract

Almost half a century before Henry More, the Padua-based natural philosopher Fortunio Liceti (1577-1657) formulated a distinction between material extension and immaterial extension. While More’s version of the distinction is seen as one of the most characteristic features of his metaphysics—underlying both his theory of individual spirits and of absolute divine space—Liceti’s metaphysics of immaterial extension has not received much attention by commentators. Liceti ascribes immaterial extension to light and the human mind and, like More, he uses the analogy between light and mind to explicate the structural differences between material and immaterial extension. In this article, I explore how Liceti—following some aspects of Albert the Great’s eclectic Aristotelianism—tries to combine broadly Aristotelian accounts of light and mind with the Platonic concept of emanative causation. I argue that, in Liceti, the notion of existential independence from matter lies at the heart of his conception of extended, but actually indivisible, immaterial beings: Such beings cannot be divided through the division of matter because their existence, due to the role of emanative causation, does not depend on the potencies of matter. 

1. Introduction
In the history of seventeenth-century philosophy, the distinction between material and immaterial extension is closely associated with the Cambridge Platonist Henry More (1614-1687). The aspect of More’s conception of immaterial extension that proved most influential is his theory of absolute divine space. Very plausibly, the Newtonian conception of space owes a great deal to More’s views on space. More’s views on space in turn were closely linked to his views on the nature of individual spirits—the souls of brutes and humans, as well as the intelligences of the angels. It has been acknowledged that More’s theory of absolute space was not without precedents. Most importantly, Francesco Patrizi da Cherso (1529-1597) developed the view that space is dimensional and independent of the objects located in it (although Patrizi remained rather evasive as to the material or immaterial nature of space).
 Are there similar precedents for More’s views about immaterial but extended individual spirits? I have not seen any concrete suggestions concerning this issue in the literature on More. Hence, it might be worth pointing out that the distinction between material extension and the extension of immaterial minds can be found, almost 40 years before More’s first explicit formulation of the distinction in the Appendix to An Antidote Against Atheism (1655), in a work by the Paduan natural philosopher Fortunio Liceti (1577-1657), aptly entitled On the Coextension of Soul and Body (1616). In The Immortality of the Soul More includes references to another area of Liceti’s work, the theory of monsters.
 In fact, Liceti’s contribution to the theory of biological reproduction has been given some attention in recent scholarship.
 By contrast, his contribution to the metaphysics of immaterial extension has not yet been explored. This is what the present paper aims to make a start at.  

There are substantial similarities between Liceti’s and More’s views. Just as More compares the relation between spirits and matter with the relation between light and illuminated matter, so does Liceti compare the relation between mind and matter with the relation between light and illuminated matter. More is explicit that what he has in mind when he makes this comparison is the Aristotelian conception of light as intentional species.
 On first sight, however, it is not obvious how this comparison could be of any help for More. Certainly, influential medieval Aristotelian theories of light, such as those of Robert Grosseteste (ca. 1168-1253) and Roger Bacon (1214/1220-1292), regard light as a corporeal being. Bacon maintains that the dimensionality of light is derived from the dimensionality of its medium.
 Grosseteste maintains that light is constitutive of bodily extension.
 In neither case was the extension of light conceived as being independent of the extension of matter.

When Liceti claims that the extension of light differs from the extension of matter he may have gone substantially beyond other Later Aristotelian thinkers. The closest historical antecedent of Liceti’s theory of light can be found in Albert the Great’s (d. 1280) highly eclectic De anima commentary. Most importantly for present purposes, Albert connects the Aristotelian view that light perfects the body that it illuminates by making it actually perspicuous or “diaphanous”
 with the Platonic notion of emanative causation.
 Liceti takes up this eclectic approach to light but makes some implications that such a theory of light has for the relation between the extension of light and the extension of body. Exploring Liceti’s usage of the analogy between mind and light thus may help us to understand the sense in which, in Liceti’s view, mind can be at the same time immaterial, extended, and indivisible. I will proceed as follows. In section 2, I explore how Liceti argues for the extension of the mind and how he distinguishes the mind’s extension from the extension of vegetative and sensitive souls. In section 3, I investigate how Liceti, in his early and middle years, argues for understanding light as an extended but indivisible being. In section 4, I bring together both strands of thought to explicate the role of the notion of existential independence in Liceti’s usage of the analogy between light and mind. Finally, in section 5, I spell out how Liceti integrates some forms of dependence of mental activities on the body with his account of indivisible immaterial extension. 
2. The Coextension of Soul and Body
Liceti ascribes extension to all kinds of souls (vegetative, sensitive, and rational), and the grounds for this are closely connected with his account of the coextension of soul and body. In particular, he understands the coextension of the rational soul and the body in close analogy to the coextension of the vegetative and sensitive soul and the body. Therefore, it will be helpful first to consider his conception of the coextension of the vegetative soul and the organic body of a living being. With respect to the nutrition of plants, he argues that the vegetative soul is where the operations occur, of which the soul is the primary efficient cause since according to Aristotle all physical action is by contact;
 moreover, according to Aristotle everything that is nourished is nourished with respect to the smallest part of its body.
 He develops analogous arguments for the coextension of sensitive souls and the organic bodies of animals. The most telling argument for our present concerns is an argument based on the relation between the sensitive soul and the vegetative soul of an animal. Liceti starts from the observation that when the sensitive soul is occupied with something and applies all its forces of passion to it, then nutrition, augmentation and the functions of sexual reproduction that are governed by the vegetative soul are impaired or interrupted. Liceti interprets these observations as indicating that in a sensitive being the vegetative soul is dominated by the sensitive soul.
 He comments: “[Y]ou can derive the fact that the dominating sensitive soul is coextensive with the dominated vegetative soul from the fact that all physical domination takes place by means of contact and contiguity.”
 
As far as vegetative and sensitive souls go, Liceti believes that division of souls is not only a genuine possibility but something actually involved in every case of the generation of a living being:  

[A]s long as twigs are on the tree, they live by the same soul as the tree is said to live by; the soul of the tree subsequently is multiplied and divided according to the division of the subject … Almost in this way, I believe the seed enjoys the same soul as the father; which I believe is divided and multiplied according to the division of the subject when the seed is separated from the body of the father.

Thus, for Liceti plant souls are extended beings that are divided when the organic body of the plant is divided. The two parts of a divided plant live by the two parts of a divided plant soul. Likewise, animal souls are extended beings that are divided when the organic body of the animal is divided. When the body of the seed is separated from the body of the parent the seed lives by a part of the soul of the parent. Liceti’s ontology of vegetative and sensitive souls thus would evidently allow such souls to be actually divided.
Still, while Liceti is committed to the material and divisible nature of vegetative and sensitive souls, he also holds that “the more potent, intellective part of the human soul is not educed from matter but created out of nothing, and is immortal …”
 His argument for the extended nature of this immaterial part of the human soul starts with the assumption that “as the sentient soul governs the vegetative soul in producing each of its functions, the rational soul evidently governs the vegetative and sensitive souls in all of their operations.”
 In fact, in his early De vita he offers a (partial) argument for this assumption:
[T]he vegetative soul does not operate anything in us unless it is governed by the sensitive soul; likewise, the sensitive soul does not operate anything in a human being unless the intellective soul assists it; from whence it comes about that while the sensitive or rational soul is vehemently occupied with something, as in big passions of the soul, the usual assistance to the vegetative soul is interrupted; and for this reason it is often forced to desist from its usual duties and to interrupt nutrition and its other functions …

Thus, what speaks for the dependence of the operations of the vegetative soul on operations of the sensitive or rational soul is that the former can be impeded by the malfunctioning of the latter. Even though Liceti does not offer an explicit argument for the dependence of the operations of the sensitive soul on the operations of rational soul, constructing such an argument along similar lines would be easy. For Liceti, the dependence of the operations of the vegetative and sensitive soul on the operations of the rational souls implies that the rational soul acts upon the vegetative and sensitive souls. 
As in the case of sensitive souls that govern vegetative souls, he applies the principle that something has to be where it operates: “if what governs must be contiguous to the governed …, the rational soul must be coextensive with the vegetative and the sensitive soul.”
 This is why Liceti believes that the rational soul must also be coextensive with the body that it animates:  “If these functions of the mind and the will are considered in so far as they are the conditions that constitute the existence of a principle of motion for the human being that contains them, intellection and appetition, in so far as they lead to motion, are necessarily coextensive with the whole body …”
 In Liceti’s view, intellection and appetition, taken separately, do not depend on the body: “[B]ecause intellection is produced without the help of any bodily organ, intellection is properly not a bodily action, if you understand it precisely as mere cognition; … the same I will say about pure appetition …”
 Nevertheless, he argues that they must be present jointly in every region of the body: 
[T]he two potencies of the rational soul, namely, intellect and will, insofar as they come together in a single principle of local motion of the entire human being in which they are contained, as well as of each of its parts, they are coextensive with the whole body and reside in each particle of the body.
 

That certain mental potencies are coextensive with the body, in turn, implies that the substance that possesses potencies is coextensive with the body:

[W]hen any function is an act of an agent which is entirely inseparable from it because the act cannot be without the entity whose act it is, indeed also the essence of the intellectual souls from which operations of this kind proceed … will be present as a whole in the whole and as a whole in the single parts.
  

Due to the role of the rational soul as principle of local motion, Liceti would thus subscribe to a traditional notion of the relation between soul and body that goes back to Plotinus and was widely accepted in scholastic thought: the notion that the soul is present as a whole in the whole body and as a whole in each part of the body.
 Such a view clearly implies that the rational soul cannot be divided into parts that possess different essences. Still, it leaves open the question why the rational soul could not be divided into parts that possess the same essence. Does Liceti’s natural philosophy contain resources to answer this question? I think it does. The relevant material can be found in Liceti’s discussion of the relation between the extension of the rational soul and the extension of the body animated by it. To explicate this relation, he invokes the analogy between minds and light. In order to get a grip on how this analogy is meant to work, we thus have first to look into Liceti’s analysis of the structure of light. 
3. Light and Existential Dependence
In his later years, Liceti wrote extensively about light. In his later writings, he understands lumen to be “a quality perceptible by vision that is physically produced by a luminous body.”
 According to his later theory of light, the mode of physical production is reduced to efficient causation by means of local motion. And the product that is produced in this way stands in the relation of inherence to the illuminated body: “Lumen is an accidental quality, and a corporeal quality, for the reason that it requires the underlying body in which it inheres …”
 Hence, it is a quality that depends for its existence on the illuminated body. Moreover, it is a quality that is divisible, “for everything that is received is received in the mode of the receiver: but the disposed matter that receives in it the form of light is a perspicuous body that is itself a quantum and divisible”
 Evidently, such a conception of light would not be helpful in explicating the immaterial and indivisible nature of mind.
Yet, the conception of light in his later writings diverges considerably from his much shorter treatment of light in De vita and De animarum coextensione corpori, and it is his earlier treatment that matters for our present purposes. In his early De vita (1607) he clarifies his own understanding of the similarity between soul and light by discussing Albert the Great’s theory of light. He notes that Albert holds
that life is, not so much an operating soul, but rather some work of the soul, which he calls internal act, or essential perfection immediately proceeding from the soul and into the body … [T]his perfection is described by Albert as the essential act proceeding immediately from the soul into the body entirely in the same way as the sun that is present is used to send forth lumen into the perspicuous body, such that lumen is the perfection of the perspicuous body proximately flowing from the lux of the sun that is present in the perspicuous body … 

In this passage, the traditional distinction between light as an entity present in a luminous body and light as an entity present in an illuminated perspicuous body plays a crucial role. The distinction goes back at least to the eleventh-century Arabic Aristotelian natural philosopher Avicenna (Ibn Sina) and in the Latin tradition was expressed in terms of the distinction between lux and lumen.
 Unsurprisingly, both the nature of this relation and the nature of lumen were objects of controversy within medieval and early modern philosophy. Albert the Great suggested an analysis of the relation between lux and lumen that involves only the essence of lux: “The soul is said to live causally in itself because it is the cause of life and living in itself, as lux is said to be luminous and the cause of lumen; and because of this even the higher beings are said to live a more noble life, because in them there is nothing relating to a moving or moved being …”
 Thus, for Albert the relation between lux and lumen does not involve any motion but rather is constituted by emanative causation. This is how he further explicates this relation:
[L]ux is the being and the first actuality of the luminous body, and sending forth lumen is its essential secondary actuality, in so far as this is its activity, which consists in some essential diffusion of its form; for each essence has a proper and essential operation, of which it is never deprived, provided it is essential, as lux is not deprived of sending forth lumen which is its activity.

And he is explicit that the same kind of relation holds between forms and their operations in general: “[I]n this way, things are with each natural and substantial form that is by itself the principle of its essential operations and not by something else added to it.”
 Thus, being by itself the source of activity is what, for Albert, constitutes an analogy between lux and other substantial forms such as the human soul. 

Liceti accepts certain aspects of Albert’s theory of light. Most importantly, Liceti shares the view that the production of lumen involves emanative causation:
Heaven and nature is said to depend on god as an efficient cause …; the sun possesses an efficient cause from which it proceeds eternally by simple emanation without any novelty of being; in the same way, from the lux of the sun … lumen proceeds eternally through simple emanation as from its proximate and immediate efficient cause …
 

Due to its origin in emanative causation, he takes lumen to be “nothing other than an image of lux from which it proceeds …”
 Liceti also accepts that there is a strong analogy between soul and light but has objections against using the analogy in the way suggested by Albert:

for the soul by itself is the first actuality and the essential and internal perfection of the natural body, which is the living potency … but the sun cannot similarly be said to be the first actuality and internal and essential perfection of the perspicuous body, which is illuminated through the potency; but lumen is rather something like that, namely an actuality, or a perfection of the perspicuous body; … and hence the soul is proportional to lumen, but not to the sun, from which lumen proceeds …

From the central role that Liceti ascribes to lumen for understanding the structure of the human soul derives his strong interest in analyzing the relation between lumen and material extension. And on this issue, he is in fact much more explicit than Albert. On the suggestion (which Liceti, probably erroneously, ascribes to Aristotle’s Rhetoric) that “intellect in the soul is kindled by God as lumen is kindled by the sun in the perspicuous body,”
 he comments: “Since lumen in the perspicuous body is not there as an indivisible point but rather is coextensive with every dimension of the perspicuous body.”
 Still, due to the emanation relation between lux and lumen, lumen is existentially independent of the perspicuous body: “[L]umen is said to be external to the air whose assisting form it is since it does not depend on the air, even though it actualizes the innermost parts of the air.”
 Accordingly, he describes the relations of existential dependence relevant for lumen as follows:
We deny … that whatever is in matter, instantly is affected by the conditions of matter; because it can be in matter in various ways, both dependent on it, and independent from it; of course, those things that are in matter and depend on it are affected by the conditions of matter and are inseparable from matter; but these things that are in matter and do not depend on it, are not affected by the conditions of matter; in this way lumen is in a dirty and stinky body, independent of such subjects; for it depends only on the luminous body …

Obviously, lumen does not become dirty and stinky by illuminating a dirty and stinky body. But what is more important for our present concerns is that local motion belongs to the conditions of the illuminated matter that do not affect lumen. Of course, lumen can be moved through the motion of the luminous body from which it originates; the same, however, is not true of the body that it illuminates:  

Nothing can be moved through the motion of something else unless it exists either in it as something located there as in a place; or as a form, either an accidental form in the subject of inherence, or a substantial form in the subject of inexistence; or as an organ in the potency of the primary agent; or generally not unless it depends for its existence on it in some way. But an assisting form is where its underlying body is located and guides it, but is not in it as in a place, nor as in a subject of inherence or of inexistence, nor as an organ in the potency of the primary agent, and generally does not depend on the body that it assists.

That lumen does not depend on the illuminated body as on a place seems to be a straightforward consequence of Liceti’s acceptance of an Aristotelian conception of place. As Liceti puts it: “The reason why something is a place is that it contains and preserves what is located …; for place is defined to be the boundary of what contains something …”
 Thus, it is not the illuminated body that defines a place and, hence, lumen cannot depend on the illuminated body as on a place. Moreover, Liceti’s categorization of lumen as an assisting form implies that lumen cannot depend on the illuminated body as on a subject of inherence or information. Also, because it emanates from lux, lumen cannot be understood as an instrument that depends on some bodily agent. In this way, Liceti excludes the various ways in which the motion of lumen could depend on the motion of the illuminated body. This conclusion has far-reaching implications for the divisibility of lumen:
lumen that is not movable through the local motion of the underlying air; which shadows that are immobile in moved air indicate …; evidently, they cannot be said to be divisible through the division of the underlying air because with real division the local motion of the parts that are divided is necessarily conjoined. 

Because parts of shadows do not undergo local motion at the separation of parts of perspicuous bodies, also the lumen that brings about these shadows does not undergo motion through the motion of the parts of perspicuous bodies. Hence, the perspicuous body that is illuminated by lumen can be divided without a division of lumen.
4. Mind, Light, and Immaterial Extension

Thus far, Liceti has given an account of how the existential independence of lumen from matter implies a kind indivisibility of lumen: lumen does not undergo division through the division of matter. Does this structure carry over to the relation between mind and matter? Liceti acknowledges profound dissimilarities between lumen and mind. Whereas he regards lumen as an assisting accidental form, he accepts the Aristotelian view that the mind is “inexisting and informing.”
 This difference between lumen and mind implies that minds behave differently from lumen with respect to local motion: “An assisting form is not necessarily moved through the motion of the body that it assists; but in contrast, the informing form is necessarily moved through the motion of the body that it informs.”
 These differences given due attention, Liceti nevertheless believes that there is an informative analogy between lumen and mind:
[I]t is plain that the rational soul is in the whole human soul and entirely in the body as light is in the perspicuous body; or that the intellect … is infused by god into the irrational soul of the fetus, as lumen is infused by the sun into the perspicuous body; namely, lumen is not educed out of the potency of the perspicuous body by any change of the perspicuous body brought about by the luminous body; but the luminous body infuses lumen into the perspicuous body, as a foreign form reaching the perspicuous body from the outside …; for visible species are not educed from the potency of the medium; but as something independent from the medium, they arrive from the outside of some object: a visible species is so independent from a medium, and especially lumen from the perspicuous body in which it is, that it is not moved through the motion of the body, and is not corrupted through the corruption of the body …

Hence, the analogy has to do with the emanation relation and the ensuing existential independence from matter: as lumen is existentially independent from matter because it emanates from lux, so is mind existentially independent from matter because it emanates from God. For Liceti, the existential independence of mind from matter entails that minds possess several structural features that distinguish them from material beings. One of these features, already noted in the passage just cited, is that a mind is not affected in its existence through the corruption of a portion of matter associated with it. A second feature is that minds confer being onto composite substances—human beings that possess mind and body—but do not derive their being from any other constituent of a composite: 

A form is not to a lesser degree a being than the composite; because from it the composite has it that it is a being. But a form that can exist in a composite and also separate from it, is of all things a being in the highest degree; both because it makes the composite a being, and because it is an individual substance by itself, even separated from the body … A form is … by itself a substance and a being; and what is through something else or dependently on something else, is a being in a lesser degree than what is a being by itself and independently.
   

A third feature of mind is its separability from matter—a feature that minds share with lumen: “Absolutely all forms, be it informing or assisting, …that have an operation proper to them, can be separated from their underlying bodies …”
 In fact, this property both in the case of lumen and in the case of mind is closely connected with emanative causation:

Those beings whose operation emanates immediately from their mere essence are rightly said to be of the kind whose operations exist and come about … through their simple substance; not because the function in them was not formally distinguished from their essence; but because they operate alone through their simple substance, not through the intervention of any other thing; in this way, lumen illuminates only through its presence and its simple essence, without using any instrument …; the active intellect has this attribute in common with the passive intellect …
 

The next section will return to the question what the mental operations emanating immediately from the mind’s essence are. For now, it is sufficient to note that Liceti grounds the separability of both mind and lumen from matter in the existence of operations emanating immediately from essences. 
A fourth feature that mind, in Liceti’s view, seems to share with lumen is immortality: “Every substantial form that proceeds like lumen from the luminous body, is not educed from the potency of matter though its transmutation but reaches it from without; and something that is so independent from matter is immortal …”
 Of course, one might wonder whether the notion of immortality that Liceti has in mind here is sufficient to fill out the theological doctrine of the immortality of the human. But certainly, Liceti’s notion of immortality captures that an entity that does not arise from material potencies also cannot be destroyed through the destruction of the potencies of matter. Finally, the analogy between lumen and rational souls is meant to bring out that the extension of rational souls relates to material extension in a different way than the extensions of vegetative and sensitive souls do:

Some forms that are coextensive with their underlying bodies are accidental quanta relative to the quantity of the underlying body, such that their quantity depends on the quantity of the underlying body in every respect; and forms of this kind are accidentally divisible through the division of the underlying body; of this kind are all perishable forms that are educed at their origin from the womb of matter by a generating being. But of a different kind are forms that are quanta by themselves that possess some proportional immaterial quantity and that are coextensive with the dimensions of the underlying body; the quantity of these forms by no means depends on the dimensions of the underlying body. This is how forms are that are not accidentally divisible through the division of the underlying body; in themselves they are only divisible through designation and in the mind, but not in reality; and of this kind are lumen and immortal souls …

It is the existential independence of the extension of lumen and rational souls on the extension of bodies that leads Liceti to the conclusion that in nature there are two different kinds of extension: “We affirm that in things there are two kinds of extension: one material and belonging to magnitude … , the other formal, belonging to power and incorporeal substance, without which power cannot exist.”

Taken together, Liceti’s claim that rational souls are coextensive with the body and his claim that the extension of rational souls is independent of the extension of the body have a further consequence. Even if rational souls cannot be divided through the division of the body, the extension of the rational soul changes and is diminished when the body loses parts: 
The mind dilates and contracts itself in the augmentation and diminution of the body independently of the body, such that the proportion of the extension with the body is preserved … as long as it does not exceed the limits of its extension prescribed by nature; which it never can do; and this is why the human intellect in no way can actualize a portion of matter as large as a big mountain nor as small as a grain of mustard … Otherwise, if the human intellect did not have such a limited extension of its substance and power but were without any extension at all, a human being as small as an atom could be born … 
 

In this way, Liceti combines his view that the coextension of mind and body implies that the mind always occupies the same part of space as its underlying body with a traditional element of the Aristotelian theory of natural minima and maxima. According to this theory, the notion of natural minima and maxima is essentially bound to the notion of substantial form.
 For example, Thomas Aquinas argues that each determinate form is accompanied by determinate accidents, including quantity. This is why he believes that every body, by possessing a determinate form, also has a determinate quantity with respect to a lower and an upper limit.
 Roger Bacon goes one step further, asking why it is that a substantial form is bound to determinate minimal body size and considers both the possibility that this could be due to the function of forms to confer being and the possibility that this could be due to the function of form to be principles of operation.
 With respect to homogenous mixtures such as bone or flesh Bacon’s answer is clear. With respect to their maximal size, the function of forms to confer being could well be relevant; but not so for their minimal size: If such mixtures fall below a minimal size, their substantial forms could not operate at all.
 William of Ockham, in turn, gives voice to a more general conception of the relevant sense of operation when he clarifies the sense in which he wants the concept of a “minimum in natural things” to be understood: It is a “minimum that can perform the action of the species in question.”
 Understanding minima in this way opens up the possibility to apply the notion of a natural minimum not only to elements and homogeneous body parts but also to entire living beings: The minimal size of a living being belonging to a particular species is the size below which the substantial form of this living being would cease to be able to operate. 
Liceti’s view that the human intellect could not animate an organic body below and above a certain size is a straightforward application of this traditional line of thought to the minimal and maximal size of humans. In particular, Liceti seems to allude both to the view that form as a principle of being is bound to a body of a size with determinate limits when he mentions the form’s function to actualize the body and to the view that the same applies to form as a principle of operation when he mentions the form’s powers. However, he combines these traditional ideas with his novel conception of immaterial extension. Doing so leads to a quite unprecedented consequence: As long as the body is not diminished below the natural lower limit, the rational soul not only continues to animate the body even after the body has lost some of its parts; it also diminishes its own extension to the same extent as the extension of the body is diminished. In this sense, extended rational souls have the capacity of contracting and expanding themselves within the limits set by the minimal and maximal size of their bodies.
5. Conclusion
Liceti’s usage of the analogy between light and mind thus is central to his understanding of the distinction between immaterial and material extension. The independence of lumen from the motion of the matter that it illuminates indicates that the extension of lumen does not derive from the extension of matter. For Liceti, lumen depends for its existence on a principle from which it emanates (lux), in such a way that is existentially independent from illuminated matter. Lumen is indivisible in the sense of not being capable of being divided through the division of illuminated matter. This is gives the clue to the sense in which mind can be at the same time extended and indivisible. It is extended due to its capacity of moving the whole body and as well as its parts indicates. Nevertheless, it does not derive its extension from the matter animated. For Liceti, this is so because mind, too, has a principle from which it emanates (God), in such a way that it is existentially independent from animated matter. This is why mind is not divisible through the division of animated matter. To be sure, for Liceti there are structural dissimilarities between lumen and mind. Most notably, lumen is understood as assisting accidental form, while mind is understood as a substantial informing form. For this reason, mind does not behave exactly as lumen does on the occasion of the division of matter. Still, Liceti’s usage of the analogy between light and mind makes clear in which the sense a being that possesses immaterial extension can at the same time be indivisible. 
Liceti’s metaphysics of immaterial extension—one of the earliest in seventeenth-century philosophy—certainly is of considerable interest in itself. But it might also be helpful, by comparison and contrast, to understand the role that immaterial extension plays in other positions of early modern philosophy. In particular, it raises the question of whether a similar pattern of thought may be found in More’s usage of the analogy between individual spirits and Aristotelian intentional species. A full discussion of this question obviously would go beyond the scope of the present paper. Nevertheless, there are some hints that More had in mind the existential independence of individual spirits from matter when he compared spirits with light. He holds that what he calls the “secondary substance” of an individual spirit—e.g., its vegetative parts—emanates from the “primary substance” of a spirit and, for this reason, depends for its existence only on the persistence of the primary substance but not on any portion of matter that it animates.
 Also, he maintains that individual spirits depend for their existence only on God.
 Likewise, he explicates the sense in which he takes Aristotelian intentional species to be something substantial in terms of their existential independence from the medium that they illuminate.
 And he is aware that the observation that motion of the air does not cause motion of shadows in the Aristotelian tradition was used to argue for the existential independence of light from the medium.
 Having the conceptual pattern developed by Liceti in mind could thus be helpful in making visible the connection between some of More’s rather scattered remarks concerning existential independence from matter and the physical indivisibility of beings that possess immaterial extension. To substantiate this suggestion, however, will be the task of another paper. 
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