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Introduction

In Odyssey XI, Odysseus travels to the underworld, where he meets with the souls of the
dead. They are feeble shadows of their former selves, ‘powerless heads’, Homer calls
them. One of them, Achilles, complains ‘I should choose, so I might live on earth, to
serve as the hireling of another, of some portionless man whose livelihood was but small,
rather than to be lord over all the dead that have perished’ (489—91). Even the mightiest
of the dead is weaker than the feeblest of the living. Life is a powerful thing, which gives
us a range of capacities, all those Achilles missed and others, the power to fight, run,
perceive, think, speak, eat and drink, procreate, and many others. All of these capacities
set us apart from the dead and the lifeless. As the Greeks saw it, they all relate to the fact
that our souls are (still) in our bodies. But just what are these powers, how do they
determine our activities, and how do they relate to our souls and to our bodies? These
are philosophical questions taken up by the ancient philosophers—sometimes in re-
sponse to Homer—and often answered with great care and sophistication.

Aristotle is the chief amongst these ancient thinkers. He rightly stands not just as the
father of psychology, but also as the progenitor of faculty psychology, that is the
attempt to account for the multitude of psychological phenomena by reference to a
few permanent or inborn psychological capacities.' This claim is not meant to under-
play the importance of Aristotle’s predecessors, the Presocratics and Plato. The Preso-
cratics too thought about powers as fundamental to nature, and applied this notion also
to the soul. Hippocrates, if we may trust Plato,” offered a particularly clear example:

Socrates: Consider, then, what both Hippocrates and true argument say about nature. Isn’t this
the way to think systematically about the nature of anything? First, we must consider whether
the object regarding which we intend to become experts and capable of transmitting our
expertise is simple or complex. Then, if it is simple, we must investigate its power (dunamis):
what things does it have what natural power of acting upon? If, on the other hand, it takes many
forms, we must enumerate them all and, as we did in the simple case, investigate how each is
naturally able to act upon what and how it has a natural disposition to be acted upon by what.
(Phaedrus 270c—d, transl. A. Nehamas and P. Woodruff)

' cf. Spearman’s formulation: faculty psychology seeks’to represent the countless transient mental
experiences by a small number of relatively permanent—particularly innate—different principles. The
multitudinous actual events are thus governed by very few “potential” ones’ (1930) 108, quoted by Fodor
(1983) 26. I shall use this as my working definition of ‘faculty psychology’ in this book.

? There is no passage in the extant Hippocratic writings which provides a clear source for this view.



2 INTRODUCTION

Plato followed this programme in Republic V, where he explained powers as ‘a class of
the things that are that enable us—or anything else for that matter—to do whatever we
are capable of doing’ (477c). He proposed for the first time identity criteria for the
powers—what is set over the same things and does the same I call the same power’
(477d). He applied this notion of powers to the soul, using it both to distinguish
knowledge from belief (477d—478c) and to characterize the intellect (532b—c). Aris-
totle’s psychology relied on these developments. Nonetheless, there is a sense in which
Aristotle counts as the first faculty psychologist.” For it is his achievement for the first
time to explain systematically the variety of psychological phenomena in a multitude of
different kinds of living being with reference to a few capacities viewed as constitutive
of their souls. In recent times, faculty psychology has undergone a revival.* It is my
hope that this book will help show why Aristotle takes pride of place in this tradition.

The best way of introducing the role of capacities in Aristotle’s psychology, and
therefore also the best way of introducing this book, may be to think of them as
principles. Principles, in general, are the basic terms which structure an area of
knowledge:

In every systematic inquiry (methodos) where there are first principles, or causes, or elements,
knowledge and science result from acquiring knowledge of these; for we think we know
something just in case we acquire knowledge of the primary causes, the primary first principles,
all the way to the elements. It is clear, then, that in the science of nature as elsewhere, we should

try first to determine questions about the first principles. (Phys. 184a10~16, transl. T. Irwin)®

Psychology is the inquiry into the nature of the soul (DA 402a7-8). The aim is to
define what the soul is, its essence. By grasping its essence, however, we can hope to
understand other affections of the soul and of living beings insofar as they have soul
(402a8-10). Aristotle understands the relationship between the essence and those other
psychological features along the lines of the relationship between the principles of its
science and its conclusions (DA 402b25-403a2, cf. 402a20—22). This is a model of
scientific explanation developed in the APo. I consider how the model applies to the
soul in Chapter 2 of this book.

To cast the capacities in the role of the principles, in this model, is to present them as
explanatorily basic in relation to other facts about the soul. It is also, for Aristotle, to
suggest a certain view of the composition of the soul whereby the capacities play the
role of elements with other features derived from them. This is because Aristotle thinks
that those features that enter into the essence of something are the same features that
are explanatorily basic in relation to its other attributes.” We expect therefore that if the
capacities are explanatorily basic, then they are also constitutive of the essence of

the soul. To see the capacities of the soul as its principles is then also, in Aristotle, to

Fodor (1983) 6, 101-2, mentions Aristotle, with Plato, as a forerunners of faculty psychology.
Due in large part to Fodor (1983).

For discussion of the passage, see Irwin (1990) 3.

¢ As shown by Charles (2000).
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INTRODUCTION 3

entertain a certain view about their role in the composition of the soul. It is, in other
words, to draw a certain picture of the architecture of the soul. This architecture is the
subject of Chapter 3.

The model of scientific explanation applies to the soul primarily because it applies to
nature, and living beings are part of nature. Natural beings are characterized by having
within them principles of change and rest. Aristotle understands these principles as the
fundamental causes of their change and rest. It is characteristic of natural beings that
they have within them such causes in four of the senses of ‘cause’ which he recognizes,
namely, the formal, final, efficient, and material causes. All of these causes play the role
of a principle of scientific demonstration for natural beings. As Aristotle shows in
DA 11.4, living beings fall under this scheme: the soul provides the formal, final, and
efficient causes, the body the material cause. The notion of a capacity is, for Aristotle,
fitted to this role. As I try to show in Chapter 4, a capacity is primarily a causal notion:
a capacity is a principle of change. We might say that to analyse the soul in terms of
capacities is to show it as a cause—formal, final, or efficient—of the various ways in
which a living being changes by virtue of being alive. In this way the analysis of the soul
into capacities is part of a programme of explaining living beings as natural beings. This
is the primary sense in which Aristotle’s psychology is ‘naturalistic’, to use a current
term.

When we say that the soul is a principle this means, in the first instance, that it is a
principle of living beings, by virtue of which living beings live. This point highlights
the close conceptual connection for the Greeks between having life and having a soul.
For Aristotle, as for other ancients, the most fundamental feature of the soul was that it
was the cause of life. For many ancients having a soul was also associated with having
reason or perception. So, notably, Plato understood the soul as essentially rational.
Animals while they were not fully rational still had a degraded form of rationality in
having perception or belief or both. Even plants were seen by Plato as alive by virtue of
having a kind of perception. Other ancients focused more on the ability of living beings
to move and highlighted the soul’s role in causing motion. These two features would
sometimes be interpreted together as in Plato’s account of soul in the Phaedrus and the
Timaeus. But whether rationality or mobility or both was thought the hallmark of the
soul, it was also believed that such a soul would bring about life.

It is true that even in antiquity there were attempts to separate having a soul from
having life. So some Hellenistic philosophers took the soul to be reason, but allowed
for things to have life that did not have soul, referring in these cases to nature as a source
of life.” Aristotle was of the opposite camp: ‘living is being for living beings, and the
cause and principle of this is soul’ (DA 415b13—14). To explain the soul and its various
activities is then also to explain what is fundamental to living beings and to biology.
Psychology should then be seen as lying in between two disciplines: the study of nature in

7 So Panaetius, according to Nemisius (76 8¢ omeppatiov ot s Puxis uépos, dAa 1is ¢voews, De
Natura Hominis 15.72.11), cf. Long (1999) 563, n.10; cf. also Galen, On the Natural Faculties 1.1.
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general is presupposed by it, since psychology takes its explanatory model from natural
philosophy; however, psychology is also itself a presupposition for Aristotle’s study of
living beings, his biology, in ways I consider in more detail in Chapters 13 and 14.

Aristotle complains that Plato limited psychology to the study of the human soul. In
a way this is unfair since Plato in the Timaeus attempted to explain how a variety of life
forms arise with different souls and bodies to match. But in another way the criticism is
fair, since other living beings were presented as human souls who had degraded their
reason and been reincarnated in lower forms. In terms of capacities, we could say then
that Plato focused on one, that of reason, and viewed other capacities as somehow
derivative from it. For Aristotle, however, it is clear that if the soul is to explain the full
range of life behaviours, then other capacities, alongside reason, need to be introduced
as principles. His trump card against Plato is the nutritive capacity: while perception
and other cognitive activities might in some way be considered low-grade forms of
reason, the capacity to replenish the body cannot. Plants show that nutrition can be
found without any of the cognitive capacities, so it must be fundamentally different.
The capacities play a key role, then, in accounting for the variety of life forms.

For Aristotle, the cognitive faculties, perception and intellect, are subject to the same
explanatory paradigm as nutrition and locomotion. While he makes extensive use of
artefacts as analogies for living beings,”® to understand the soul in its various functions
we need to make essential mention of the ways the soul causes living beings to be alive.
On this point, Aristotle’s thinking sharply contrasts with the modern practice in
artificial intelligence (AI) of modelling the mind on machine functions without
essential reference to biological contexts. Despite their different biological frameworks,
he bears a closer relationship to modern evolutionary psychology in viewing psycho-
logical faculties as mechanisms by which specific kinds of organisms ensure their
survival in specific environments.

Faculty psychology has to accommodate two potentially competing interests. On
the one hand, the capacities have to be adequate to the task of explaining the variety of
psychological phenomena we find in the world. As Aristotle saw it, reason is not
sufficient to explain the variety of life forms: we need at least nutrition and perception
as well. On the other hand, the motivation behind faculty psychology is also to
maintain a2 minimum of basic capacities, since the explanatory strength of the theory
comes from the ability to show how a multitude of psychological features are caused by
a few capacities, just as we might say more generally that the explanatory strength of a
science’s principles is in inverse proportion to their number. Faculty psychology has to
steer a course between explanatory redundancy, positing too many capacities, and
reductionism, positing too few to adequately account for the phenomena.

Aristotle, as I shall try to show, is well aware of these constraints. His account of
perception is a prime example. He demarcates the perceptual capacity from the other

8 The example of automatic puppets to illustrate animal locomotion is a particularly striking example

(MA 7 701a2-32).
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capacities in terms of its own distinctive objects. The perceptual capacity as such is
independent from the other capacities. However, once demarcated the perceptual
capacity, can be used to explain a wide range of other perceptual phenomena, such as
accidental perception, imagination, apperception, dreaming, remembering, which
involve further processing of the information provided by the perceptual capacity, as
I argue in Chapters 9 and 10 of this book. We end up in the DA, and the psychological
and biological works that follow it, with a remarkably rich account of a variety of
psychological behaviours based on just a handful of fundamental capacities.”

However, given that several basic capacities are required to explain the life beha-
viours of animals and humans the question arises of the relationship between them.
Can the capacities be conceived of independently of each other or do we need to
define them in relation to the work they do within the whole living being? Are they
operationally independent from each other or do they only execute their functions
through cooperation? These are questions which, if taken in a very general form, are
familiar from modern discussions of faculty psychology. So Jerry Fodor views mental
faculties as ‘modules’, which are ‘domain specific’, that is deal with one specific kind of
information, and ‘informationally encapsulated’, that is process their information
independently of other information in the system. ' Fodor does not think that modules
account for all mental processes. He takes modularity to hold only at the lower level of
cognition, such as basic sense perception and language recognition. Higher-order
cognition, meanwhile, is not modular, but holistic, since it needs to be flexible and
have access to all sorts of information. The difference between what is modular and
what is not also marks the difference between what is properly subject to cognitive
science and what is not.'" Not all philosophers would agree with Fodor about what
mental modules are and how far they extend. Daniel Dennett, for example, takes
modularity to apply also to higher cognition.'? Dennett’s modules, however, are less
rigid and more flexible than Fodor’s. They are ‘just units with particular circumscribed
competences’. They may in certain circumstances take on additional functions, and are
therefore not strictly domain specific.

Given such significant differences of opinion between modern philosophers of the

mind about the nature and extension of mental faculties, and given the variety of roles

? Aristotle, on this point of economy, compares favourably with Thomas Reid’s 43 mental faculties,
cf. Hergenhahn (2008) 192.

1% Fodor (1983) 70: ‘the informational encapsulation of the input systems is the essence of their mod-
ularity’.

""" Fodor (1983) 128: ‘Global systems are per se bad domains for computational models, at least of the sorts
that cognitive scientists are accustomed to employ. The condition for successful science. . .is that nature
should have joints to carve it at: relatively simple subsystems which can be artificially isolated and which
behave, in isolation, in something like the way that they behave in situ. Modules satisfy this condition;
Quineian/isotropic-wholistic-systems by definition do not. If; as I have supposed, the central cognitive
processes are nonmodular, that is very bad news for cognitive science.’

"2 Dennett (1991). On the debate about the extent of the modularity, see further Fodor (2000) vs. Pinker
(1999).
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assigned to them within modern cognitive psychology, detailed comparisons with
Aristotle’s psychology will be complicated, and possibly misleading. However, we
can see at least in outline a similarity in the general issue of whether faculties are
modular or holistic. Aristotle’s defines the capacities of the soul with respect to discrete
objects. Nutrition, perception, intellect are essentially the same across different kinds of
living beings.'? As parts of the soul, moreover, Aristotle ascribes definitional priority to
the capacities over the whole soul, as I argue in Chapter 3, which helps explain why
Aristotle approaches the definition of the soul in the DA by accounting for its various
capacities separately. From the point of view of their essential activities, then, capacities
enjoy a kind of modularity, understood in terms of domain specificity and operational
independence. However, it is also clear that Aristotle seeks to integrate the capacities
with each other in his accounts of the further functions of the soul and its relationship
to the body in different kinds of living being, as I argue in Chapter 14. The question of
the modularity or holism in Aristotle has to be related to different contexts of
explanation: when the DA defines the capacities as constitutive parts of the soul, the
approach is modular, when using them, as in the biological works, to explain a further
variety of life behaviours in different living beings the approach is holistic. The
difference is reflected in a distinction between two kinds of teleology in Aristotle:
one refers to the goals that define the capacities as such, the other to the goals that the
capacities realize for the living beings that have them. Aristotle has the explanatory
resources to accommodate both modularity and holism.

Two criticisms, which have dogged faculty psychology,'* have no doubt also led to
an underestimation of Aristotle’s achievement. One is that psychological faculties lead
to ‘homuncularism’, whereby the faculties are each conceived of us independent
agents."” The objection is sometimes made against Plato’s psychology;'® indeed Plato
seems himself to have courted it (Republic IX 588d). It is not clear that homuncularism
in any form whatsoever needs to present a problem for faculty psychology.'” Aristotle
is keen to emphasize the unity of the living being: we should say, for example, that it is
we who think with our souls, not our souls which think, let alone our intellects (DA
408b5—-15). He also sees a problem with the division of the soul into capacities that are

ontologically or spatially independent. Proponents of the view that different mental

13 Dissociation, the situation in which one capacity can be lost and the other retained, is sometimes used as
evidence for modularity. As Kim Sterelny puts it, ‘dissociation seems to show both informational and
operational autonomy’, Sterelny (2003) 212-13. Where modern evolutionary psychology understands
such dissociation historically, Aristotle’s perspective is synchronic.

' For a historical survey see Hergenhahn (2008).

'S Cf. Locke (1975) ILxxi.6: ‘I suspect, I say, that this way of speaking of faculties has misled many into a
confused notion of so many distinct agents in us, which had their several provinces and authorities, and did
command, obey, and perform several actions, as so many distinct beings; which has been no small occasion of
wrangling, obscurity, and uncertainty, in questions relating to them.’

1 Cf. Shields (2007) 62.

7 Dennett (1991) 2612 holds that, by theorizing about how larger functions can be accomplished by
organizations of units performing smaller functions, all species of functionalism can ‘be viewed as “homun-
cular” functionalism of one grain size or another’.
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faculties can be identified by discrete areas of the brain, or bumps on the head, would
find little succour in Aristotle. However, he does not think that the definitional and
causal separation of the capacities properly understood creates problems for the unity of
the soul. Rather, as I argue in Chapter 3, he thinks that such a separation is a
precondition for understanding both how the souls of living beings differ from each
other and how they each form a unity of parts.

The other traditional criticism is that explanations in terms of powers or faculties are
vacuous: to say that something is F’s because of its power to F is simply to re-describe
the cause in terms of the effect.'”® This is the objection famously dramatized in
Moliere’s La Maladie Imaginaire, where a doctor claims that opium makes you sleep
because of its sleep-inducing capacity (virtus dormitiva). As is increasingly recognized,
this objection fails both in general and as an objection to Aristotle.'” Since Aristotle
wishes his powers to be genuinely explanatory of our psychological activities,” he is
well aware of the need to articulate their causal role in ways that are non-circular. As
formal, final, and efficient causes, the psychological capacities are genuinely informa-
tive, as shown also by the way these causes entail specific material conditions. In
showing the variety of ways in which the capacities of the soul work as a cause,
Chapters 6 to 8 of this book could be read as an extended response to the virtus
dormitiva objection.

The various capacities of Aristotle’s psychology have been intensively studied since
antiquity. More recently books and numerous in-depth articles have been published on
each of the capacities considered in this book and their various functions. Every area of
the DA has thus been surveyed and mined with controversy, and here I have had to
tread over much lightly. What is distinctive about this book is the focus on the
explanatory roles of the soul’s capacities as such within Aristotle psychology. Aristotle’s
psychology, I argue, is premised on a coherent model with the capacities of the soul as
the basic explanatory principles. It is a model articulated in Aristotle’s natural philoso-
phy and applied first to the soul and then, through his psychology, to his biology. This
approach may appear in tension with another picture of Aristotle, favoured by some
scholars,*' of a less systematic and more empirically-orientated and flexible thinker.
[ have already indicated how empirical adequacy is one of the constraints on Aristotle’s
faculty psychology. Moreover, the thought that Aristotle shifts from a modular ap-
proach to life functions in the DA to a more holistic approach in subsequent works is
supposed to reflect the need for wider explanatory resources to explain the wealth of

18 Cf. Albrecht (1970) 36.

19 Cf. Woodfield (1976); and Hankinson (1998) 131 who points out that this objection applies only if
‘the potentiality to F is all we can say about the faculty’.

20" Contrast Locke (1975) 11.6.20: ‘For faculty, ability, and power, I think, are but different names of the
same things: which ways of speaking, when put into more intelligible words, will, I think, amount to thus
much;—That digestion is performed by something that is able to digest, motion by something able to move,
and understanding by something able to understand. And, in truth, it would be very strange if it should be
otherwise; as strange as it would be for a man to be free without being able to be free.’

2! Geoffrey Lloyd (1996) is an outstanding example of this approach.



8§ INTRODUCTION

empirical observations that enter into Aristotle’s biology. ‘Systematic vs. empirical’ is,
then, in this context a false opposition. However, it should be admitted that my
approach leads to silence on many particulars of Aristotle’s psychology, which some-
body writing on Aristotle’s theory of nutrition or perception or intellect or locomotion
in its own right ought to address. So, to take two examples, I try to articulate similarities
and differences between the nutritive and the perceptual capacities in their roles as
final, formal, and efficient causes in a way that might seem unmotivated if one was
focusing on each individually, while, on the other hand, I leave out a wealth of details
about how the five senses individually operate. Similarly, in the discussion of phantasia,
being concerned to show its dependency on the perceptual capacity as such, I omit
much material on its role in memory, dreams, and locomotion. These are limitations
which I hope will appear justified to the reader in view of the fundamental question

addressed in this book: how the notion of powers structures Aristotle’s psychology.



1

Circumscribing the Soul:
De Anima 1.1 and 2.1

The objective of the De Anima is to gain knowledge of the nature of the soul and of the
attributes that follow from its having this nature. It is clear that for Aristotle there are
different ways in which one might know something. So when he argues in APo I.1 that
all learning proceeds from previously existing knowledge he presupposes that one has
different kinds of knowledge before and after one has learnt. However, knowledge in
the strictest sense is theoretical knowledge, whose object is the definition of a sub-
stance. When Aristotle says in DA that the study of the soul is valued for its contribu-
tion to knowledge, it is clear that he has this kind of knowledge in mind. For, first, he
says that we price knowledge of the soul highly because it is among the most precise
(402a2), a point that would only apply if the account of the soul met the highest
standards of knowledge. Second, he uses for ‘to know’ the verb often translated as ‘to
contemplate’ (thedrésai), where contemplation has its object eternal and necessary
objects. Third, he makes it clear that the object of the knowledge of the soul is
‘what it is” (402a13, 17), the expression Aristotle uses for that which corresponds to
the definition, often referred to also as the ‘essence’.

The aim, then, is to gain knowledge of the soul by defining its essence. However,
Aristotle sees a problem in finding the right method by which to define the soul. This
problem relates to the question he discusses in the APo as to how we gain knowledge of
principles. He draws the distinction there between the sort of knowledge we can have
of the conclusions and the sort of knowledge we can have of the premises of
demonstrative arguments. The conclusions are known by being demonstrated from
the premises. The premises—at least the most basic ones within each branch of
knowledge—cannot themselves be demonstrated. Rather they are known by another
form of insight (nous). Aristotle seems in the DA to assume this distinction when he says
(402a15) that the method for knowing the attributes that follow from the thing’s
nature is demonstration (apodeixis), whereas the method for knowing the thing’s

essence is not similarly clear. He returns to this distinction later in Chapter 1:

It seems not only useful to know (gnénai) the ‘what it is’ in relation to knowing (thedrésai) the
causes of the consequent attributes of substances (just as in mathematics it is useful to know what

the straight and the curve are, or what a line and a plane are, in relation to understanding how



I0 CIRCUMSCRIBING THE SOUL

many right angles the angles of a triangle are equal to), but also in return the consequent
attributes contribute in great part to knowing the ‘what it is’. For when we are able to render
an account in accordance with the appearance (phantasia) of the consequent attributes, either all
or some of them, then we shall also be able to speak excellently about the substance. For the
‘what it is’ is the principle (arkhé) of all demonstration, so that it is clear that all those definitions
are said dialectically and vacuously which neither contribute to our knowledge of the consequent
attributes, nor facilitate even conjectures about them. (402b16—403a2)"

The passage takes a page, or rather several pages, out of the APo. First, it shows that
Aristotle sees the definition of the soul as a principle to be used in demonstrating its
other attributes.” Moreover, again in line with the APo, the object of definition is
presented as the cause of the consequent attributes.” Next, he indicates that a grasp of
the other attributes of the soul can help us clarify the definition of the soul. For when
we have grasped the definition we shall be able also to demonstrate the consequent
attributes. This reflects the point made in the APo that, while the definition may not
itself be demonstrated, the demonstration will be conducted through the essential
definition. The method of demonstration, while not directly leading to the discovery
of the definition, can therefore serve as an aid in identifying the essential definition.”
For we know that we have found what is essential to the soul when we are able to
demonstrate through it its other necessary attributes.” As we shall see, Aristotle in DA
I1.2 follows the method of identifying the essential features of the soul through those
features which will explain its other necessary attributes. This is the answer to the
question raised in DA 1.1 (402a11-22) about the method by which to discover of the
essence of the soul.

It is clear that for Aristotle there are different kinds of definition appropriate to
different kinds of thing (402a19-23). So it is appropriate that before attempting to
define the soul we should have a general idea of the sort of thing that we are looking
for. This, I take it, is why Aristotle proceeds to say that it is first necessary to distinguish
in the most general terms what sort of thing the soul is, and that means in the first
instance placing the soul in one of the categories and identifying it as a fulfilment
(entelekheia) or capacity (dunamis), the most general terms available for characterizing
anything.® 1.1, 402a23-6:

First, [1] it is probably necessary to distinguish in which of the kinds the soul is and what it is,
I mean whether it is a this something (tode ti) and substance (ousia) or a quality or a quantity or
some other of the categories which have been distinguished; and further [2], whether it is one of
the things that are in capacity or rather a fulfilment (entelekheia), for it makes no little difference.
[3] It is necessary also to inquire whether the soul is with or without parts, and whether every soul
is uniform or not. Ifit is not uniform, [we should inquire] whether it differs in species or in genus.

For as it is, those who speak and inquire about the soul seem to consider only the human soul.

! Unless otherwise stated translations in this book are mine. 2 Cf. APo 1.2 72a7.
3 Cf. APo 11.10 93b38-94a9. * Cf. APo 11.8 93b15-21.
> Cf. Charles (2000) 200-9. ¢ Cf. Metaph. A.5.
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However, we need to pay attention to whether there is one account of the soul, just as there is of
animal, or whether there is a different account for each species, such as of horse, dog, man, and
god, where the animal taken generally is either nothing or something posterior, in the same way
as another common [predicate] might be predicated. Furthermore, if there are not many souls,
but parts of soul, is it necessary to inquire into the whole soul first or into the parts? But it is
difficult also to define these, which are by nature different from each other, [4] and whether it is
necessary to inquire into the parts before their activities (erga), for example, thinking before the
intellect and perceiving before the perceptual [part], and similarly in the other cases. But if it is
necessary to inquire into the activities first, again somebody might wonder if the objects should
be inquired into before these, for example the perceptible before the perceptual part, and the
intelligible before the intellect. (DA 402a23-b16)

The passage presents a checklist of questions which structure Aristotle’s inquiry into the
soul in DA I1.1-4. In DA 1.1 he addresses the sections I have marked [1] and [2], in DA
I1.2-3 he considers section [3], and in II.4 section [4]. By answering these questions we
are able move from an outline account of the soul towards more specific and informa-
tive accounts of the various kinds of soul in the rest of DA. That is, the answers to these
questions give us a notion of the kind of the thing the soul is, such that we in the
remainder of the DA can provide accounts of the right sort for defining the essence of
the soul.

The first constructive step is taken in DA I1.1, where Aristotle ofters the ‘common’
(412b4) or ‘most common’ (koinotatos logos, 412a5) account of the soul. The primary
sense of ‘most common’ here is that the account that is common or most common to
the various kinds of soul. But there is also a secondary sense in which the account may
be taken to be the most ‘common’. For it is couched in terms of the ten categories and
the distinctions between fulfilment and capacity and ‘matter and form’, and these are
the terms that are most common to all kinds of things. So in Metaphysics /.4 Aristotle
says that ‘there is nothing common (koinon) over substance and the other categories’
(1070b1-2), with the implication that these categories are the most common terms.’
There is a sense, then, in which the account is most common not only in that it applies
to all kinds of soul, but also in that it describes the soul in the terms that are most
common to things; or put differently, it offers a description of the soul in the most
general terms available to somebody who, like us, wants to know the basic sort of thing
the soul is.

According to the common account, the soul is ‘the first fulfilment of a natural
instrumental body’ (412b5—6). He arrives at it by a process of division.® The soul s first

7 Cf. Phys. 1111 200b33-201a1: peraBdet yap del 76 perafdMov 7 kar’ oboiav 1 kard moodv 7 kard
TTOL(‘)V 1? Ka‘rd T67TOV, KOLV(‘)V 8’ E’ﬂ'l: TO'IjT(JJV 01."86\]/ G’,O'TL /\U.BE[V, 05)5‘ (f)ay,e/v, (‘7‘ O'I’J/TG 7686 O'I’J’TG 7700'61} OJTE WOL(‘)V Ol’)’TE
TGV dAwY kaTnyopnudTwy 0bbév.

8 Achard (2004) 34-9 speaks of Aristotle using ‘la méthode de division” (34), but this is misleading if taken
in the sense of the method described in APo I1.13—14 whereby kinds are determined by genus and specific
difference. To mention just one obstacle, Aristotle divides substance into form, matter, and the composite,
but one can hardly think of one species as composed out of two other contrasted species. Cf. also Metaph.
VIL.3 1029230-2 on the compound substance being posterior to form or matter.
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identified as substance (rather than quality, quantity, etc.) and then as substance in the
sense of form (rather than matter or the compound), and then as form of a body of a
certain sort, namely one having life. Factoring in the distinction between fulfilment
(entelekheia) and potentiality (dunamis), the soul as form would be fulfilment (since form
is fulfilment) and body as that of which the soul is the form would be potentiality.
Fulfilment, in turn, allows of the distinction between first and second fulfilment, the
former corresponding to having knowledge, the latter to exercising it (thedria). Since
soul is present even in the absence of the activity—as when we are asleep—soul is
identified as a first fulfilment of a natural body potentially having life. Aristotle then says
that such a body would be an instrumental one, and stresses that even the very simple
bodily parts of plants should be seen as instruments. On this basis, he then restates the
account of the soul, now as the first fulfilment of a natural instrumental body.

As you will have noticed, Aristotle’s progression of thought here is compressed in
the extreme. Unpacking it requires great care. He assumes several distinctions in the
passage and though they are on the surface familiar we should not assume that we
understand their application here. Let’s start with the following accounts of the soul,
which are more or less explicit in the text:

1) The soul is the form of a natural body potentially having life.
2) The soul is the first fulfilment of a natural body potentially having life.
3) The soul is the first fulfilment of a natural instrumental body.

Of these three (3) is presented as the concluding account, and we can see (1) and (2) as
steps towards this formulation. If so, however, some basic questions arise about how
each of them follows from the previous. Let’s start by considering how Aristotle
establishes (1). One striking feature of Aristotle’s approach is that he seeks to identify
the soul in relation to a certain kind of body. He takes substances first of all to be bodies,
then, natural bodies, and amongst these living bodies. The fact that these are natural
shows that they are compounds of form and matter, and the fact that these bodies have
life suggests that the soul likewise is said of the body (rather than the other way around).
But if soul is said of body, then it must be form rather than matter (since matter is
body). In leaning on this connection between having life and having soul, Aristotle is
anticipating the starting point adopted in II.2, that the soul is the cause of life. But at
this stage there is no explanation of the relationship between having soul and having
life as such; that is to come in II.2. All that is assumed is a correlation: bodies that have
life have soul and vice versa.

So far, then, we can see some justification for Aristotle’s conclusion at 412a20-21 that
the soul is the form of a natural body having life potentially. But why is the body in the
definition said to have life potentially (dunamei)?’ The claim may seem to follow imme-
diately from Aristotle’s earlier assumption that ‘matter is potentiality (or ‘capacity’:

? 1 shall soon have more to say about rendering dunamei by ‘potentially’: for now, in order to set up the
problem, I use this standard translation.
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dunamis) and form fulfilment’. And true enough, in the next sentence Aristotle says that
substance is fulfilment and so that the soul is fulfilment of the body (412a21-2), that is,
(2) above. So clearly Aristotle is thinking of this kind of body as being in capacity
because he thinks that body is aligned with capacity and the soul, as form, with
fulfilment. Yet a worry remains with this alignment. How can it be true to say that
the body only pofentially has life? For surely the body of which the soul is the fulfilment
has life not just potentially, but actually. If it didn’t have life actually it wouldn’t be a
living body, but if it wasn’t a living body, then, as Aristotle underlines, it would only be
a body homonymously, in the way a drawing of an eye is an eye only homonymously
(412b20-2). So he says, at 412b25—7, that ‘it is not what has cast off the soul which is
potentially such as to live, but what has [the soul]: and the seed and the fruit are
potentially this kind of body’.""

Now Aristotle is clearly keen to insist, against any materialist opponents, that it is not
the body itself or as such that is alive or has life, but rather the living body in virtue of its
soul. So when he says that the body potentially has life and the soul is its fulfilment he
means to deny that the body is sufficient on its own or as such to be alive or to have life.
The body as such only potentially has life and it is the presence of soul that fulfils this
potentiality. However, this claim also may seem difficult for Aristotle to maintain
against a materialist opponent. For how can this potentiality for life which the body
carries with it fail to be sufficient for actual life? Aristotle says that it is the body which
has soul which is potentiality such as to live (412b26). But if the body itself brings with
it such a potentiality to live it must mean that the body itself is sufficient for the
presence of soul. Such a view might seem to be supported by Aristotle’s favoured
analogy with artefacts: if the matter of the axe corresponds to the eye, the capacity to
chop being analogous to the ability to see and actual chopping to actual seeing, then
what else is there to having the capacity to chop than being an axe and what else is
there to having the ability to see than being an eye, that is, being the matter? But if so,
the soul, understood as a first fulfilment, is present given the characteristics of matter.
A bottom-up explanation of the soul seems available given the way in which Aristotle
seems willing to endow the matter as such with potentiality.

The puzzle, as I have presented it, is the reverse side of a problem brought to our
attention by John Ackrill."" Aristotle’s hylomorphism suggests that, in composites of
form and matter, the matter can somehow be specified independently of the form. So
in the case of the bronze statue the bronze can be described as bronze independently of
the fact that it forms the matter of a statue. The matter has certain properties that make
it suited to being turned into a statue, and these are properties it has as bronze and retain

10" Aquinas (1951) §222 suggests that if Aristotle had said that the body had actual life, then he would have
implied that the body itself was a form-matter compound. However, Aristotle’s claim is put in terms of the
body’s having life, not being life, and saying that the body has actual life seems to present no greater threat to
the status of the body as matter than saying that it has the form actually. On the contrary, saying that the body
has life potentially seems too weak, as we saw.

" Ackrill (1972).
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when part of a statue. Moreover, having the properties that make it suited for being
turned into a statue does not require that the bronze become part of an actual statue, as
we see from the fact that the same bronze could also have been turned into a tripod.
But in the case of living beings, it seems that we can only talk about the matter of the
human being insofar as it is actually part of a human being. So a human or animal body
deprived of soul is a body only homonymously, that is not really a body at all and so not
really the matter of a human being. Correspondingly, in the generation of a human
being, the matter only comes to be the matter of a human being once it has been
imbued with a human soul. The point at which the matter comes to count as the
matter of a human being, that is being potentially a human being, is when it has the
human form or soul, no earlier. But if so, one might as well say that the matter of a
human being ensures the presence of the soul, which looks like a kind of materialism.
The point that the body cannot be specified independently of the soul could be taken
to imply, then, that the body itself is sufficient for the presence of the soul.

Now the first question that needs clarification is when it is right to say that some
matter is potentially a living being. In Metaphysics ©.7 the criterion applied to natural
beings for being X potentially is whether something is such as to be able to turn itself
into X if nothing external interferes. Aristotle says that not even the human seed is a
potential man since it first has to undergo changes in the female matter before it is such
that it is able to turn itself into a human being. In DA II.1 Aristotle seems to respect this
constraint, for at 412b27 he talks of the seed and the fruit as what are potentially such a
body, that is, a body that is potentially such as to live by having soul. Or as one might
say, the seed is potentially a body that potentially has life.

A similar conclusion emerges when we consider Aristotle’s account of animal
generation from the point of view of the female matter. The account shows that two
issues I have been considering together here come apart: (a) could this matter have been
turned into another kind of compound, the way, say, the bronze of a statue could have
been turned into a tripod?; and (b) does the matter out of which the compound was
made survive in the finished product? To the first question, the answer, in the case of
animal generation, is clearly no. Barring abnormal offspring, the female menstrual fluid
can only be turned into human beings. The answer to the second question, however, is
a qualified ‘yes’. For the menstrual fluid which provides the matter for the embryo
when conceived also survives after conception to provide the matter for the growing
embryo.'? Aristotle claims that the female residue ‘is potentially the same in character as
the future animal will be, according to its nature, and although none of the parts is
present in actuality in that residue, they are all there potentially’ (GA 740b19-21,
transl. Peck). We can maintain, then, that there is matter which underlies the transfor-
mation from potential human body to actual human body. What is not immediately
clear from this is at what level of potentiality this matter is the matter of a human being.

12 See GA 1.4 740b5-8.
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However, since the female matter both before and after conception is subject to the
informing motions of the male, it seems reasonable to say that the continuous matter is
not that of the actual human body, but rather the matter of a potential human body, as
being potentially the parts of a human body. But if we think of those parts themselves,
in the manner of DA I1.1, as potentially having life, we must cast the continuous matter
at the level of potentialities to have life potentially.'” We can then find continuous
matter in human generation, which counts as the potential matter of a human being,
also before generation, but we need to think of this at a lower level of potentiality than
the matter of the fully formed human being.'*

But this still leaves us with a question of what it means for the body of the fully
formed living being to be potentially alive. Given that the soul is present as its fulfilment
and this soul is predicated of the body, why do we say that such as body has life
potentially, and no more? I think there are two kinds of answer to this question
suggested in II.1, answers which ultimately come to the same thing. The first starts
from thinking about matter in terms of indeterminacy. Already at 412a7-9 Aristotle
says of matter that it is ‘what is not in itself (kath” hauto) something determinate (tode ti)’;
rather it is in relation to form that something is said to be something determinate. We
might think of the matter, then, as what is determinable by form. This translates into
thinking of the matter as what has the potential to be such and such. We can think of
this as a synchronic relationship: the matter of the human being is potentially a human
being insofar as it is such as to be determinable by the form of human being. Clearly
other kinds of matter, straw and cloth, say, are not such as to be determinable by the
human form. The strategy of DA II.1 may be to show how the soul is such as to
determine a certain kind of body, a natural body that is itself such that it can be
determined by soul. The description of the body as potentially alive points us then
towards thinking of the body as the kind of thing that is suited to being determined by
the soul.

This notion of the body as potentiality goes particularly well with the passage at the
end of DA I1.2 where Aristotle recapitulates the common account of the soul:

For ‘substance’ is said in three ways, just as we said, of which one is form, the other matter, the
third what is made out of both, and of these matter is potentiality, form fulfilment, since what is
made out of both is ensouled, the body is not the fulfilment of the soul, but it is the fulfilment of a
certain kind of body. And for this reason those suppose correctly who think that the soul neither
is without body nor is some body. For it is not body but something of body, and for this reason it
exists in body, and in body of a certain sort, and not in the way our predecessors fitted the soul
into a body without specifying in which body and in what sort of body, even though it is clear
that not any old thing will receive any other thing. But it happens also in this way according to

!> This is still functional matter, but matter picked out by its capacity to become human matter, but at a
lower level of potentiality than that of the actual living human being.

4 This kind of point has already been argued for by Freeland (1987) and Lewis (1994); see also Bowin
Q011) 154-5.
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reason: for the fulfilment of each thing comes by nature to be in what exists in potentiality and in
the appropriate matter. It is clear from these considerations that there is some fulfilment and
account of something that has the potentiality of being such. (414a14-28)

Aristotle here emphasizes the way in which the body has to be of a certain kind for the
soul to be present in it."”> The soul is the fulfilment of a body with a specific
potentiality. The matter has to be ‘appropriate’ (oikeia), a term which suggests a level
of specificity, and contrasts with the lack of specification offered by the predecessors’
description of the body.16 It is attractive, therefore, to think of the potentiality of the
body as being that of matter which is specifically geared to receiving a particular kind of
form. The soul fulfils the body’s potential to be a certain kind of living being in the
sense that it makes the body a fully determinate and specific living being, it makes it a
tode ti, as the opening of DA II.1 had it. The body becomes a fully determinate thing,
then, by being ensouled. By virtue of being ensouled it has actual life, but by virtue
simply of being matter it is not a determinate living thing and so only has potential for
life. It is not in its resources as body, in other words, to have actual life, and for that
reason the common account of the soul describes the body has having potential life.
This looks like a satisfyingly anti-materialist position after all.

However, alongside this aspect of Aristotle’s thinking about how the body poten-
tially has life, there is another, which reflects more precisely the idea that the soul is the
Sulfilment (entelekheia) of the body’s potentiality. The term ‘entelekheia’ has often been
translated as ‘actuality’, as if it was used interchangeably with ‘energeia’.!” However, as
Metaphysics ©.8 (1050a21-3) makes clear, the term refers to the state of something
achieving its goal (felos), which makes ‘fulfilment’, ‘perfection’ or ‘completion’ more
accurate translations than ‘actuality’. When Aristotle describes the soul as the fulfilment
of the body’s potential he is therefore thinking of the relationship between soul and
body in teleological terms: in having a soul, the body realizes its potential to be a certain
kind of living being. The distinction between first and second fulfilment is correspond-
ingly to be read in terms of the degrees with which the soul realizes the body’s
potential: in the activity of contemplating, perceiving, taking nourishment, the
body’s potential is more fully realized than in merely having the capacity to do these
things, though in having the capacity the body’s potential is sufticiently realized for us
to say that it has soul and that a living being of a certain kind exists.

Now when Aristotle at 412a26—7 says that knowledge is prior in coming into being
for the individual’ he is using a notion of priority which is the flipside of priority in
being. As we read in Metaph. 0.8 1050a4-5: ‘the things that are later in coming into

being are prior in being (ousiai).” Here Aristotle includes the example of theoretical

!> The passage echoes Aristotle’s criticism of the Pythagoreans at DA 1.3 407b13-26.

16 Cf. oikeios at 414b27.

7 With certain exceptions, such as that of the infinite mentioned at Phys. IIL5 204a20—1 and IIL6
206a14—18, there is a lot to be said for not translating this term by ‘actuality’ either, but rather by ‘activity’, see
Beere (2009) 3—4.
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knowledge and its activity familiar from DA II.1: we have theoretical knowledge in
order to engage in the activity of theoretical thinking, rather than the other way
around. The activity, while it comes later than the capacity, is thus prior in being as the
end of the capacity. Picking out the first fulfilment as prior in time therefore under-
scores potentiality, first and second fulfilment as teleologically arranged in this order. In
terms of the relationship of the body to the soul, the implication is that the body is for
the sake of the soul in the way in which potentiality is for the sake of the actuality that
fulfils it.

This teleological relationship between body and soul may be understood develop-
mentally: as the embryo develops its potentiality to be a human being it comes closer to
the actuality which defines it. But it may also be understood synchronically: the mature
body is for the sake of the activities which define it. It is this sort of relationship which
Aristotle seems to have in mind when he goes on to say in (3) that the body is
instrumental.'® Instruments are made so as to be able to perform certain functions, so
if we say that the body is an instrument and that the soul is the fulfilment of that
instrument, it follows that the body is for the sake of the soul, that is, that the soul is the
final cause of the body. The teleological conception of the body—soul relationship goes
well with the thought that the soul determines the body as a certain kind of thing: for
what makes instruments what they are is the function they are designed to serve. So we
can say that the bodies of living being are determined by their ends.

However, why does Aristotle think that he can substitute the phrase ‘potentially
having life’ in (2) with ‘instrumental’ in (3)? It is possible that (2) and (3) are meant to be
no more than co-extensive and that ‘instrumental’ is not supposed to imply ‘potentially
having life’ but simply offer an alternative, independent specification of the body
which serves the job of specifying what kind of the thing ‘soul’ is. But if so, it is odd
that Aristotle after stating (2) immediately adds the notion of instrumentality by saying
‘but such a body would be instrumental’, as if the notion of the body’s instrumentality
is somehow linked with the notion of its having potential life. Perhaps the example of
the plants is supposed to give us guidance. What the example brings out is that the parts
of plants are instruments insofar as they serve a function: the leaf provides protection
(skepasma) for the pericarp, the pericarp for the fruit, while the roots serve to ingest
nutriment (412b1-3). So we may think that what triggers Aristotle’s move from
‘a body potentially having life’ to ‘an instrumental body’ is the thought that an
instrument provides the potentiality for the exercise of a certain function. So if life is
understood minimally, as at 412a14, in terms of being able to take nourishment and
grow and decline, we may think that if plants have parts that serve as instruments in

performing these functions, then it follows that the body in this and similar cases

8 Cf. GA 11.6 742a27-33: ‘So we have three things: (1) the end, which we describe as being that for the
sake of which; (2) the things which are for the sake of the end, namely, the activating and generative, qua
such, is relative to what it produces and generates; (3) the things which are serviceable, which can be and are
employed by the end’.
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provides a potentiality for the life functions which the soul fulfils. In other words,
Aristotle thinks that instruments are in potentially the functions they can be used to
perform, so if the parts of the body are instruments of life functions, it follows that they
also have the potentiality to participate in these functions.

We might think that our old problem now rears its head again: instruments convey
more than a mere potentiality for a capacity, they provide the capacity itself. For what
else is there to having the capacity to chop in the manner of an axe than just being
composed of certain matter in this way. However, it is clearly possible to describe an
axe in a number of ways that are irrelevant to its ability to chop wood. So I might say
that it is yellow, has scratches on top, and that its handle is made out of Indian teak.
These are accidental attributes of the axe from the point of view of its function as an
axe, though it may be necessary of an axe that it must have a colour, surface texture,
and provenance. The point is that it is only by specifying its function that one gets a fix
on which of its various material attributes are relevant to its capacity to be used in
chopping. We may therefore say that while its various features give the axe the
potential to be an axe, to be something that can be employed in chopping wood
and such, it is only by specifying the function that one can determine which of these
features are relevant. Again, it seems proper therefore to think of the matter as
determinable by the function, rather than itself determining the function. So it seems
appropriate to say the matter as such provides the potentiality for the capacity that
defines the soul rather than the capacity itself.

Consider the same point from the perspective of knowing that something is a certain
tool. Television programmes (such as The Antiques Roadshow) will sometimes present
odd instruments whose function we are invited to guess, before an expert tells us what
they really are. A layman may be able to describe quite extensively the material
attributes of an instrument, for example, its weight, colour, surface texture, dimen-
sions, and so on. But none of these characteristics may reveal the function of the
instrument. However, once we know the function we can see which characteristics are
relevant and why, and which aren’t. In Aristotelian terms it therefore seems appropriate
to say that the material characteristics of the object do not themselves as such determine
the function, rather they present a mere potentiality, while the function makes that
potentiality determinate. One might say that the epistemic indeterminacy of an
object’s function from the point of view of its material attributes alone, highlighted
by the example, reflects the ontological indeterminacy of its matter considered in
separation from its form.

The final version of the common account (3) indicates that the relationship between
the body and the soul is that of an instrument and its function. Now in the rest of DA
I1.1 (412b10-413a10) Aristotle tells us more about this relationship. He does so by
developing an analogy between the body and tools such as an axe. Aristotle opens this
section by saying that the soul is the essence of a body of a certain sort, just as if the
natural body were (ei . . . én: counterfactual) one of the tools, like an axe. It may look
like the implication of saying ‘if the body were one of the tools’ is that the body itself is
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not really an instrument at all, but just like it. However, we have already been told in
(3) that the body and its parts are instruments. And clearly what Aristotle has in mind by
tools such as an axe is not all instruments as such but manufactured tools, rather than
natural ones. The body is a natural tool; the axe is an artificial one. As Aristotle says, ‘the
soul is not the essence and formula of such a body [sc. an artificial one] but of a natural
one of this sort having within itself a principle of change and rest’ (412b15—17). This
stresses the difference. However, as tools they are sufficiently similar for the artificial
tool to tell us something significant about the body.

Aristotle in fact gives us a double analogy before spelling out the point of the axe
analogy: the relationship between the soul and the body is also like the relationship
between a part of the body and a part of the soul, for example the relationship between
an eye and its capacity to see. So the soul is both like the capacity to see and like the
capacity of the tool, while the body is both like the eye and the axe:

As then cutting and seeing are a fulfilment so also is being awake, and as the ability to see and the
capacity of the tool, so is the soul [a fulfilment]: and the body is what is in potentiality. But just as
the eye is eye—jelly and the ability to see, so also in the other case are the soul and the body
[together] the animal. (412b27-413a3)

The analogy spelt out reaffirms the teleological relationship: the soul defines the
body—is the essence and logos of the body—in the manner of the proper function
of a tool with the activity as the highest fulfilment. The implication then is that the
definition of the soul is a teleological one: it presents the soul as both the formal and
final cause of the body. And, as we saw, it is appropriate in this context to understand
the body as a potentiality for the soul, in that it is only because of the soul that it
becomes and is a determinate thing, say the body of an animal, or a plant or a human
being.

Capacity and Potentiality

Now one question that the last passage presses on us is the relationship between the use
of dunamis in characterizing the soul, the capacity of the tool, and the ability to see, and
the use of dunamis in characterizing the potentiality of the body. Aristotle said that: ‘As
then cutting and seeing are a fulfilment so also is being awake, and as the ability to see
and the capacity (dunamis) of the tool, so is the soul [a fulfilment]: and the body is what
is in potentiality (en dunamei).” Translators and commentators have tended to keep
these two uses of dunamis quite distinct: as in my translation here, dunamis gets
translated as ‘capacity’, en dunamei or dunamei, as in the common account, is rendered
as ‘in potentiality” or ‘potentially’. We think here of ‘capacity’ as involving change, as
explained in Metaph. 4.12 and 0.1, that is, either as an active principle of change in
another thing or in oneself qua other, or as a passive principle of being changed by
another thing or by oneself qua other (1046a9-18). So the axe’s ability to chop would
be an active principle of change in wood and such like, while the ability to see is a
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passive principle whereby we are changed by colours. Aristotle refers to this use as
‘capacity said in accordance with change’, and I shall accordingly refer to the ‘kinetic’
notion of capacity. Meanwhile, the dative construction is commonly taken as expres-
sing the modal notion of potentiality, as contrasted with ‘fulfilment’ (entelekheia) and
‘actuality’ (energeia). While the relationship between these notions is often discussed in
relation to Metaph. O, the discussions are rarely brought to bear in any detail on the
DA." This is a pity both because Aristotle’s account of the soul requires us to clarify the
relationship, and because the DA’s account of the soul can serve as a test case for one’s
interpretation of @, at least on some readings of this difficult book.*”

We might think that a clear marker of the modal as opposed to the kinetic use is the
dative construction (dunamei) or similar adverbial constructions (e.g. kata dunamin). But
this is doubtful, since Aristotle opens the common account of the soul in DA II.1 by
saying that matter is dunamis (nominative), and form entelekheia. It is clearly this notion
of dunamis that the dative dunamei in accounts (1)—(2) of the soul picks up on. So if the
modal notion of dunamis is marked by its contrast with entelekheia, its use is not confined
to the dative construction. We may of course still maintain that where the dative
construction occurs we are supposed to think specifically of the modal notion.
However, there can be no presumption that the dative indicates just modality in
contrast to the kinetic notion, if the nominative can also be used to express both
notions.

In brief, I want to suggest that there is a modal aspect to the term dunamis which
particularly comes to the fore in the adverbial constructions, but also that this use is
connected with the kinetic use in such a way that it would be wrong to say that such
uses of dunamis were modal in contrast to kinetic. Here is the thought. When we say
that someone is such and such dunamei or en dunamei, we mean that, in relation to being
such and such, he is in the condition that a capacity makes one be in, and no more. Put
differently, since having a capacity (dunamis) does not in itself make one exercise that
capacity, saying that he is ‘in capacity’ (en dunamei) means that he is only, as the standard
translation goes, ‘in potentiality’. Again this does not mean that somebody who has the
capacity does not also exercise the capacity. But it does suggest that when we specifi-
cally say that he is in the state that his capacity bestows on him, no more, he is in
potentiality. For a capacity as such puts you in the state of potentiality, no more, with
respect to its exercise.

The reason why the capacity is not in itself sufficient for its own exercise is that other
factors are required, such as one’s desire and the opportunity to exercise the capacity in
the case of active capacities, or external agents or prompts in the case of passive
capacities.”' If I have learnt carpentry then I have acquired a capacity, which may or
may not be realized. By having the capacity I am able to practice carpentry but my

12" Shields (2009) is an honourable exception.

20 I have expanded on the interpretation of this section in Johansen (2011).

2! Cf. DA 1IL.10, Metaph. ©.5 1048a10-13.
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having the capacity in itself does not ensure or require its actual practice. For the
exercise requires also the desire and the opportunity to exercise it. Or if I have vision, a
passive capacity, then I have the capacity to see and when there is a light and a coloured
object in my line of vision, I will see, if nothing else interferes. But by having the
capacity I am ipso facto in a state of potentiality with respect to the activity, nothing
other than having the capacity is required to be in such a state. So it makes sense to say
that the capacity as such puts me in a state of potentiality rather than actuality (energeia).

Compare Aristotle’s discussion in DA IL.5 of the different uses of dunamis
(417221fF). The passage supports my suggestion since it explains the difference
between different levels of potentiality in terms of having a capacity. Aristotle uses
the example of the knowledge of grammar to distinguish three levels of dunamis and
tulfilment (entelekheia). One level of knowing grammar potentially (kata dunamin) is
the one that qualifies a human being who has not yet learnt grammar, but who as a
human being is capable (dunatos) of being a grammarian. Another level of potentiality
characterizes the person who has acquired grammatical knowledge and is capable
(dunatos) of exercising his knowledge whenever he wants to and whenever there are
no external impediments (417b22-8). Aristotle thus uses the notion of being capable
to elucidate the modal notion of potentiality. One might say that the different levels of
potentiality are expressions of different levels of development of the same capacity: the
more developed the capacity the higher the level of potentiality. All of this presup-
poses that we can elucidate the notion of potentiality in terms of that of a capacity.*

A parallel point can be made about ‘actuality’ (energeia). When we use the term
energeia as opposed to dunamis in the kinetic way, it is attractive to translate the term
‘activity’. The term indicates that the dunamis is working or in action (en ergdi). So
‘seeing’, ‘running’, ‘fishing’ are the activities of the capacities to see, run and fish.
‘Actuality’, meanwhile, may be said to be the implied modality of such activities. ‘John
is fishing’ understood as ‘John is now engaged in the activity of fishing’ normally
indicates that he is actually fishing, and not, or not merely, potentially fishing. There is
an interpretative question as to whether Aristotle thinks that ‘A is actually F-ing’
excludes ‘A is potentially F-ing’. If so, saying that John is fishing’ would exclude
that he is merely potentially fishing since he would not be potentially fishing at all.
There is at least one case, namely, ‘God is contemplating’, where Aristotle would
insist that that activity excludes the potentiality. But this is a rather special case in that
God’s nature excludes any sort of potentiality. I think cases where we are tempted to
think that the potentiality survives during the activity are in fact cases where we
believe that the capacity persists. So in the case of knowledge we clearly think that the
mathematician’s capacity for mathematical thought survives throughout episodes of
actual thinking. We may also think it is true to say that the mathematician who is
actually thinking is also potentially thinking in the sense that he could go on thinking

22 Cf. also GA 1.19 726b18-20 where it is indicated that semen’s being in potentiality (dunamei) a living
being may be explained in terms of its having a dunamis, specifically that of the soul (b23).
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or be thinking again on another occasion. Indeed, we may think he comes out
strengthened by the experience, and is more likely to engage in successful acts of
mathematical thinking for it. But these claims about his potential to think rely on his
retained, or strengthened, capacity to think. Indeed we can say that as long as the
capacity is retained the possessor has the potential to engage in the activity. It seems
fair to say, then, that the modal state of a capacity as such is potentiality, while that of
activity as such is actuality. That is why Aristotle by using adverbial forms of capacity
and actuality can indicate modal statuses which tradition has come to know as
‘potentiality’ and ‘actuality’.*>

There are reasons, I have suggested, for reading Aristotle’s modal notion of potenti-
ality as an aspect of his notion of capacity: to have the capacity to be or to do or to suffer
something means to be potentially that thing or to be potentially doing or suffering it.
The term ‘dunamis’ used in the contexts where we commonly translate it as ‘capacity’
does then have a modal implication. Its use implies the presence of at least a potentiality
and without the further factors required for its actualization, no more than a potential-
ity. Or, as I would put it, the default modality of a capacity is that of being potentially.
Given this close connection, the translations of en dunamei, dunamei, kata dunamin as ‘in
capacity’, ‘in the manner of a capacity’, and ‘with respect to capacity’ may be more
authentic than the standard ‘in potentiality’, ‘potentially’, ‘with respect to potentiality”.**
However, I shall continue sometimes to use forms of ‘potential’ both because it is
sometimes useful to have a term that highlights the modal status and for convenience
because English lacks a suitable simple adverbial form of ‘capable’.*

The term ‘fulfilment’ (entelekheia) or ‘in fulfilment’ (entelekheiai) offers Aristotle a
way of characterizing further the relationship between the two modal states. Using the
standard translations of dunamei and energeiai, ‘potentially’ and ‘actually’, we might say
that the activity is actually what the capacity is potentially or that the capacity is
potentially what the activity is actually, but nothing is said thereby about whether
actuality or potentiality is prior to the other in any of the recognized senses of ‘prior’.*
However, the term entelekheia indicates a certain priority relationship. As we have seen,
the notion of entelekheia is a teleological one.”” So if we say that the thinking

mathematician is en entelekheiai what the sleeping mathematician is in capacity, we

3 This is not yet taking a line on whether every ascription of a potentiality to something requires ascribing
a capacity to that thing. It is rather an attempt to explain how one might come to conceive of a notion of
potentiality in extension of cases of ascribing capacities.

** The translation the adverbial energeiai or kata energeian as ‘actually’ or ‘according to actuality” is the
correlative of the translation of dunamei as ‘potentially’. So if we choose to advert to capacity in our translation
of dunamei we may wish to revise our translation of energeiai, correspondingly. In that case, it is natural to opt
for the translation ‘in activity’. For the activity seems to manifest the capacity in the way Aristotle thinks a
energeia manifests the dunamis. If we ask what a capacity is for it is natural to say that it is a capacity for a certain
sort of activity. So sight is the capacity for the activity of seeing, the art of strategy the capacity for engaging
the activity of warfare, and so on.

%5 «Capably’ tends to apply to actions and imply ‘skilfully’.

26 For which see Metaph. 4.11.

%7 Whatever we say about the word formation. For recent survey of the options, see Johnson (2005) 88.
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are saying that the activity of thinking mathematically fulfils or completes the math-
ematician’s capacity.

It is clear that the notion of enfelekheia is distinct from that of activity (energeia), for
while activity is always an entelekheia, the reverse need not hold. So, as we saw, in DA
I1.1 Aristotle refers first to the capacity to think or being asleep as a first entelekheia, and
later to the capacity of the tool and the sense of sight also as an entelekheia of a similar
sort. While Aristotle could not consistently refer to the dunamis of the sleeping
mathematician as being in energeia he can refer to it is being in entelekheia,”® because
this term indicates a state of completion relative to another state, which may be another
potentiality at a lower level of completion.

Now if it is right to say that Aristotle develops his modal notion of potentiality from
his notion of a capacity for change, because he takes the default modality of a capacity
to be potentiality, then we can make at least two points about the DA. First of all, given
that a capacity exists in potentiality unless further circumstances bring about its activity,
it is appropriate to think that a soul composed of capacities will as such exist as a kind of
potentiality. We might then see the account of the soul as composed of various
capacities as a correlate to the way in which the soul exists as a certain sort of
potentiality: it exists as a certain sort of potentiality in the manner of capacities to
take nourishment, to perceive, to move, and so on.

Secondly, given that it is one thing to be an activity (energeia) and another to be an
entelekheia, it is implied by saying that the soul as such is a set of capacities that it is not
thereby as such an energeia but not that it is not thereby an entelekheia, or at least not that
it is not an entelekheia in some other way than its activities are. The claim that the soul is
a first entelekheia of the body is therefore consistent with saying that it is also composed
of capacities which are in a state of potentiality with respect to their activities. This
answers an initial query one might have about saying both that the soul is composed of
capacities (which as such have the status of potentiality) and that is also according to the
common account an enfelekheia, rather than a potentiality: if Aristotle meant to draw
our attention to the idea that the common account of the soul puts the soul at the same
modal level, so to speak, as the claim that it is composed of capacities, one might expect
him to have chosen the phrase ‘second potentiality’ rather than ‘first entelekheia’. The
answer is that the term entelekheia is used of the soul in relation to the body where we
want to say it is the completion of the body, while the term potentiality is used for the
capacities, in DA I1.5, when we want to say that the activities are their completion.

Having shown the consistency of DA IL.5 with II.1 on this point, we can make

further use of I1.5’s discussion of levels of potentiality. Aristotle distinguishes, as we saw,

2 One might object that since 6.6 (to be discussed below) indicates that substance is energeia in relation to
matter, in cases such as the Herm that has been cut out of the wood, there can be no implication that
something is engaged in some activity, comparable to fishing, just because it is said to be in energeia. However,
the point I am making here is in relation to capacities for change. It may well be that being a substance such as
a Herm is a sort of energeia in relation to the matter’s potentiality to be a Herm. But this, suggests 0.6, is by
analogical extension from the activity of capacities for change.
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three ways in which something can be said to ‘be a knower’: (1) by being capable of
learning, (2) by having learnt and thereby being capable of using one’s knowledge, and
(3) by actively using one’s knowledge. Both (1) and (2) attribute ‘being a knower’ on
the basis of being capable of ‘changing’ in a certain ways: (1) on the basis of being able
to learn; (2) on the basis of being able to manifest one’s knowledge whenever one
wants to.

‘What for Aristotle licensed the claim, I said, that somebody is in capacity a knower is
that he is capable of exercising his knowledge, either in the manner of a human being
capable of learning or in the manner of a mathematician. This supported the claim that
for Aristotle to be F potentially or in capacity is to be understood in extension of the
idea of being capable of doing or undergoing a change. However, in the cases we are
considering the change is rather peculiar. On Aristotle’s analysis in Phys. I, change
involves the replacement of an attribute by its opposite. Let’s call such changes
‘o-changes’. As Aristotle emphasizes, both ‘changes’ from (1) to (2) and from (2) to (3)
are different from o-changes in that they involve no change of attributes from oppo-
sites. Where heating a cup of milk involves changing the milk from being cold to its
opposite, hot, teaching somebody mathematics does not involve making him the
opposite of what he was previously:*” rather it is a fulfilment of a knowledge he
already possessed in potentiality or capacity in virtue of being a human being (417a23—
4). Aristotle also describes learning as a change to the thing’s natural state (epi fas hexeis
kai tén phusin), rather than as a change to a privative disposition (417b12—-16). Nor does
the skilled mathematician’s exercise of his knowledge mean that he becomes the
opposite of what he was: after all, he already had the knowledge that he is now
displaying. Here Aristotle speaks of contemplation as ‘a transition to the thing itself
and to its fulfilment’ (417b6-7).

The ‘changes’ from (1) to (2) and from (2) to (3) are not changes, then, in the sense
of transitions to and from opposite attributes or states, but rather changes in some other
extenuated sense or senses. They are, in ways that we shall be looking at in Chapter 8,
fulfilments of an attribute already possessed by virtue of a capacity. One feature of such
changes as fulfilments, let’s call them generally ‘f-changes’, is that the subject of the
f-change does not lose the attribute that is fulfilled. So a man is able to learn
mathematics by virtue of being a man—or perhaps more precisely by virtue of being
rational, which he is by virtue of being a man—but he does not stop being a man—or
rational—by learning mathematics. Nor does a mathematician lose the capacity to do
mathematics when he is doing mathematics. As Aristotle says, f-change ‘is a preserva-
tion of what is in capacity by what is in fulfilment’, unlike the o-changes which involve
‘a kind of destruction by the opposite’ (417b2-3).

Let us now return to DA I1.1. The soul is the first fulfilment of a body which has life

in capacity, we were told. We were invited to think of the relationship between this

% This is denied by some: see Chapter 8, p. 161, n.27.
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first fulfilment and its exercise as being like the relationship between having knowledge
and exercising it. Now the parallel with I1.5 suggests that we can also think of the body
as being in capacity a living being in the way the human being is in capacity a knower.
Indeed, Aristotle says at I1.5 that the human being is capable of learning in the manner of
the matter (417a27). So in both passages we have the three-fold distinction involving
matter, knowledge, and its exercise.

Now the pertinent feature of learning is that it does not involve a loss of the
property by virtue of which one has the capacity; rather, as we saw, this property is
preserved and fully developed. It seems therefore that we can say in a parallel
fashion that the body by actually having life also preserves the attributes by virtue
of which it is alive in capacity. Therefore there is no tension between ascribing life
in capacity or potentiality to the body as such and ascribing actual life to the body by
virtue of having soul, any more than there is a tension between saying that a man
by virtue of being a man has the capacity to learn mathematics while by virtue of
having learnt mathematics he has the capacity to use this knowledge whenever he
wants to. The man remains a man even after having learnt mathematics, so what is
true of him as a man remains true; similarly, the body continues to be a body with
the properties it has as such when actually ensouled.

Now we may still be disinclined to accept this parallel if we focus on the circumstance
that the human body is not a human body before it becomes ensouled whereas the man
is a man before he becomes a mathematician. This difference reflects the fact that the
human body is made the substance it is by the presence of a human soul, whereas a
human being is not made what he is by having learnt mathematics. In general,
substances cannot acquire the attribute which makes them the substance they are,”” so
we may say that the sense in which the matter is in capacity having life is not one that
reflects that they are capable of becoming ensouled.

However, this objection loses much of its force when we consider the case of
perception, since an animal is not only born with the second-potentiality perception,
but is also defined as an animal by having perception. Aristotle thinks the animal
acquires the capacity to perceive while the embryo develops (II.5). So we may say
that the embryo while developing is both acquiring the capacity to perceive and
becoming the kind of thing it is naturally by acquiring this capacity. The peculiarity
of this case, then, is that the living being develops alongside the development of the
capacity from first to second potentiality. Since the case of perception is supposed to be
illuminated in DA IL.5 by the case of knowledge, it seems it cannot be an obstacle to
our extending the analysis of knowledge also to the soul in its relationship to the body,
that the soul only comes to be in the development of the capacity, for that too is true in
the case of perception.

30 . . : . s
This is, of course, not the same as saying that something cannot become a certain substance. The point is

that something cannot already be a certain substance and then acquire the attribute that makes it that kind of
substance, one reason why Aristotle thinks that generation is different from nutrition (416b16—17).
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Nonetheless, we may feel that this developmental model fails to account for the way
in which the body is in potentiality what the soul is in fulfilment, given that the
accounts of the soul in DA II.1 are also meant to apply to the mature living being.
While it may be right to say, as I have argued, that the body of a living being can be
seen as preserving its potentiality to live, as the mathematician retains his capacity to
learn mathematics because he is still a human being, we may still worry that the claim
that the soul is the fulfilment of a body potentially having life cannot mean to refer to
the ability of body qua body to acquire life, or life functions, since it already has them.

This crux is well-known from discussions of Metaph. @, where Aristotle seeks to
extend the way in which we use ‘capacity’ (dunamis) and ‘activity’ (energeia) in relation
to change to other cases. He clearly wants to maintain that we can talk of the matter as
being in capacity the substance of which it is matter. However, before we can
understand this claim we need to articulate a notion of being in capacity whose
fulfilment is not an activity of changing or being changed. This is the move Aristotle
makes in ©.6. He indicates that the way in which substance is the energeia of matter is
different from the way in which change is the energeia of a capacity, yet is importantly
analogous to the latter. The presumption seems to be that by focusing in the right way
on the change—capacity relationship we can extrapolate the features which help us
understand the substance-matter case. Aristotle exemplifies the analogy through five
examples:

—_

As what 1s building stands to what has the capacity to build so...

o

what is awake stands to what is asleep,

£ W

)

) what is seeing to what has eye-sight but has shut its eyes,
) what has been separated out of the matter to the matter,
)

ul

what has been worked up from what has not been worked up.”!

The cases fall into two groups: (1)—(3) as examples of how change stands to capacity and
(4)—(5) as illustrations of the relationship of substance to matter. One might think (4)—(5)
also illustrate changes, namely the change whereby the substance comes into being
from some matter. However, the perfect tense forms which Aristotle uses to refer to
the substance clearly indicate that we are supposed to think of the finished product
rather than something which is causing or undergoing some change. This is of course
compatible with saying that we think that it is important to their status of energeia that
they are the product of a change; they are clearly products which fulfil the capacity of
the material to become such and such a thing. Nonetheless, their status as substance
does not involve causing or undergoing change.

It is significant, from this point of view, that Aristotle in (1)—(3) chooses examples of
changes that are, as I have called them, f-changes. The energeia are not really activities
that involve change in the ordinary sense; rather they are fulfilments. This helps us with

31 As Beere (2009) 191-5 argues, it is the first case, which forms the basis of the analogy, but this stills

allows us to see roughly two kinds of case involved (1)—(3) and (4)—(5).
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the notion of a perfected substance as an energeia since we are led to the thought that for
something to be in energeia, it does not have to be become different from what it
already is. Rather it seems it may simply be that we can think of an energeia in such cases
as a fulfilment. Nor, conversely, does something which is in capacity have to be such
that its fulfilment involves losing the capacity, or the feature that grounds that capacity,
for example as being human grounds the capacity to learn. These points should not be
obscured by the fact that (4)—(5) pick out the substance and the matter at different
times, after and before the production of the substance, since, as we saw the relation-
ship of being the energeia of the matter is not one that is realized in the process of
making the matter enformed but in the state of the finished, perfected product. ©.6
gives us then a notion of being in activity which is premised on the thought of being a
fulfilment of a capacity, but not a fulfilment realized by becoming different.

Looking back at the earlier parts of Metaph. this alignment of energeia with entelekheia
should not surprise us. In Metaph. 4.7 Aristotle listed the different ways we talk about
being, drawing the same distinction as in 0.6 with the same examples, but using
entelekheia for the activity side of the relationship.”® Fulfilment was the term contrasted
with dunamis at the beginning of @.1 before Aristotle then rephrased the distinction in
terms of capacity and activity.” In @.4 he drew the connection between energeia and
entelekheia in etymological terms: ‘the term “activity” (energeia), which is composed in
relation to fulfilment (entelekheia), and deriving most of all from changes is applied to
other cases. For it seems that activity most of all is change.””* The same thought is
developed in @.8, where Aristotle says that: ‘the work (fo ergon) is an end, and the
activity (energeia) is the work,”> which is also why the name “activity” is said according
to the work and points towards (sunteinei pros) the fulfilment.”*® The full thought here
seems to be that since works are amongst ends,”” and the activity is the work, the
activity too is an end. This explains not just why energeia derives its name from ergon,
but also the way in which energeia involves the thought of a fulfilment. There is good

32 Metaph. 1017a35-b8: &7 76 elvar oqpaiver kal 76 8v 76 pév Suvduer pyrov 76 & évredeyela Taw
elppuévar TovTwr 6pawv Te yap elval pauev kal To duvduer opwv kal TO évtedexela, kal [10] émioTacla
WoalTws kal 76 duvduevov ypiobar 7 émoTiun kal T6 xpduevov, kal Hpeuody kal ¢ 1On vmdpyel Hpepia
kal 70 Suvduevov npepelv. Spolws 8 kal éml TV ovowwv: kal yap ‘Epuiy év 7o Mbw pauer elvar, kal 76
Huiov s ypappuis, kal ciTov ToV uimw adpdv. méTe € SuvaTov kal wéTe obmw, év dAous StopioTéov.

3 Metaph. 1045b32—-1046a2: émel 8¢ Aéyetar 76 Ov 70 wev 76 71 1) moOLOV 1) TOGSY, TO O€ KaTa Svvauw Kal
dvredéxelav kal kata 76 €pyov, droplowpey kal mepl Suvduews kal évtedexelas, kal mpdTov Tepl Suvduews 1
Myerar pév pdliora kvplws, od wijv xpnowwwtdry yé éoti mpos 6 Bovdduela viv: émt mAéov ydp éoTw 1)
Svvauts kal 1) évépyeia TV uévov Aeyouévwr katd kivyow.

34 Metaph. 1047a 30-2: éjAvbe & 1 évépyera Tolvoua, 1 mpos v évreAéxear cuvTilleuévy, kai émi Ta
dAda ék TV kwhjoewy pdAoTa: dokel yap 1) évépyewa ndAoTa 1 klvnats elvad, . . .

¥ “Work’ is an appropriate translation of the Greek épyov also because it is ambiguous between the
activity of working and its result.

3 26 yap Epyov 7édos, ¥ 8¢ dvépyeia T Epyov, id Kkai Totvoua évépyea Myerar kard 76 Epyov Kal
ovvTelver mpos Ty évTeAéyetav.

7" One might in principle take 76 ydp €pyov Tédos to mean the work is the end, and so as an identity claim,
but Aristotle’s careful use of the article with the subject complement to make such a claim in the following
proposition, 1 8¢ évépyeia 76 €pyov, suggests that its omission here is deliberate and significant.
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evidence, then, that Aristotle takes the notion of fulfilment as implied in that of an
energeia.”® Moreover, since he thinks that the ergon in a change is the most obvious case
of a capacity’s being fulfilled he also thinks that the kinetic case can be used to
illuminate more general cases of fulfilments of capacities, even where these do not
specifically involve something being changed.

Now the argument of @.6 was meant to communicate a broader notion of activity
applying both to changes and substances, such that we in turn could elucidate the
notion of capacity involved in the substance case by reference to this broader notion.
This capacity Aristotle ascribed to matter. The next step he pursues in .7, therefore, is
to consider how matter is to be understood as being substance in capacity. It is worth
underlining how he approaches this question, namely in terms of when we say that
some matter is in capacity F. One might think that this is a significantly different
question from asking what it is for some matter to be in capacity F.>* However, if the
argument so far has been correct the notion of energeia in terms of which the capacity of
matter is now to be understood is that of fulfilment. We might say therefore that the
notion of being in capacity will be a developmental notion: what it is to be in capacity
F is to be at some point in the development towards being fully F. So insofar as it is clear
what it is to be in F in fulfilment, we may appropriately ask at what point something is
close enough to being F in fulfilment to count as being in capacity F. Here the answers
turn out to be different for different kinds of thing: in the case of living beings we say
that that the matter, say, the seed, is only potentially a human once it has the ability
under its own steam to become a human being, if nothing interferes, whereas in the
case of artefacts we say that the matter is a house, say, in capacity, if there is nothing in
this which prevents its being turned into a house. The different answers clearly reflect
the way we see living beings, in capacity or in activity, as having the principle of change
within themselves (the seed does not yet have this), while artefacts have the principle of
change outside of them, and therefore need to be understood as having in capacity or
in activity the ability to be changed by a craftsman from without.*

In both cases Aristotle adopts a diachronic perspective according to which the matter
is seen as being in capacity before it is turned into a certain substance. The diachronic
perspective is a particularly vivid one since we see the various levels of matter’s

development rolled out before us in stages, as if in a movie. However, there is no

¥ To recall the earlier discussion, this is not to say that the notion of fulfilment implies energeia. One might
object, however, that since 0.6 states that substance is energeia in relation to matter, and, according to DA I1.4,
the soul is both substance and entelekheia of the body, it follows that the soul is also the energeia of the body.
However, there is no contraction between viewing the composite substance as the activity of the matter and
distinguishing within the substantial form between the capacities in virtue of which the substance is able to
engage in its various activities and the activities as such.

** For a helpful account of the distinction, see Charles (2010) 171-2. The answer I develop involves
taking the temporal question as a way of posing the question about minimal conditions since the case of
becoming is, for Aristotle, the most perspicacious way of showing that being in capacity is a teleological
notion.

40 See Frede (1994) 188-90.
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need to think that what it is about matter that qualifies it as a substance in capacity is
indexed to this temporal process. Indeed, we might understand the temporal process as
dependent on a non-temporal order: this is the way developing into a human plays out
over time because these are the stages of manifesting a capacity that are closer and closer
to being a human in fulfilment. However this may be, it is clear that the diachronic
perspective is not Aristotle’s only take on matter in @.7. For he also offers a view on
matter as substance in capacity which applies to the matter that already is part of a
certain substance, the ‘concurrent” matter. So he talks of the relationship that obtains
between a box and the wood it is made of. One response to this kind of example is to
see an extension of the diachronic model. So Michael Frede argued that what justifies
saying that the matter of the box is the box in potentiality is the fact that it could be
turned into, not this box, but another such box. On this account, being in capacity a
box relies on the potentiality to become a box. However, there is a difficulty with this
suggestion. As scholars have noted,*' there is a range of cases where the matter does not
retain its capacity to be turned into another substance of the sort it is part of. So the
matter of an animal cannot be turned into another such animal. This would require
decomposition of the body to the point where it would no longer be the matter of an
animal. Nor can an ingredient of a cake be taken out of the cake to make another, or
generally mixtures in which the ingredients have by being mixed lost those properties
that made them suitable for entering the mixture in the first place. While the point
could then apply to certain cases, like the box, it does not generalize.

Another suggestion made by Stephen Makin is that the concurrent matter qualifies
as the substance in capacity insofar as it composes the substance. However, here the
worry is the opposite one, that this answer will not generalize to the diachronic cases:
the ingredients which went into the cake will have changed so much that we cannot
say they compose the finished substance. One might reply that there are clearly some
properties of the concurrent matter which are retained from before; however, it is not
clear that these are the properties that constitute either the matter’s ability to be turned
into this substance, or the concurrent matter’s capacity to be part of this substance. So,
for example, what makes the jelly suitable matter for a trifle seems not to be the
attributes gelatine leaves and water had before they were mixed. So we still have not
found, it seems, a general basis for saying that the matter is the substance in capacity
which applies both to the matter before and after the creation of the substance.

Let’s look a little more closely at Aristotle’s discussion of the wooden box. The box
is made of wood, but we do not say that it is wood, but rather that it is wooden. Or to
generalize we refer to the matter of completed compound substances as ‘that-en’
(ekeininon) rather than ‘that thing’ (fode). Now first, this gives us a way of distinguishing
between the wood that is in capacity a box, but is not yet the matter of a completed
box, and the wood that is in capacity a box, but is the matter of an actual box. The

*!" Charles (2010) 172 for one.
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applicability of the adjectival form, wooden, golden, and so on rather than the
substantival form, wood, gold, to the compound offers us as a way of distinguishing
whether the matter is in capacity F in virtue of being part of something actually F or as
being in capacity F but not yet F.

Second, the reason why this verbal criterion works is that it reflects an ontological
difference between the matter before and after it becomes part of the box. Before the
wood becomes that of an actual box, the wood still exists in actuality as wood but only
in capacity as a box. That is why it is right to use the substantival form ‘wood’ of it: it
exists as a subject of predicates in its own right. However, when the wood becomes
part of an actual box it is now part of another substance, the box. Moreover, as matter,
it is not a part of the box that determines it as such: that would be the shape and form of
the box. The adjectival, rather than the substantival, expression, is therefore appropri-
ate: it indicates that the matter does not exist in its own right as a subject of predicates
but is said in relation to another thing, its form, which makes it the substance it is. So it
is the box, the substance, that is wooden rather than the wood that is box-en or boxy.42
The adjectival form indicates the dependency of matter on something else which plays
the role of substance.

Aristotle points out that this characterization of matter as dependent on something
else for being what it is assimilates ‘matter’ to ‘affections’ (pathé): ‘it is only right that
“that-en” (ekeininon) is said both in accordance with the matter and the affections: for
both are indeterminate’ (1049a36-b1). Like the affections, matter is said in relation to a
substance because it is only determined as such and such by being related to a certain
substance. An affection such as ‘healthy’ only means something specific when attached
to a certain kind of thing, a healthy drink differs from a healthy walk, for example.
Similarly, the matter of something is indeterminate until determined as the matter of a
certain substance, a determination for which the form is responsible.*?

This way of thinking of matter as indeterminate in relation to a certain substance is of
course compatible with thinking of it also as having certain specific properties that make
it determinable by the substance. It is exactly the properties of wood as wood that make
it suitable for being shaped in the manner of a box. This wood could also be turned into
a chair or a cupboard, so in this way it is indeterminate in relation to what will make it
into, specifically, a box. However, even in cases where the matter is only suitable for
one outcome, we may insist that it as matter is indeterminate. It may be, for example,
that asphalt is only useful for one thing, surfacing roads, but in terms of its material
properties (weight, adhesiveness, colour, etc.) this is still indeterminate in relation to this
specific substance. The key point seems to be that the matter should, in the context of

viewing it as being in capacity, be viewed as indeterminate in the manner of a

42 See Beere (2009) Chapter 11 for an illuminating account.

43 Cf. Metaph. Z.17 1041b6-8: “Why is this individual thing, or this body in this state, a man? Therefore
what we seek is the cause, i.e. the form, by reason of which the matter is some definite thing; and this is the
substance of the thing.’
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determinable, where being a determinable involves having certain positive attributes,
which do not as such select for a certain form.

There is an obvious parallel between this view of matter as a determinable and the
genus as a determinable by a specific difference. Aristotle assimilates the genus to matter
and the species to form on the basis of the way the genus is differentiated by the
species.** In his account of change,* Aristotle requires that the patient of a change
should already prior to the change belong to the same genus as the agent, since only
then can the latter make the patient specifically like itself. The parallels underscore the
point that matter to be determinable by form already has to bear a certain basic
similarity to the form.*®

Now, returning to @.7, Aristotle imagines that there is a series of terms, such as earth,
bronze, statue, in which earth stands to bronze as the matter to bronze, and bronze to
the matter of statue. What underlines the ordering of the terms of the series is the
former being determined in the manner of a substance by the latter, so the bronze
counts as matter for the statue and so is a statue in capacity, if it is determined by statue
as the substance it is, with the linguistic marker that the term for the matter occurs in
the adjectival form ‘brazen-en’ qualifying the term for the substance. Given this
ordering we say, then, that bronze is a statue in capacity, but earth is not, because
bronze is determined by statue as the substance it is, while earth is not.

Now this distinction between what counts as matter synchronically clearly matches
the earlier discussion of what counts as matter, and so being in capacity, diachronically.
Just as we would say that the earth is not in capacity a statue—it is too far removed—
but were happy to say that the bronze is potentially a statue, so we do not now want to
say that the statue is earthen, but rather that it is brazen. The serial relationship recasts,
then, our insights about when to talk of matter as being potentially X, in a way that
applies both to the diachronic case and the synchronic case.*’

A further point which the series seems designed to capture is the teleological
relationship between matter and substance: what is later in the series fulfils the capacity
of the earlier. In the diachronic cases, it was clear that what was said to be in capacity a
human being or a statue was said so because it was capable at a later time of being such
in activity. When Aristotle talks of the box being later than the wood this seems
similarly to capture the way the box fulfils the potential of the wood to be a box, but
without this diachronic aspect.*® In this way, the earlier—later relationship in the series
is a teleological relationship, which may or may not also be a diachronic relationship. In

** Cf. Metaph. H.6.
Cf. On Generation and Corruption 1.7.
Putting aside outliers in the tradition of Plato’s receptacle, such as prime matter and passive nous.
This is one of the points on which my interpretation differs from that of Charles (2010) 192-3, who
explains the potentiality of synchronic matter primarily in terms of its retaining properties that made it suitable
for becoming the substance.

8 1049a21-23: dei exeivo Suvduer AmAds T6 VoTepdy éoTw. ofov 7o kifWTIor ol yhivor ovde Y1 dAXa
EGhwov: TodTo yap Suvduer kifdTiov kal UAn kfwTtiov adTy,. ..
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the next chapter, 6.8, Aristotle is explicit that the relationship between matter and
substance is both definitional and teleological. The teleological relationship may also be
a temporal one of coming into being for the sake of the end, and in this case what is
later in the process of becoming is prior in being and account as the end of the process.
Similarly, in the case of the series it seems that we can say that what is prior in the series
is for the sake of what is later: the wood understood as a capacity to be a box is for the
sake of the box. The box is then prior to the wood as the end of the wood, and it is this
priority relationship that also obtains when we consider the wood as the concurrent
matter of the box. The substance, then, specifically the substance as form, determines
what the matter is as the end which fulfils what the matter is in capacity. We may add
now to the earlier answer that that matter is in capacity substance in the sense that it is
indeterminate but determinable by substantial form as an end.*’

Does this understanding of matter demarcate those cases where we want to say that
the matter is the substance in capacity from those where we do not? In the diachronic
cases, it may at first seem too inclusive: would we not say after all that a seed also prior
to conception is determined by the human form? It is after all uniquely a human seed.
Aristotle acknowledges in DA I1.1 that one might say that the human seed is a human
body in capacity, but this is not the same as being a human being in capacity. The seed
needs to be further changed before it is a human being in capacity. Or as one might say,
a seed is potentially a potential human being by being a potential human body. We
would not say that it is yet a human being in capacity since it does not yet have an inner
principle of change, and is therefore not yet such that if can come to be a human being.
Similarly, in the case of a house, one might say that the mud before it is baked into
bricks 1s potentially a potential house, and only when it has been made into actual
bricks a house in capacity. In these cases, the matter is too indeterminate to be
determinable by the form in question: rather it needs to be more fully determined
by another form (brick, embryo) before it is determinable by this form (house, human).
What we need to be clear about then is that the matter qualifies as being the substance
in capacity insofar as it is directly determinable by the form of this substance, say, man
or house, rather than indirectly through being determinable by some other form,
determination by which will in turn make it determinable by this form. ‘Being in
capacity’ is not a transitive relationship. When we say that the human seed is uniquely
human what this means is not that it is already in capacity a human being but that it has
a capacity to be something which can become a human being, and that this, not the
capacity to be a human being, is the capacity which determines it. This is true whether
or not a human seed is uniquely human in the sense of being suited only to becoming a

human being.

49 While my interpretation shares with that of Charles (2010) the emphasis on the teleological conception

of matter, it differs in relating this to the indeterminacy of matter, of whose relevance Charles is critical,

of. p.183.
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We have now reached the point where Metaph. © ties up directly with our analysis
of the DA. The basis for saying that the body is alive potentially is that it belongs as
matter to a compound whose form determines what it is. The matter is not a human
being in its own right, but only insofar as it is determined by a form, the soul, as the
matter of a human being. The matter does not, pace the materialists, represent a living
being in its own right. Already the opening of DA II.1 indicated that this indetermi-
nacy was the pertinent feature of matter, the feature which Aristotle wanted us to have
in mind when thinking of the body as the matter of a living being: ‘what is not in itself a
determinate something’ (412a7-8).°" ©.7 links the indeterminacy of matter to its
adjectival status and on that basis identifies the matter as being in potentiality. So we
have confirmation that for Aristotle the proper basis for saying that the body in capacity
has life is its indeterminacy in relation to the form. From this point of view, it is less
important whether we think of the matter as coming to have this form or as already
having it: it is only insofar as or until the matter is determined by the capacities that
define the soul that we say that it is in fulfilment a living being, and that is a
determination that matter taken on its own can never provide.
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Towards a Scientific Definition
of the Soul: DA 11.2

The most common account was, first of all, a response to the first two questions raised
in DA 1.1: to which of the ten categories does the soul belong? Is it a fulfilment or a
capacity? It is clear that answering these two questions cannot be an attempt to define
what the soul is, its essence, in any precise way. It is rather a preliminary to defining the
soul in the sense that it tells us what kind of definition it is appropriate to demand for
the soul. Similarly, if T ask you what colour is and I'm told that it is a quality of bodies,
with the potentiality to cause vision, then this account may roughly pick out colours
from other attributes, but it is not a proper definition of the essence of colour. I will
have a rough idea of what you are talking about, at least enough to inquire further into
the nature of colour. So also the common account of the soul gives out an outline, as
Aristotle says, of the sort of thing the soul is, to be filled in by an account of its essence.
An essential definition of the soul will have to comply with the outline account. As we
shall see, Aristotle, once he has given such a definition, will check that it fits the outline
account.

It is confirmed right from the start of DA I1.2 that Aristotle does not think we have
defined the soul properly yet:

Since clarity and what is better known in account (kata logon) comes about from things that are
less clear but more obvious, we should try again to approach the soul in this way. For the defining
account should not only show the fact [‘the that’], in the way the majority of definitions do, but
also contain and present the cause. For as it is the propositions (logoi) of the definitions are like
conclusions. For example, what is squaring? The construction of an equilateral rectangle equal in
area to a given oblong. Such a definition is a proposition proper to a conclusion. But a definition
which says that squaring is finding a mean states the cause of the matter. (413a11-20)

Aristotle here recommends a new approach. We shall start with what is more obvious
to us about the soul and work towards what is most knowable in account. This will be
the definition of the essence of soul. This definition will differ from those generally
offered by showing not just what the object is but why it is. Aristotle is drawing on his
distinction in APo I1.10 between three kinds of definition. Scientific inquiry may be
seen as proceeding in three stages. Given that we possess a nominal definition of a

phenomenon, we can inquire into its existence and then into its essence. This is the
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view of scientific inquiry argued for by David Charles,' but as far as my argument is
concerned nothing hangs on whether we accept a two or a three stage view, since it is
assumed that we know that the soul exists. (None of the views of the soul canvassed in
Book 1 is eliminativist.) The key point is that we may start a scientific inquiry into the
essence of something because we already possess a definition or account which, while it
falls short of a full definition of the essence, does indicate a feature that directs us
towards the essence. Such a definition may state part of the essence or merely a
necessary consequent of the essence, but in either case it will fall short of a full
statement of the essence. Such a definition will often be a statement of what the
phenomenon is generally taken to be. The example of thunder helps make the point.
The nominal definition of thunder is a noise in the clouds, and the definition of its
essence is a noise made by fire being extinguished in the clouds. Here ‘noise in the
clouds’ is part of the essence of thunder but it is ‘noise from fire being extinguished in
the clouds’ which states the full essence and the cause of the phenomenon. Because the
essence plays the role of cause in relation to the other necessary features of thunder, we
can use the definition of the essence to explain the nominal definition.

Aristotle takes the nominal definition to play the role of the conclusion in a
demonstrative syllogism, while the essential definition provides the middle term
through which the conclusion is demonstrated. Similarly, in the example Aristotle
gives in DA IL.2, the definition of squaring as ‘the construction of an equilateral
rectangle equal in area to a given oblong’ states the meaning of ‘squaring’ and works
as the conclusion of a demonstrative syllogism, for which the essential definition
provides the middle term. Methodologically, Aristotle is recommending that we start
with a nominal definition of soul and then try to find the essential definition that will
explain the nominal definition, just as we might start from the nominal definition of
what squaring is and try to identify what explains why this is squaring. The reason why
he commends this strategy is, as he says, that this nominal definition is more obvious.
Being more obvious it provides us with a vantage point from which we can progress to
the definition which is clearer and more intelligible.” This is the definition which states
the cause (tou pragmatos legei to aition).

If this is right, the opening of DA IL.2 responds to the methodological question
raised at the beginning of I.1: the method of inquiry will be the one recommended in
Book 2 of the APo. We will start with a nominal definition of the soul and then
proceed within the framework of the demonstrative syllogism to find a definition
which explains the nominal definition. This was also the kind of answer suggested by
Aristotle in DA 1.1 when he said that the consequences could make a great contribu-
tion to the discovery of the essence.

But what sort of definition of the soul is ‘more obvious’ to us? The parallel with the
APo and the example of squaring make us expect that the starting definition of soul will

! Charles (2000). 2 For the distinction, cf. APo 1.2 71b34-72a6.
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be a nominal definition of soul, stating the, or a, common meaning of the term.> It is
clear that the definition has to state a property that is necessarily true of soul, and
perhaps part of its essence, as noise in the clouds was part of the essence of thunder.
Otherwise it will not play the role of a conclusion of a demonstration which proceeds
through the essence.” Finally, the property should follow necessarily from the essence
of soul, while not itself reveal its complete essence. Otherwise, it would not just occur
in the nominal definition. It is such attributes that Aristotle already referred to in the
passage from DA 1.1 as attributes ‘consequent on the nature or substance’.

Robert Bolton has suggested that the nominal definition is the common account of
the soul in DA 11.1,% that is, the definition of the soul as a first fulfilment of an
instrumental body potentially having life. I have already suggested what I take the
function of the common account to be. But independently of this suggestion, it is clear
that the common account does not fit the bill of a nominal definition for the purposes
of DA I1.2. Here again are the key lines:

Since clarity and what is better known in account (kata logon) comes about from things that are
less clear but more obvious, we should try again to approach the soul in this way. For the defining
account should not only show the fact [‘the that’], in the way the majority of definitions do, but
also contain and present the cause. For as it is the propositions (logoi) of the definitions are like
conclusions. For example, what is squaring? The construction of an equilateral rectangle equal in
area to a given oblong. Such a definition is a proposition proper to a conclusion. But a definition
which says that squaring is finding a mean states the cause of the matter. (413a11-20)

First of all, Bolton takes it that the reference in line 413a16 to the definitions that are
like conclusions of an argument is primarily a reference to the definitions offered by
Aristotle himself in II.1. We might think that the plural here reflects the fact I1.1 in fact
offered not one, but three (or, on Bolton’s count, four definitions) of the soul.
However, this construal of the plural hardly squares with the claim two lines before
that the majority of the definitions state the conclusion. Aristotle seems to be referring
not primarily to his own definitions but to those that are currently in circulation,
perhaps of the sorts referred to in his survey of other theories of the soul in DA 1.3-5.
Second, the common account seems to be too theoretically informed to play the role
of nominal definition: terms such as ‘first fulfilment of an instrumental body’ hardly
reflect common usage of the term ‘soul’ (psuché).® We are looking instead for an
account of the soul comparable to the account of thunder as noise in the cloud or
squaring as finding a square of the same size as a given rectangle, an account, that is,
which stays closer to common or garden notions of the term. Third, it may be argued,
as does Simplicius, that already the common account in DA II.1 had a causal aspect
insofar as it refers to the soul as the form and fulfilment of the body, which suggests the

> I am here broadly in agreement with Bolton (1978).
* For more detail, see Bolton (1978) nn. 21, 22.
> Bolton (1978). © See also Charles (2000) 168, n. 54.
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soul as a formal and final cause. Correspondingly, when Aristotle in I1.4 (415b11-12)
articulates the ways in which the soul is a cause he says that the soul is a cause in one
way as the ousia of ensouled bodies. Here he seems to presuppose that the reader would
already recognize ousia as the formal cause, alongside the efficient cause and the final
cause. The causal aspect is problematic if we think that the point of the nominal
definition is to state the fact to be explained rather than the causal explanation; and
Aristotle’s example of squaring strongly suggests that this is part of his point. On the
other hand, on the reading I suggested of the aim of DA II.1 it is not surprising that the
common account should have causal implications since it is an outline of any definition
of the essence of the soul. Without telling us what the essence is it tells us the kind of
role it should play in relation to the body. Finally, the opening of DA I1.2 asks for new
starting point of inquiry also in the sense of a new account that is prior to us, that is, not
one already given in the previous chapter.

The definition of the soul Aristotle chooses as his starting point is one that would
indeed be obvious to us if we were Greeks of his time. It states a feature that is
commonly understood by the term ‘soul’, indeed a feature that may plausible be taken
to be just what the Greeks at this time generally understood by ‘soul’. Continuing from
the last quotation, Aristotle says,

So (oun), taking up a starting point for the investigation, we say that the ensouled is distinguished
from the soulless by living. But living is said in many ways and even if just one of these is present
in something, we say that it lives, such as thinking (nous), perceiving, change and rest with respect

to place and, moreover, change with respect to food and also diminution and growth.

The ‘so’ (oun) suggest that we now proceed according to the previous methodological
reflections: we are now doing what Aristotle has just recommended, namely, starting
with what is more obvious to us. As often in Aristotle’s investigations, what is more
obvious to us coincides with ‘what we say’:” “We say that the ensouled is distinguished
from what has no soul by being alive’. ‘Being alive’ is, then, the distinguishing mark of
what is ensouled. It seems, then, that we should seek an account of the essence of soul
which explains why ensouled things are alive.

The idea that what has soul lives fits well with our notion of a nominal definition,
since it captures a common, layman, understanding of the meaning of the term ‘soul’. So
the Greek word for ‘soul’, psuché, may be often translated as ‘life’ and ‘ensouled’
(empsuchon) as ‘living’.® One reason why Socrates’ first account of death as the separation
of'soul from body is so readily accepted by his interlocutors in Plato’s Phaedo (64<) is that
Greeks would think of something’s being alive insofar as soul is present. As in Homer,”
people die when the soul leaves the body, just as the presence of soul makes them alive.

The claim that what is ensouled is distinguished by being alive is a commonly held

one. However, it is not immediately clear that the claim is of the right form to serve as

7 Cf. Owen (1986) 242-3. 8 Cf. LS), s.v.
? E.g. Iliad IVX. 518. For further evidence and discussion, see Bremmer (1987) Chapter 3.
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the conclusion of a demonstrative syllogism. There are two problems. First, the subject
of the conclusion is not soul but what has soul or what is ensouled. We might expect
the subject of the conclusion of a demonstrative syllogism through the essence of soul
to be the soul itself rather than what is ensouled. So, for example, the soul is F, F is alive,
therefore the soul is alive, where F would express the essential attribute of soul in virtue
of which it is alive. The following is not a valid syllogism: the soul is F, F is alive,
therefore ensouled beings are alive. It is not immediately clear how the definition of
soul will provide the relevant middle term for a syllogism whose subject is what is
ensouled. Contrast the kind of conclusion being offered by Xenocrates in APo 11.4:

Those people who try to prove through conversion what the soul is (or what a man is, or
anything else that exists) postulate what was set at the beginning. E.g. if someone were to claim
that soul is what is itself explanatory of its own being alive, and that this is a number that moves
itself: it is necessary to postulate that soul is just what is a number which moves itself, in the sense
of being the same thing as it. (91a35-b2)

Here the syllogism serves to prove that the soul is what explains itself being alive, while
Aristotle’s own analysis of the soul requires that it explains the body’s being alive.
However, in this respect the case of the soul is not significantly different from
Aristotle’s favoured examples in APo. II. Consider, again, the example of thunder:
thunder is, according to the nominal definition, noise in the clouds. In this case the
phenomenon to be explained is one that occurs in a certain subject. The definition of
the essence of thunder similarly states that is the extinguishing of fire in the clouds. We
might say, therefore, that the essence of soul relates to life in a body rather the way
the essence of thunder relates to noise in the clouds. So the explanatory syllogism in the
case of thunder would go: noise belongs to fire being extinguished; fire being
extinguished belongs to the clouds, therefore noise belongs to the clouds (APo
93b8-12). Similarly in the case of the soul: life belongs to X,'” X belongs to what is
ensouled, therefore life belongs to what is ensouled, where X’ stands for an essential
feature of soul. Here the essence of the soul generates a conclusion about what the soul
belongs to, not about the soul itself. Similarly, in the example of thunder the conclu-
sion is that noise belongs to the clouds. This is clearly because we take soul essentially to
belong to something, just as we take thunder as a phenomenon that essentially belongs
to clouds. We do not expect to find detached souls anymore than thunder apart from
clouds. So the demonstration through an essential feature of soul or thunder can rightly
generate conclusions about what is true of ensouled beings or clouds.

Platonic interlude: there is a parallel for Aristotle’s procedure in Plato’s Laws
X (895¢). Here the Athenian Stranger is seeking a definition of the essence of soul.

He takes as his starting point two observations. The first is that whenever something

1% This claim can be made without implying that the soul itself is alive irrespective of or prior to a body,
just as the claim about noise can be made without implying that there is not something in which the fire is
being extinguished when noise is produced. Rather the point of the syllogism is to articulate the way in
which soul is responsible for the living of the body in which it is.
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moves itself we say that it is alive, and the second that whenever we observe that there
is soul in something we must agree that it is alive. The Stranger then proceeds to
make a distinction between the thing, its name, and the account of its essence (ousia).
He offers as the account of the essence of soul: ‘the motion that is able to move itself”.
The overall argument seems to be that this definition of soul recommends itself because
it explains that by virtue of which we say that ensouled beings live: we say that
ensouled beings are alive because their soul moves them. In other words, the Athenian
Stranger has offered us the tools to construct the following syllogism:

What has soul has self~-motion. (895c)
What has self~motion is alive.
Therefore what has soul is alive. (895c)

If we accept this reading of the Laws passage, then it offers a clear parallel with
Aristotle’s procedure in DA I1.2. The explanandum is the same ‘what has soul is
alive’, but the middle term of course difters, for, as DA 1.3 shows, Aristotle rejects
the claim that the soul moves itself. End of Platonic interlude.

Now for the second problem. We might say that what people generally think of the
soul, and what Aristotle is really referring to when he says that ensouled things are alive,
is that soul is what causes living beings to be alive. So the notion of soul is itself causal:
soul is that which causes living beings to be alive. So it seems that the desired contrast
between the conclusion which states a fact and the essential definition that states the
cause is missing from Aristotle’s starting point here.

I would reply by conceding some of the objection, namely, that the claim that what
is ensouled is distinguished by life is already meant to point to the soul as cause of life,
while insisting that this claim can still play the role of the conclusion of an explanatory
syllogism, in which the full essence is not displayed. For, we can distinguish between
propositions that are causal in the sense that they are about one thing causing another
and propositions that are causal in the sense that they successtully display what it is
about the one thing that makes it the cause of the other. Compare Aristotle’s
distinction between experience and knowledge in Metaph. 1.1. The layman knows
that hemlock kills but only the expert knows what it is about hemlock that kills. So it is
part of the layman’s conception of hemlock that it has a certain eftect, but he doesn’t
know why it has this effect. Similarly, it would be part of the common conception of
soul that it causes life, but it is still left to be explained why soul causes life. Therefore, it
does not matter greatly for my argument whether we take Aristotle’s starting point at
413a21 to be that ensouled beings are alive or that they are alive because they are
ensouled. For the essential feature because of which living beings are alive is still to be
identified.

The causal account of the soul, then, will be that which fully explains the fact that
ensouled beings are alive. But Aristotle goes on to point out (413a22-5) that this task
breaks down into several explanatory tasks because being alive is not a simple thing:
there are different ways in which one can be alive and so different ways in which the
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soul can cause an ensouled being to be alive. Aristotle thus proceeds (413225-b2) to
explain the soul as the cause of each kind of being alive. First of all using nutrition is a
way of being alive, characteristic of plants. This is explained by the capacity and
principle (arkhé) ‘through which [plants] grow and diminish in opposite directions’
(413a26-8). Since nutrition is the minimal life form that all living beings must partici-
pate in, Aristotle also says that ‘living belongs to all living beings because of this
principle’ (413b1-2). Next is the life activity of perception, characteristic of animals.
The cause of this is the sense-faculties (413b2).

What needs to be shown is the way in which the various kinds of soul are causes and
principles of the various kinds of life forms. And this is what the rest of DA shows. At
this stage, Aristotle is content with summing up the causal role of the soul in relation to
the various activities at 413b11: ‘For now, let us just say this much, that the soul is the
principle (arkhé) of all these activities and is determined by the following capacities: the
nutritive capacity, the perceptual capacity, the intellectual capacity and movement.”"!
The account of each of these capacities, as the causes of the different life activities, will
be the definition of the essence of soul.

Aristotle returns towards the end of DA II.2 to the question of the relationship
between the common account in DA II.1 and the definition of the soul as a cause of
various life functions. He reiterates that the soul is that by which we live and so it is the
cause in the sense of the form rather than the matter. He then refers back (kathaper
eipomen, 414a15) to the distinction between three manners of substance, and identifies
the form as one of them. He then (414a18-19) aligns the soul as form with the
fulfilment of the body. In reverting in this way to the notion of the soul as a fulfilment
of the body, the passage has sometimes been taken to show the priority of the DA 1I.1
account over the causal definitions. However, on my reading Aristotle is returning to
show the compatibility of the causal definitions with the outline account. Thereby he is
using the outline account as what it is supposed to do: as a check that the essential
definition of the soul is of the right general kind.

The causal account of the soul is supposed to provide middle terms for demonstra-
tions of the various life activities of living beings.'? It gives the essence of soul as the
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'2 While Kent Sprague (1996) is right in seeking to use the notion of the soul as a cause of life to construct
a demonstrative syllogism, it is unclear to me why she seeks to find the preferred definition in the conclusion
rather than in the premises. The root of the problems she has in reconstructing the demonstrative syllogisms
for the soul may be the claim that because of the example of squaring ‘we have to assume that “an actuality or
formulable essence of something that possesses a potentiality of being besouled” (414a27) qualifies as a
definition that is not simply the conclusion of a syllogism but that somehow exhibits the ground’ (105). But it
is quite clear that the explanatory middle term in the example of squaring should be ‘finding the mean
proportional’ and that it is this term that will correspond to the essence of soul. On the reading I am
suggesting ‘an actuality or formulable essence of something that possesses a potentiality of being besouled’ is
not Aristotle’s preferred definition of the essence of soul, nor is it supposed to figure in the demonstrative
syllogism, rather it works, in accordance with the outline account of the soul in DA II.1, as a description of
the causal role that the essential definitions will play.
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starting point for explaining the other attributes that are necessarily true of living beings
insofar as they are alive. Now if this is true we expect the causal account of the soul also
to show the soul as the cause in some of the ways that are available in scientific
demonstration. Aristotle explains in APo II1.11 that each of the four causes, formal,
final, efficient, and material cause, can play the role of an explanatory middle term in a

demonstrative syllogism. His examples of each are the following:

1) Material cause:

The angle in a semicircle is half of two right angles.
The half of two right angles is a right angle.

The angle in a semicircle is a right angle.

Here the middle term ‘half of two right angles’ expresses what a right angle is
composed of, that is, its matter. So the deduction happens through the material
cause as the explanatory middle term.

2) Efficient cause:

The Athenians were the aggressors.
Aggressors are made war on.

Therefore the Athenians were made war on. '

Here being the aggressor is the efficient cause and works as middle term explaining

why the Athenians were attacked in the Persian War.

3) Final cause:

Shelters for belongings are roofed.
Houses are shelters for belongings.
Therefore, houses are roofed.'*

Note also here that the final cause of a house, sheltering belongings, seems to be the
same as its formal cause: if you were to define what a house is you would say ‘a shelter
for yourself and your belongings’. The sameness of final and formal cause is a non-
accidental feature of natural causation, which we shall find reproduced in the case of
the soul in Chapter 5.

Aristotle offers no example in I1.11 of the formal cause as the explanatory middle
term, but there have been plenty in the preceding discussion. To take the familiar
example we had before:

'3 I have changed Aristotle’s language slightly for ease of presentation.

" 1 avoid the problematic example of digestion, in favour of the simpler example Aristotle offers, as
developed by Barnes (1993) 231. Leunissen (2007) 167 seeks to avoid the problem by arguing that Aristotle
does use final causes as explanatory middle terms but only as predicates in the conclusion. There is on this
account then no demonstration through the final cause, but only of the final cause. This seems to throw the
baby out with the bathwater: the interpretation not only undermines the primacy of final causation in nature
as an explanatory principle, it also makes it very hard to see how the formal cause works as an explanatory
middle term in those cases, such as a house, where it is the same as the final cause. Leunissen (2007) 1701
writes of the subsumption of the final cause under the formal cause, but it is more characteristic of natural
contexts, as we shall see, to say that the formal cause is explicated in terms of the final cause.
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Thunder is the extinguishing of fire.
Extinguishing of fire occurs in the cloud.
Thunder occurs in the cloud.

Here ‘extinguishing of fire’ offers the ‘what it is’, the formal cause of thunder, and
occurs in the explanatory role as middle term in the demonstration.

Now Aristotle said in Phys. II that nature was an explanatory principle of nature and
worked as a cause in those four familiar ways. Since knowledge of nature is meant to be
an instance of demonstrative knowledge, we would expect nature in those various
senses to work as an explanatory middle term in demonstrations. And Aristotle
confirms the expectation in APo II.11. Having offered the three kinds of causes as
middle terms, he says (94b27-37) that in many cases the same phenomenon can be
explained with reference to several causes, like the final and efficient cause. So thunder
can be explained both because it is necessary for it to sizzle and make a noise when fire
is extinguished (efficient cause) and because, according to Pythagoreans, it frightens the
denizens of Tartarus (final cause). We know of course already what the formal causal
explanation of thunder is, the extinction of fire in the clouds. Aristotle underlines
(94b35-6) that it is especially in the case of natural processes and products that we get
such explanatory diversity. The reason is obviously that nature itself works as a cause in
these various ways.

Now my argument so far has been that Aristotle seeks to define the soul as the cause
of the various life phenomena, and that his way of seeking such a definition is by trying
to identify the account of the soul that will serve as an explanatory middle term in
demonstrations of the necessary attributes of living beings qua living. Since, as Aristotle
told us at the beginning of DA 1.1, the soul is also a principle of animals, and I have
suggested, it constitutes the nature of living beings, we would expect that soul too
could possibly be understood as the cause in more than one way. We can exclude
already from the common account of soul, in DA II.1, that the soul works as such as
the material cause since soul is said to be form rather than matter. However, as the
discussion of the nutritive soul in DA I1.4 will confirm,'® the soul works as a cause in
the three other ways, as formal, final, and efficient cause. We can exemplify these roles
by some examples taken from the soul’s role in nutrition and generation. Many more
could be found according to which aspect of nutritive behaviour we are interested in,
and in which kind of living being we are considering.

Final cause:

People are immortality-lovers.
Immortality-lovers have intercourse.
Therefore people have intercourse.

15 See Chapter 6.
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Understand here immortality-lovers as meaning lovers of the perpetuation of the
eternal species form, which is the soul. Soul in this way works as final cause, like an
object of desire.

Efficient cause:

What is heated up internally is concocted.
Ingested food is heated up internally.
Therefore ingested food is concocted.

Here, as Aristotle explains in DA I1.4, it is the soul that regulates the internal heat, as its
contributory cause, in concocting the food. The reference to soul is necessary in fully
specifying the efficient cause since it is the soul that ensures the proper proportion of

the heating, not too much, not too little.

Formal cause:

Large animals produce only one offspring at a time.

The elephant is a large animal.

Therefore the elephant only produces one offspring at a time.

The example is taken from GA IV.4 771a17-22 but serves our purpose since it relates
the reproductive behaviour of the elephant directly to its size, a formal feature. Size is
part of the nature of the elephant which is explained by the form of elephant, either
directly as a part of the definition of elephant or as a further necessary consequence of
its essential attributes. It is the form of elephant that ensures that it is big, and so it is the
form of the elephant which explains why it only has a single calf at a time.'® Since the
form of the elephant is its soul, we can say that the example shows how the soul works
as a formal cause in explaining the reproductive behaviour of animals.

Now there is a debate about the ways in which, if any, Aristotle meant for his model
of demonstrative understanding to be applied to the biological works. Views vary
accordingly about the relationship between Aristotle’s theory of science and his
scientific practice, particularly, but not exclusively, in the biological works. There are
in the biological works, as Jonathan Barnes has underlined, no overtly stated demon-
strative syllogisms. However, this observation leaves a range of interpretations open,
including the option that Aristotle meant for the demonstrative model to be applicable
to his biological accounts, and that such applicability would show the correctness of
those accounts. Robert Bolton, Allan Gotthelf, and James Lennox, amongst others,
building on the seminal work of David Balme, have stressed the extent to which
Aristotle’s biological accounts are amenable to the demonstrative model. Others, notably

Geoftrey Lloyd, have criticized this interpretation. Through a survey of Aristotle’s uses of

16" Aristotle explains further that ‘their size is the very reason why they do not produce many offspring,

because in animals of this sort the nourishment gets used up to supply the growth of the body, whereas in the
case of smaller animals, nature takes away from their size and adds the surplus on to the seminal residue’
(771a28-31, transl. Peck in Loeb). The fact that the amount of matter available for semen is determined by
the available nourishment given the size of the animal again confirms the formal character of the explanation.
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the term apodeixis, ‘demonstration’, Lloyd highlights the way in which apodeixis is often
used for arguments that have a less strict status than required of a demonstrative syllogism
in the earlier chapters of APo, 1.1-4. This may in itself come as no surprise, in that many
similar words used by Aristotle sometimes have a stricter and sometimes a looser sense:
syllogismos, ousia, or logos, to take a few. Nor need the variety of uses of apodeixis pose a
difficulty to the opposing camp, in that their claim is not that apodeixis always carries with
it the notion of the demonstrative model, but rather that Aristotle’s explanatory practice
and his presentation of it in the biological works are consistent with the notion of apodeixis
articulated by the demonstrative model. Nonetheless, Lloyd’s point is an important
reminder that we cannot assume that apodeixis in the biological works always refers to
demonstration strictly understood.

Even more important, perhaps, are his claims that the other uses of apodeixis point to
Aristotle himself having changed his standards of scientific argument in the biological
works. He cites five passages, of which Lloyd considers the following lines from PA

I ‘the most enlightening’:

But the manner of the demonstration and the necessity is other in the case of physics and the
theoretical sciences. This has been discussed elsewhere. But the arché in some cases is what is, in
others what will be. For since health or man is such, necessarily [so-and-so] is or comes to be: itis not
that because this [so-and-so] is or comes to be, necessarily it [the product] is or will be. Nor is it
possible to join the necessity of such a demonstration (#és foiautés apodeixeds) to the eternal, so as to say,
since this is, that is. I have discussed these matters in another place. .. (PA 639b30-640a8, transl.
from Lloyd (1996))

The passage is, as Lloyd says, ‘difficult and controversial’, particularly in the construal of
the first sentence, which at first glance looks like it is contrasting physics and the
theoretical sciences, while Aristotle says elsewhere that physics is a theoretical science
(Metaph. V1.1 1025b24-7). Lloyd argues that however we try to solve this difficulty, the
passage lays out two modes of apodeixis. One is ‘a mode of apodeixis where you start from
what will be, the telos—health or man—and work back to what had to be, or become, to
produce that felos’. Here the necessity is hypothetical: the antecedent can be demon-
strated to be necessary on the assumption that the outcome ‘health’ or ‘man’ is to come
about. The other mode of demonstration operates with eternal and unconditional
necessities: here the antecedent can be asserted independently of the consequent.
Lloyd suggests that the former mode of demonstration does not comply with the strict
standards of the APo which require that the premises be necessary independently of the
consequences. PA 1.1 signals, then, that the teleological explanations to be employed in
biology are not strictly demonstrative in the way envisaged by APo.

Lennox has replied effectively to Lloyd’s interpretation of the passage. He points to
the way in which the Phys. I1.9 insists that goals are first principles in natural science, a
point reworked in APo 1.24 85b28-86a3 in the context of an argument to the effect
that since in final causal explanation we know something best when we no longer

know it because of something else, this is also true in other kinds of demonstration.
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And the implication of this argument that there is demonstration using final causes as
principles is made explicit, as Lennox points out, in APo II1.11, the chapter we were
looking at just know. So if one were to agree with Lloyd that there is a difference
between the two kinds of apodeixis referred to in PA I.1from the point of view of living
up to the standards of APo 1.1-4, then one would have to say, equally, that there is a
tension between these standards and APo I1.11.

Moreover, it is not clear why the use of final causes as explanatory middle terms in
nature should undermine the claim that the premises necessitate the conclusion. One
might think hypothetical necessitation would fail to necessitate the conclusion for at
least three reasons, taken individually or in combination: (1) because other means could
be found to bring about the end, or (2) because the end does not always obtain, or (3)
because the end does not yet obtain when the means happens. However, none of these
is decisive in the case of natural teleology. (1) Nature generally uses the same means
for the same ends: our teeth, to use the example of Phys. I1.9, are generally organized in
the same way to facilitate our eating. While it may then be true in practical contexts
that humans sometimes find different ways of achieving the same result, so that one end
does not necessitate one particular kind of means, this does not seem to hold of natural
causation. (2), that the end does not always obtain, seems true only for individuals but is
denied by the eternity of the species: insofar as the ends we are considering are the
essences and necessary features of the species it is not true to say that these ends do not
always obtain. The contrast of course still obtains with beings, the stars or the planets,
which are individually eternal. As for (3), Aristotle argues in Metaph. 6.8 1049b that
while the individual means precedes the individual end, for example the acorn comes
before the oak, at the level of the kind, there is always a preceding member of the kind,
so before this acorn there was an oak that made it, or as Aristotle is want to say, ‘man
generates man’. In nature things come into being to perpetuate ends that are already
realized. At the level of natural kinds, it is misleading then to say the end cannot
necessitate the coming into being of the means since the end has not yet to come into
being. If we take these points into account, there seems no compelling reason why the
hypothetical necessitation of the means by natural ends, taken at the level of the
species,'” should not be strong enough to support demonstrative argument.

These considerations might serve as a first defence of the claim in APo I1.11 that final
causes can play the role of an explanatory middle term in demonstrative arguments.
However, it is not my intention here to argue that Aristotle has a consistent theory of
demonstration through the four causes in the APo or that he implements such a theory
consistently in the biological works. Such arguments are major interpretative tasks in
their own right. But insofar as the tensions that Lloyd has found between the APo and
the biological works would already have to be seen as located or addressed within the
APo, they do not constitute reasons for thinking that Aristotle changed his mind about

17" Since demonstration expresses knowledge, and there is no knowledge of the individual as such, it
should not surprise us that the demonstration has to be pitched in this way at the level of the species.
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the applicability of the demonstrative model between these works.'® And nor therefore
do they provide grounds for doubting that Aristotle might have wished to apply the
APo’s ideas about the role of the four causes in demonstration to the psychology of the
DA, given the foundational role of the DA in relation to the biological works.

This is the point I ultimately want to maintain: in the DA Aristotle uses the
demonstrative model of the APo as a framework for identifying the essential features
of the soul, as those features that could work as middle terms in syllogisms demonstrat-
ing the necessary life behaviours of living beings. This project is foundational for the
biological works in that the essential features, so identified, could form the ultimate
premises for any demonstrations of why animals have the parts they do. The DA can
thus be seen as the fundamental stage in Aristotle’s zoology, a point argued for by Lloyd
elsewhere with supreme persuasiveness.'”

I have been concerned to stress that Aristotle’s attempt to define the soul should be
seen within the context of his attempt to gain a certain kind of knowledge of the soul,
namely the knowledge that is expressed in demonstrative arguments. The definition of
the soul will thus provide the explanatory principle for demonstrations of the charac-
teristic attributions of soul, and, by extension, of whatever attributes living beings have
qua ensouled. I have suggested that Aristotle approaches the identification of the
definition of soul from the fact of its connection with life. We are firmly within the
explanatory framework of the APo. In at least two ways, this framework continues to
determine Aristotle’s account of the soul in the early chapters of Book II of the DA: in
the account of the manner and the ways in which the soul works as a cause for living
beings and in his concern with the question of whether and if so how the soul, despite
being said in many ways, may present a unitary object of definition. These are the issues
we shall be looking at in the next two chapters.

'8 There is a tendency in Lloyd’s comments to harden the criteria for demonstration in the APo so that
tensions arise even within that work. So, for example, he uses mathematical demonstrations in the APo,
which enjoy the strictest form of demonstrative necessity, as a starting for comparisons with Aristotle’s
arguments in the biological works; see Lloyd (1990) 32—-3. But this makes it harder to see how all the four
causes could as recommended by APo I1.11 work as explanatory middle terms, given that there are no final or
efficient causes in mathematical reasoning. Since these causes necessitate their outcomes in different ways (as
we have seen), we cannot expect mathematical style necessitation to apply in these explanations. But it is the
case that the APo positively recommends that all four causes can work as explanatory principles. So if the use
of these explanatory principles is in tension with the mathematical model it is a tension already within the
APo, not between the APo as such and the biological works.

% In Lloyd (1992).
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Parts and Unity in the
Definition of the Soul

In the opening chapter of the DA Aristotle explains that he aims to define the soul in
such a way that we gain knowledge of what it is, its essence.! Knowing the essence of
soul is helpful because it allows you to know other things about the soul and beings
insofar as they have soul. Specifically, as I argued in the last chapter, the definition of
what the soul is can serve as a principle of demonstration for the other attributes of the
soul, or ensouled beings qua ensouled.” But if the definition of the soul is to serve as a
principle of demonstration, at least in accordance with the notion of demonstration
presented in the APo, then it has to comply with the conditions for definitions laid
down in that work. One of these is that the definition should be of something that is, in
a strong sense, one, which means at least one not by accident or by juxtaposition.” If the
definition of the soul is going to serve as the basis of demonstrative knowledge we
need, then, to understand the way in which the soul meets this requirement.
However, already in DA 1.1 Aristotle suggests the potential difficulties involved in

giving a unitary definition of soul:

It is necessary also to inquire whether the soul is with or without parts, and whether every soul is
uniform or not. If it is not uniform, [we should inquire] whether it differs in species or in genus.
For as it is, those who speak and inquire about the soul seem to consider only the human soul.
However, we need to pay attention to whether there is one account of the soul, just as there is of
animal, or whether there is a different account for each species, such as of horse, dog, man, and
god, where the animal taken generally is either nothing or something posterior, in the same way
as another common [predicate] might be predicated. Furthermore, if there are not many souls,
but parts of soul, is it necessary to inquire into the whole soul first or into the parts? But it is
difficult also to define these, which are by nature difterent from each other. (DA 402b1-11)

Aristotle asks two questions together. The first question here is whether the soul has
parts or not. The second is ‘whether “every soul” (pas psukhé) is uniform or not’. The
two questions are distinct but related. The first question concerns whether it is true of
the soul that it is such as to have different parts. This question concerns the internal

DA 1.1 402a7-16.
DA 1.1 402a16-403a2, DA 11.2 413a11-25.
Cf. APo 92a31-4, 93b35-7.
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organization of every soul. The second question asks whether every soul is of the same
kind as every other soul, that is, whether my soul, that of a cat, and that of a plant, all are
of the same sort. The second question is, then, about the external relation of every soul
to every other soul.

It is not difticult to see Aristotle’s reason for raising the two questions together in the
context of worrying about the unity of soul. If there are parts of soul that differ in kind,
then we may ask what it is that these parts have in common such that they are all parts
of soul. Similarly, if there are different kinds of soul for difterent kinds of living being,
then we will want to know what, if anything, it is that entitles us to say that they all
have soul. It may of course be that the different parts of soul or the different kinds of
soul do not share one or several characteristics by virtue of which we call them parts of
soul or souls. However, in that case it may also be that we shall have to abandon the
project of defining soul as such, since, as we have seen, we require that a definition
should be of something unitary.

Now Aristotle presents his question about the unity of the definition of soul in terms
of the relationship between the kinds of soul. In particular, the question is whether
there is one definition of soul as of a genus. He uses the analogy with the definition of
the genus ‘animal’, which includes the species ‘horse’, ‘dog’, ‘man’, and so on. He
presents us with two options. The first is that there is a common definition of soul as
there is a common definition of ‘animal’; that is to say, all the species of soul have a
common generic attribute by virtue of which they all count as souls. In that case, we
could define the common property of soul and introduce the difterences between the
various kinds of soul which define them as this or that kind of soul. The alternative,
however, is that there is no common definition of soul as a genus, but only definitions
of the various kinds of soul. In that case, Aristotle says, ‘the animal taken generally is
either nothing or something posterior, in the same way as another common [predicate]
might be predicated’. I take ‘another common predicate’ to refer to a common
predicate which would apply to the various kinds but not in the way a genus enters
into the definition of the species.

One could answer the question about the external relationships of souls without
prejudice to the question about parts of soul. So it could be that a canine soul, a human
soul, and so on, were all essentially different, with no common elements, and it could
be that each of these souls internally was characterized either by having parts or by
having no parts. However, I shall argue that this is not Aristotle’s view. As we shall see,
he argues in Book II that the capacities that make up the various souls—plant soul,
animal soul, human soul, and so on—are also the capacities by which the various souls
differ from each other. So, for example, the perceptual capacity will be both part of
animal soul and the capacity by which animal soul differs from that of a plant. On this
view, there is a close relationship between the thought that there are different souls for
different kinds of living being, and the view that their souls as a whole are composed of
parts: because there are parts of soul the souls of living beings can differ by some having

one part or more which others do not have. It is because Aristotle in DA 1.1 anticipates



PARTS AND UNITY IN THE DEFINITION OF THE SOUL 49

this kind of thought that he raises the question of the parts of the soul in tandem with
the question of the unity of the different kinds of soul. For the parts of soul that
together form the various kinds of soul also give us the elements whereby those various
kinds of soul differ. And because there are such parts there is a question about whether
and, if so how, they may be unified in one soul, understood either within the soul of
one kind of living being (the internal question) or across the souls of different kinds of
living being (the external question).

Book I is aporetic: we have to wait till Book II for a more definitive discussion of the
parts of soul. Yet it is important to see how Aristotle’s fundamental questions about the
soul in Book I, Ch. 1 already imply a constructive interest in the notion of psychic parts:
Aristotle addresses the question of the unity of the soul in the face of the differences
between various kinds of soul by invoking the notion of different parts. The thought
seems to be that by defining the parts of the soul we may come to understand both how
the soul is constituted internally and how the different kinds of soul differ.

Yet some scholars have thought that Aristotle is entirely hostile to talk of psychic
parts. This impression derives especially from DA 1.5, 411a26-b14, where Aristotle
criticizes those—Platonists in all likelihood—who ‘hold that the soul is divisible, and
that we reason with one part and desire with another’.* The problem that arises for the
Platonist is how to account for the unity of the soul. If the soul has parts what makes it
one soul? This is a particularly pressing question if the soul itself is supposed to be what
unifies the body: if the soul is not itself naturally one, how can it bring unity to the body?

Some commentators have rashly taken the objection to parts of the soul as conclu-
sive.” Certainly, DA 1.5 shows that if we ascribe parts to the soul, we must do so in a
way that also allows for the parts to form a unity and, also, for the soul to unify the
body, given that the body cannot be what makes the soul one. However, 1.5 does not
show that no such account is available. It does not show that one cannot allow for the
soul to have parts as well as unity. Rather it presses on us a problem to be solved about
how the soul can remain one while having parts. As we shall see, Aristotle not only
thinks that there is way in which it is admissible to divide the soul into parts, he also
thinks that the notion of parts, properly understood, has a positive role to play in
defining the soul as one.

The suggestion I want to make about this positive role lies in immediate extension of
my comments about DA’s opening chapter. The project of the DA is to define the
soul. Aristotle approaches this task by analysing the soul into its component elements,
its parts. Like the letters of the alphabet, the elements of the soul are able to combine in
different ways in the souls of different living beings. If they differ the souls of those
living beings will differ too. As ‘at’ is a different word from ‘a’ by the addition of a
different letter, so nutrition and perception together constitute a different kind of soul

from just nutrition by the addition of another element. In this way the elements lend

* Cf. Republic IV 439d4-8.
> I thus reverse the judgement of Hicks (1907) ad 411a30.
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themselves both to an account of how a particular kind of soul is constituted and to an
account of how this kind of soul differs from another kind. However, Aristotle takes
the element that strictly speaking defines a kind of soul as that kind of being to be the
element that differentiates it from other kinds. So while an animal soul has both
nutrition and perception he takes it to be perception that most properly defines an
animal soul since it is having this element that differentiates it from those living beings
that just have nutrition, that is, plants.

So, the general picture of parts of soul is as the elements that go into defining the
various kinds of souls, where what primarily defines the kinds of soul of the various
kinds of living being may be thought of as the differentiae of those kinds of living
being. Now let me try first to show how this picture emerges from the discussion in
DA 11.1-2, and then fill in some more detail. In II.1, Aristotle picks up the definitional
questions from I.1, now intending to answer them. First, in II.1 he gives a ‘common’
account of the soul: the soul falls in the category of substance as the form. More fully, it
is the first fulfilment (entelekheia) of a natural instrumental body potentially having life
(412a27-8). However, this account is still only given only as an outline (tupdi, 413a9).
As Aristotle explains at the beginning of 1.2, the common account does not capture
the soul in its essence because it does not show the soul as a cause of what it is in its
nature to cause, that is, life. To give an essential definition of soul we need then to
define the soul as the cause of life. However, life is said in many ways—nutrition,
perceiving, moving around, understanding—so soul too is a cause in correspondingly
different ways.

Saying that life, and soul, is said in many ways does not rule out that there might be
one way which is central to understanding other ways of being a soul. As shown by
Christopher Shields, it is possible that the other kinds of soul may be related to a central
case of soul by what he calls ‘core homonymy’.® Roughly, the idea is that other cases of
being F have to be accounted for in terms of one case of being F, but not vice versa.’
Core homonymy contrasts with homonymies that do not share a central case, such as
‘seal’ meaning a water-dwelling mammal with flippers, or an imprint-producing
device. Thinking of ‘soul’ as core homonymous is initially attractive since, though
we do not call the different kinds of soul ‘soul’ in the same way, we do not think it an
accident either that the different kinds of soul are all called so. The difficulty lies in
finding what the core case of soul might be for Aristotle, if he believed in one. ‘Cause
of life’ has been suggested,® but this is simply to re-describe the problem, since, as we
saw, ‘life’ is said in as many ways as ‘soul’ (413a22). Another term that has been

© Shields (2002) 179-88.

7 More precisely, Shields (2002) 104 defines ‘core homonymy” as follows: ‘aand b are homonymously Fin
a core-dependent way iff: (i) a is F; (ii) b is F; and either (iii a) the account of F in “b is F” necessarily makes
reference to the account of F in “a is F” in an asymmetrical way, or (iii b) there is some ¢ such that the
accounts of F-ness in “ais F”’ and “bis F”” necessarily make reference to the account of F-ness in “cis F” in an
asymmetrical way.’

¥ As suggested in Pellegrin (1986) 128.
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suggested is ‘means of self-preservation’ (cf. DA I1.4 415a26-b7),” but again there are as
many ways of preserving oneself as there are of living.'” Next, how about the notion of
soul according to the common account in DA I1.1? But this is an ‘outline’ which does
not state the essence of soul, and so does not support the claim that the kinds of soul are
definitionally connected in relation to a single core case.

More plausibly, Shields argues that the different kinds of life are in different ways
intentional systems, which are related by ‘core-dependent homonymy’ to god as the
central case. One problem with this idea, however, as Shields himself points out, is to
find a notion of intentional system which is broad enough to include nutrition, but not
so broad as to include inanimate systems such as heat-seeking cruise missiles, to use
Shields’ example. He suggests that the distinction between native systems—whose ends
are derived from within—and non-native systems, may demarcate the living systems
from the artificial ones. However, this still leaves us with the tricky case of non-living
natural bodies, like the four elements. Another issue arising if one were to extend
Shields’ idea about life to the soul is that the soul is the fulfilment of a natural body,
having life in capacity (412a27-8), and ‘the substance of ensouled bodies’ (415b11-12),
relations that god cannot illustrate. In the absence of any clearly satisfactory core notion
of soul, I shall put aside this suggestion."'

Whatever we make of the possibility of core homonomy in the case of the soul, it is
clear that we cannot give a single general definition of soul as the cause of life because
there is no general notion of life; rather we must give different definitions of soul as the
cause of the various kinds of life. Recalling the question of I.1 whether, if there is no
genus of soul, what is said commonly is nothing or something posterior, we may say
that there is a common predicate for soul, namely the common account, but this is
posterior to the specific accounts of soul, insofar as it does not capture the essence of
any soul.

Notice that already at this stage (413a25-b10), Aristotle differentiates the different
kinds of life in relation to the different kinds of living being. Nutrition is what makes
plants different from non-living things (a25-31), while ‘an animal exists primarily
because of perception’ (413b2). This is no surprise, since after all we predicate life of
living beings and so we would expect different kinds of life to be exhibited by difterent
kinds of living being. We need, then, to think of the soul not only as the cause of
different kinds of life but also as the cause of the different kinds of life of the different
kinds of living being, or put more simply, perhaps, we need to think of the soul as the

? So Matthews (1992) 191, suggests defining a power of the soul as follows: ‘x is a psychic power for
species s = df for s to be preserved individual organisms that belong to s must, in general, exercise x.” He then
defines life in terms of such powers: ‘x is alive = df there is a species s, and a psychic power p, such that x
belongs to s, p is a psychic power for species s, and x can exercise p.” One problem here is that there are many
powers, passive and active, belonging to species and necessary for their survival which are not psychic, such as
the power of the body to withstand the impact of external pressure.

19 On this point, see Chapter 6 below.

' Shields (2002) 188-92.
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cause of the way in which the different kinds of living being live their different lives.
Moreover, if, as Aristotle later says (II.4 415b14), ‘living is the being for living beings
and the soul is the cause and principle of this’, we can see why by identitying the soul as
the cause of the different kinds of living, we would also thereby be contributing to the
definition of these living beings as the different kinds that they are.

The conception of the soul as a principle of life further helps clarify the definitional
object in the DA. Aristotle, as we saw, wants to define what soul is, its essence. But
given that there is no single basic kind of soul, he seeks to define instead the most basic
kinds of soul there are. The basic kinds of soul were in turn the souls of different kinds
of living being. While what Aristotle seeks to define is ‘soul’, ‘soul’, then, turns out to
be indexed to different kinds of living being.'® This makes good sense since the soul is
the principle of life of a certain kind of living being, so a difterence in the soul amounts
to a difference in the kind of living being that has that soul, insofar as it is alive.
Moreover, it makes good sense to say that we cannot talk about different kinds of soul
without making reference to the different kinds of living being that have those souls.
The soul is after all, the principle of their living, not of living in general.

It is towards the end of the passage (413a25-b10) describing how different capacities
work as principle of life for different living beings—nutrition for plants, perception
animals, and so on—that Aristotle first in the constructive context of Book II uses the
term ‘part’ (morion): ‘we call nutritive such a part of soul in which even (kai) plants
partake, while animals clearly have the sense of touch’.'> This seems to support the
claim that we call capacities of soul ‘parts’ in the context of their characterizing the souls
of certain kinds of living being. Later in I1.2 at 413b20 Aristotle refers to the perceptual
and locomotive parts as ‘differences of soul’ (diaphoras tés psuchés), and at 414b35-al
Aristotle says of perception and, in particular touch, ‘for this makes the difference of
animals’. Talk of parts of the soul is then embedded in the context of thinking of the
capacities that characterize the souls of different kinds of living being.

It is this notion of a part of soul as a capacity by which the different kinds of soul are
characterized which is developed in the following passage where Aristotle discusses the
relationship between the parts:

Now let this much have been said, that the soul is the principle of the things mentioned and has
been defined (hdristai) by these, the capacities of nutrition, perception, the reasoning, and by
locomotion. Whether each of these [sc. the nutritive, the perceptual, the cogitative and
movement| is a soul or a part of the soul, and if it is a part whether it is so as to be separable
only in account or also in place, about some of the cases it is not difticult to gain insight, but other
cases are puzzling. (DA 11.2 413b11-16)

' Which is not to say that the souls themselves are different because they belong to different kinds of
living being, only that the fact that they are different is shown by the way they characterize different
kinds of living being.

"> DA 413b7-8.
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Aristotle makes it explicit that the capacities mentioned are those that define'”* the soul
of the living beings.'> When he goes on to ask the question about whether they each
count as a part of soul or a soul, this question is thus premised on the assumption that
they define soul. Moreover, Aristotle does not consider the option that these capacities
might neither count as parts of soul nor as souls in their own right; rather what we have
to consider is: if they are not souls in their own right, in what sense are they parts of

soul?!®

The definitional context explains the narrow choice: for if a capacity enters into
the definition of soul it enters it either by defining the soul on its own, that is by itself
constituting a soul (as does the nutritive soul in plants) or it does so by being a part of
the soul which together with other parts defines the whole soul. There are, then, only
those two options if we consider the capacities of the soul as they enter the definition of

soul, either they are parts of soul or they are souls in their own right.

Separability

In the passage just quoted Aristotle implies that, at least where there are many capacities
in the definition of the soul,'” the capacities have the status of parts and on that basis
give us two ways of understanding their relationship to each other: they are either
separable in account or separable both in account and in place. He then (413b16-29)
gives us reason to reject separability of place (with the possible exception of theoretical
intellect). As evidence against spatial separability, Aristotle cites the way in which the
bodies of certain insects when divided contain all of the original soul parts: the soul
parts cannot then be said to be separable on the basis of their occupying separate places
in the living being. The passage looks like a clarification of the objection made in 1.5:
the case of divided insects was there used as evidence against parts without qualifica-
tion, while it is here used as an objection to parts understood as spatially separable. Parts
understood as separable in account only are left untouched by the objection. This
shows that the aporiai of Book 1.5 did not prepare us for a blanket rejection of any
notion of parts of soul, but only of a particular conception, the Platonic notion of

spatially separable parts.'®

' A weaker translation of “héristai’ would be ‘has been determined’ but the definitional context (referred
back to by the perfect tense) of the previous passages supports the stronger translation.

15 Taking 7év elpyuévawr TobTwy in 1) Yoy AV elpnuévwy TovTwy dpx1 to refer back to the living beings
we have been talking about seems particularly right given that the combination with arkhé. For at 413b1
living things are said to be alive because of this arkhé, that is the nutritive capacity. The alternative ‘principle of
these capacities’ is awkward.

'° Contrast Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) 87, who take DA 413b13—16 as leaving it open whether the
four capacities count at least as parts of the soul.

7 The nutritive capacity cannot very well be said to be ‘a part’ of plant soul insofar as it is the sole
constituent; however one may still think of it as a definitional part of soul, in that it is one of capacities that
enter into the definition of the different kinds of soul, and from this perspective it is a part of soul which plants
have.

'8 Cf. Bastit (1996) 16-17, who plausibly takes Aristotle’s attack on the spatial division of parts of soul to
be a reply to Tim. 70d7—e3.



5S4 PARTS AND UNITY IN THE DEFINITION OF THE SOUL

Aristotle has given us reason, then, to reject the notion of spatially separable parts.
Next (413b29—414a3), he offers positive reasons for the alternative of taking the parts
to be ‘separable in account’. What is meant by this phrase is by no means obvious. As far
as ‘account’ (logos) goes, it seems fairly clear that it is to be taken in the sense of
‘definition’; for Aristotle gives as his example that the ability to perceive and the ability
to opine are different in account because what it is to be able to perceive is different
from what it is to be able to opine, where the phrase ‘what it is for X to be such and
such’ is his standard formula for the object of definition or ‘essence’.'” It is more
difficult to say what ‘separable’ is supposed to mean. As Jennifer Whiting has pointed
out,® there are at least two readings available. On the weaker reading ‘separable’
means just ‘different’; accordingly X and Y would be separable in account if the
definition you would give of X differs from the one you would give of Y. On the
stronger reading ‘separable’ implies not just ‘different from’ but also ‘independent of”.
So X would be separable from Y in account, if and only if the definition of X does not
refer to that of Y. It is possible for two accounts to be different yet not to be separable in
the stronger sense. So the definition of red is different from the definition of colour, yet
it is not separable from the definition of colour since an understanding of what colour
is, is presupposed by a definition of red.*' In contrast, the definition of man is separable
from that of white, say, in that you can define man independently of white, without
making any reference to what white is.*>

Now some of Aristotle’s star examples of ‘separable in account’ elsewhere are such
that we would expect it to be the case that if X is treated as separable in account from
Y, then the account of X will not refer to Y. So in Phys. I1.2 Aristotle says that the
mathematician treats surfaces, lines, and points as separable in account from bodies,
even though they are not separable in reality.>> The implication is clearly that the
accounts of mathematical entities will not refer to the bodies from which they are

' Cf. Top. VIL5, 154a31: “a definition is an account indicating the essence of a thing’.

20 Whiting (2002), cf. also Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) 100.

2 Two notes of clarification. (1) I take the notion of ‘the definition of X making reference to Y’ to imply
that Y is prior in account to X, not necessarily that the definition of X makes overt mention of Y. So the
definition of colour makes reference to substance not in the sense that it necessarily expressly mentions
substance but in the sense that your definition of colour will rely on terms, say, surfaces or bounded bodies
(cf. Sens. 439218-33), which will ultimately have to be understood in terms of substance. Given that the
relationship of definitional dependence of X on Y does not require making overt mention of Y, we can also
be lax about whether we say the definition of X is separable from the definition of Y or that the definition of
X is separable simply from Y. The thought is the former but a mention of Y in the definition of X will also
serve to make the definition of X depend on that of Y, since Y in turn will have to be defined. (2) Since the
notion of X making reference to Y’ involves Y being priorin account to X, as a (direct or indirect) element of
the definiens of X, we can exclude tricky cases of correlative terms ‘master and slave’ (cf. Cat. 6b28-31), where
one might think that the definition of either necessarily involves reference to the other (cf., however, also
Metaph.1021a27-b3, which warns of the danger of circularity in defining relatives in terms of each other).

2 Cf. Whiting (2002) 144-5. While Whiting’s argument follows a different path from mine in this
chapter, I have taken from her seminal article the ideas that the notion of parts in Aristotle involves
separateness rather than mere difference in account, and that features of the soul that are definitionally
dependent on perception should be ascribed to the perceptual part.

# Aristotle reminds us of the mathematical use of separation in DA .1 403b14-15.
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abstracted. More generally, there are passages where Aristotle suggests that the form of
a composite substance may be separable in account only, the point being that while the
form only exists in the context of a composite substance, one may talk about the form
in some cases without referring to the composite or the matter.>* In these contexts, at
least, Aristotle is operating with the stronger notion of separability in account.

One important difference between separability as mere difference and as indepen-
dence is that while the first is always symmetrical, the second need not be. So when we
say that the definition of red is different from that of colour we are also implying that
the definition of colour differs from that of red. But when we say that the definition of
man is separate in the stronger sense of independent of that of white, we are not
thereby claiming that white can be defined independently of man. Generally, Aristotle
holds that the accounts of items in non-substantial categories such as quality depend in
some way on the definition of substances such as man.>> So here the substance is
separable in account from the quality but not vice versa. We might say, then, that
whereas separation understood as difference in account is as such symmetrical, when
understood as independence the relationship is as such asymmetrical. We need, then, to
consider, if the separability in account of the parts of soul is to be understood in the
stronger sense, whether Aristotle in fact thinks of this relationship as symmetrical or
not, given that symmetry is not ensured by strong separability as such.

Now a prima facie reason for thinking that the separability in account enjoyed by the
parts of the soul is both of the stronger and of the symmetrical sort is the parallel with
spatial separability. When two parts are spatially separated, like the parts of an insect,

clearly the parts are non-overlapping and symmetrically so.%°

If we treat ‘separable’ as a
general term to be qualified by either ‘in place’ or ‘in account’, we might then think
that two kinds of separability will be similar in respect of discreteness and symmetry,
but different in that in the one case this discreteness and symmetry will obtain between
spatial entities, in the other it will obtain between definitions. At the very least this
consideration shows that ‘separable’ can for Aristotle carry the stronger and symmetri-
cal interpretation.

In terms of Aristotle’s actual argument in DA I1.2, two reasons are given for thinking
that the non-theoretical parts of the soul are ‘separable in account’. Of these the first is
consistent with Aristotle having in mind mere difference in account, while the other
looks like it requires the stronger notion of separability. Here is the first:

24 Cf. e.g. Metaph. 1042229, Phys. 193b4.

% Cf. Metaph. VIL.1 1028233-b1.

26 Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) 96 “take it that “x is separable from y in place [réme]” means that x can
have a location independent of the location of y, i.e. x can be found at a place at which y is not found’. This
explication does not distinguish clearly enough between cases where x and y have different extensions and
cases where they have non-overlapping extensions since in both cases x can be found at a place where y is not.
Aristotle, when he imagines the separation of plants and worms, clearly has the latter in mind, as Corcilius and
Gregoric also recognize (116).
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But that they are difterent (heteron) in definition is clear, for what it is to be capable of perceiving
is different from what it is to be capable of opining, if indeed perceiving is different from opining,
and similarly for each of the others which were mentioned above. (DA 413b29-32)

The parts are here presented as capacities and capacities differ if their corresponding
activities differ. Aristotle’s use of ‘difterent’ (heteron) allows for cases where terms do not
share a common term. So in Metaph. 4.9 he allows for a strong sense of ‘different’
according to which things are different if they don’t share a genus, which for standard
definitions per genus et differentiam specificam would exclude any definitional overlap.®’
But nothing Aristotle says explicitly in the first argument commits him to such a strong
sense of ‘different’: he may as well just be saying that the parts of the soul are not the
same in account.

The second argument seems, however, to support the stronger notion of separability:

Moreover, these all belong to some of the animals, while some of them belong to some animals,
and one alone to the rest; for this makes the difference of animals.?® For what reason, we need to
consider later. And something similar is true of the senses: for some animals have all, others some,
while yet others have the most necessary, touch. (413b32—414a3)

Aristotle thinks that the distribution of parts of the soul across different living beings
in some way supports his claim that these parts are different in account. What he has in
mind may be the following. If A and B exist in one kind of living being and A only in
another kind of being, then A must be separable in account from B. For if A is realized
in a living being without B, then the being of A cannot depend on that of B. But, since
the being of something is that which you define, it must be possible to define the being
of A without reference to the being of B. The definition of A must, therefore, be
separable from that of B.*” The underlying assumption here is that existential separa-
bility implies ontological separability and ontological separability implies definitional
separability.”” Accordingly, it must be possible to define the nutritive soul indepen-
dently of the perceptual soul, if it is possible for the nutritive soul to exist without the
perceptual, a possibility demonstrated by the case of plants. Since we can define the
soul of plants and the soul of plants consists entirely of the nutritive kind, it must be

possible to define this kind without reference to other kinds of soul. Similarly, it must

27 Metaph. 1018a12-15.

2 opolws 8¢ kal TAY dAwv éxkaoTov TAV elpnuévawr. €TL & éviows wev Tav (Hwv dravl vmdpye TadTa,
710t 8€ Twa ToUTwY, éTépots 8¢ Ev udvov (TotiTo 8€ motel Sradopar Twv {wv). Contrast Corcilius and Gregoric
(2010) 104, who translate the bracketed text ‘this is what makes a difference among living beings’. As they
note (88, n.8) this requires emending (as at 413b32) the agreed reading of the manuscripts, T@v {dwv, to 7oV
{avrwv. Understanding the difference as a differentia of animals avoids such drastic measures. We need not be
surprised that Tadra, via Tédv dXwv éxaoTov Tdv elpnuévwr, here refers to the non-nutritive capacities. The
nutritive capacity as a differentia of plant soul has already been acknowledged at 413b16—19: since then we
have been talking about other differentiae (-n'epl éTépag BLCL(;SDpdS s Puxms, 413b19-20).

2% Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) 93—4, n.19, recording a debt to Andreas Anagnostopoulos, make this
kind of point.

3 One may compare the way in which ontological priority implies definitional priority on the plausible
reading of Aristotle’s Metaphysics of Peramatzis (2008).
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be possible to define the perceptual soul without the intellect since animals show that
the perceptual soul can be realized without an intellect. The distribution of parts of soul
across living beings shows, then, that the ‘lower’ parts of soul can be defined indepen-
dently of the higher. It seems, then, on the basis of Aristotle’s second argument, that he
has the stronger notion of separability in mind.

One might think that the fact that the perceptual soul cannot exist without the
nutritive soul shows that it is not definitionally separable from nutrition, just as the fact
that the nutritive soul is separable in existence from the perceptual shows that it is
separable from perception also in account. But this would of course be an invalid
inference: that fact that definitional separability follows from existential separability
shows nothing about definitional inseparability following from existential inseparabili-
ty. There are lots of external factors (say the law of gravity) on whose existence human
beings may rely that are not part of our definition as human beings. This is one reason
why it is worth distinguishing existential from ontological separation, that is, separation
in terms of what the thing is, taken in the sense of its essence. Ontological inseparability
may plausibly be taken to involve definitional inseparability in a way existential
inseparability cannot.

The second argument in favour of the parts’ being separable in account suggests the
stronger notion of separability. On this view, the nutritive part can be defined without
reference to the perceptual, the perceptual without reference to the rational part. So
far, however, nothing has been said to show that separability applies in the opposite
direction, for example that the perceptual part is also separable in definition from the
nutritive or the rational from the perceptual and the nutritive. It remains possible that
while one could define the nutritive part independently of the perceptual, one could

not define the perceptual independently of the nutritive.”'

! The argument of this chapter had been formulated by the time I had access to Corcilius and Gregoric
(2010). While we agree that the capacities of the soul that for Aristotle constitute parts of soul enjoy
definitional independence, we have rather different views on the how and why. I have already traced
some of these differences in the footnotes. But here are perhaps the most important ones. While Corcilius and
Gregoric are right to take the separability of parts to be strong and symmetrical for Aristotle, they do not show
why, given that the strong separability relation is not inherently symmetrical, Aristotle should think the
symmetrical notion justified for the parts of soul as parts. (Their article is limited to considering the
relationship of parts to other parts, rather than that of the whole to the parts, so there is admittedly less
scope for them to develop the sort of answer I have put forward here, or an alternative. Still I would urge that
the question of what constitutes a part has to be answered in the context of the capacities’ role in the
definition of the whole soul.) To argue as they do, rightly, that the capacities of the soul that constitute the
parts, nutrition, perception, and intellect, are defined in such a way that the definitions do not make reference
to each other, shows that they are as capacities symmetrically separable. But we should not confuse the
candidates with the job description: it is one thing to show that the capacities as defined satisfy the criterion of
definitional separability, it is different matter to show that Aristotle’s conception of a part of soul is to be such.
What we need first is to find Aristotle’s reason for adopting a certain criterion of parthood which involves
strong symmetrical separabiilty, and then to see how certain capacities satisfy this criterion. The theoretical
intellect also shows that being a capacity of soul which is separable in definition is not sufficient for being a
part of soul since it is a different kind of soul (413b26). They try to counter the problem of the theoretical
intellect by saying it is a part of the human soul: ‘In those human beings who develop the capacity for
theorizing, or while they exercise it, the capacity for theorizing seems to exist together with all the other
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One problem that immediately would arise if one were to accept the option of
asymmetrical separability is that it becomes impossible to count parts according to their
status as separable. Recall that Aristotle already in DA 1.1 worried about how to
differentiate the parts of the soul: ‘it is difficult’, he said, ‘also to define these [sc. the
parts], which are by nature different from each other’ (DA 402b11). Asymmetrical
separability compounds the problem, for while the nutritive soul is separable from
the perceptual, the perceptual is not separable from the nutritive. So it is unclear
whether these are one or two parts, if we use separability in account as a criterion for
parthood. We end up with in the baffling situation whereby the nutritive and
perceptual capacities are one part from the point of view perception but two from
the point of view of nutrition. For nutrition is, then, separable from perception, but not
vice versa. Separability ceases then to be a useful criterion for counting parts.

However, I think we have already been given a good independent reason to think
that the parts of the soul are separable in a way that is both strong and symmetrical. The
reason lies in the way the parts of soul figure in the definitions of the various kinds of
soul. Each of the parts of soul serves not just as an element of a certain kind of soul but
also as a differentia of a certain kind of soul. If perception serves as a differentia of

capacities of the soul, and hence it can be regarded as a part of the soul’ (93). But ‘existing together with my,
or human, soul’ hardly means ‘being a part of my, or human, soul’, and if the active intellect is god (as they
seem to acknowledge) it had better not mean this. The appropriate conclusion seems to be that being a
capacity of soul that is definitionally separable is not a sufficient condition of being a part of the soul, though it
is a necessary one. Their discussion of why the nutritive capacity does not count as a part in plants in fact
suggests what is missing: in order to be a part of soul, the capacity also has to be present as a part in what a plant
is: but the nutritive capacity is not a part of what a plant is, rather it is the whole of plant soul. By the same
token a capacity is only a part of soul if it enters as a part into the definition of a certain kind of soul. The
problem of not keeping the criterion of parthood distinct from the candidates is also evident in Corcilius and
Gregoric’s discussion of the locomotive capacity. They say that the reason why Aristotle is not clear in DA
I1.2 about the criterion of parthood, particularly whether it is weak or strong separability, is to keep the
locomotive capacity in play as a possible part until the discussion of locomotion in DA II1.9-10. But it is one
thing to keep it open whether a capacity is a part according to a certain criterion, and another to keep what
counts as the criterion open. This cannot simply be a matter of keeping the door open for locomotion, for if
weak separability as a criterion of parthood is kept open as an option until II1.9, then a whole host of possible
parts will be kept in play until then, not just locomotion, but also, by their own count, those mentioned
in II.2, imagination, desire, pleasure and pain, and elsewhere, memory, recollection, dreaming, and so on
(cf. Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) 85). We would have no criterion then for selecting the capacities Aristotle
chooses as parts of the soul until in the best case II1.9-10. Moreover, as Corcilius and Gregoric acknowledge,
while Aristotle offers plenty of critique of the Platonist conception of parthood in DA II1.9-10, there is still no
explicit answer as to what counts as a part emerging from these chapters. They therefore end up taking
II1.9-10 as somehow indirectly confirming a criterion that was implied by, but somehow also left open in,
I1.2. On my reading these problems do not arise since Aristotle takes it to be clear by I1.2 that parts of the soul
are those capacities that are parts in the definition of the soul. It should be noted finally that Corcilius and
Gregoric are well aware of the relevance of the parts of soul to the definition of the various kinds of living
being. On their reading, however, the parts of soul are confirmed as basic explanatory principles by their role in
explaining the various kinds of living being but their status as parts is established prior to this confirmation by
their being capacities which are definitionally primitive and separable (cf. Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) 113
and Corcilius (2008) 52). On my reading, in contrast, the notion of parts of soul is always indexed to the soul
of certain kinds of living being, because, as shown by DA I1.3, this is the only level at which one can give real
definitions of soul.
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animals, as Aristotle said at 413b33—414al, then the definition of perception cannot
make reference to nutrition. Why not? Assume that nutrition is an element in the
definition of perception, then what distinguishes animals from plants (i.e. perception)
itself makes reference to what animals have in common with plants (i.e. nutrition). But
perception as a differentia is supposed to make animals different from plants. So the
definition of perception cannot depend on that of nutrition, if perception is a differen-
tia of animal soul. Moreover, if perception is a differentia of animal soul it follows
trivially that the perception is not an element in the definition of nutrition. Otherwise
one would in attributing nutrition to plants also ascribe perception to them. But having
perception is supposed to make animals different from other living beings. It follows
therefore that if the parts of the soul work as differentiae in the definition of the
different kinds of soul that their definitions are mutually separable; symmetrically
separable in the strong sense, that is.

Now for some objections and clarifications. One might reasonably object that it is
one thing for the definition of X to make reference to Y; it is quite another thing to
attribute Y to everything X. So a definition of perception could make reference to
nutrition without attributing nutrition to things that have perception. Compare, for
example, the case of ‘bloodless’, whose definition will no doubt make reference to
blood, but may still serve to differentiate some animals from the blooded ones. (The
example raises interesting issues about Aristotle’s use of privative terms in definitions.)*
Or the definition of slave may make reference to master without implying that
everything that is a slave is also a master. It is one thing to refer to a property in a
definition; it is another thing to attribute it to what is defined.

The point may be correct for the cases referred to but it does not affect the question of
separability in account of parts, since it is already assumed by calling the elements of the
definition ‘parts’ of the soul that they are attributed to the soul defined. The question is
given that two capacities are parts of the soul, is there reason to think that the definition of
the one makes reference to the other, or is there reason to think that it does not? The
answer is that given that one part is supposed to differentiate the being of one kind of
living being from another, it makes sense to say that such a part as differentiating should
not itself make reference to the part which those living beings have in common, again
assuming that a part so referred to is also attributed to the soul.

Another worry is that picking out parts of the soul on the basis of their being
differentiae of certain kinds of living cannot be right if the same parts of soul are also
held in common by other kinds of living beings. So how can nutrition, for example, be
a differentia of plants if it is also common to animals? It is no surprise, however, that a
capacity of soul that works as a differentia in relation to some beings, also works as a
common attribute in relation to others. This double role of an attribute as a differentia
at one level and a shared attribute a lower level of division is a common feature of

2 Cf. Lennox (2001) 155.
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hierarchical orders. The notion of a differentia is in such orders level-specific. So
nutrition is a differentia of plants in relation to non-living ones—we say that plants
are alive because they take nutrition—but it is a shared attribute of plants and animals.
‘What matters from the point of view of my argument is that if a capacity is to serve as a
differentia at some level in the hierarchy, then it has to be definitionally independent
from other capacities at that same level of division. So if perception is to distinguish
animals from plants within living beings, then it has to be definitionally independent
from nutrition.

It is important to be clear in this context that while the definitional independence
here is symmetrical there is no implication that independence is transitive. If A is
independent of B, and B depends on C, it does not follow that A is independent of
C. Soit does not follow from perception’s being independent of nutrition, and nutrition
depending on some other term C, that perception also independent of C. So, in the case
of species defined by genus and specific diftference, snake may be definitionally inde-
pendent of cat in that what makes cat the species of animal it is, the specific difference, is
independent of the sort of difference that makes snake the animal it is.>> However, the
definition of both will mention animal. Similarly, it could be that the definitions of
nutrition and perception both mentioned some term that they had in common as
capacities of soul, while neither would make reference to the other capacity. It has not
been shown yet, therefore, in response to the question of I.1 that there is no common
term for the various parts of soul, nor that such a term could not have the status of a
genus. The clarification of these options arises only when we turn to DA I1.3.

Now given that the parts of the soul are symmetrically separable, definitional
separation can serve as a criterion whereby to differentiate and count parts of soul.
The criterion allows us to distinguish features of the soul that are parts from those that
are not. Consider the list in I1.2 413b22—4 of features that follow from having
perception: phantasia, pleasure and pain, and desire. Given that these features follow
from having perception, it seems fair to say that they are not separate in account from
perception, and so do not constitute parts in their own right. So in order to say what it
is to have pleasure and pain you have to make reference to perception. Similarly,
Aristotle’s account of phantasia makes essential reference to perception.

However, if you necessarily have phantasia when you have perception” (and only
have phantasia when you have perception, let’s add),*® why can’t phantasia equally serve
as a distinguishing feature of animals, and so on my criterion as a part of soul? For on

* More fundamentally, the argument from differentia would prove far too much if the thought was that
definitional separateness of X and Y excluded that X and Y could make reference to a common term. For
since all terms ultimately make definitional reference to ‘substance’ there would be no definitional indepen-
dence between any of them.

** Phantasia is a change arising from perception according to DA I11.3 429a1-2.

¥ Notwithstanding 413b22, Aristotle denies phantasia to some animals at 415210~11 and 428a10-11.

3 So formulated, the assumption does not exclude a distinct form of rational phantasia, cf. DA 111.10

434b29.
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this account animals will be animals if and only if they have phantasia. And similarly for
pleasure and pain and appetitive desire. The answer is that animals do not have
perception by virtue of having phantasia, rather they have phantasia by virtue of having
perception. Animals are not animals by virtue of having phantasia, because there is a
more basic capacity by virtue of which they have phantasia, namely perception. So we
need to clarify the criterion of parthood which says ‘a part is a capacity of soul whereby
one of the different kinds of soul is defined in the manner of its differentia’.
A differentia does not just offset the definiendum from other kinds: a unique property
(idion) of animals such as phantasia could do that job. Rather what is meant by a
differentia is a characteristic that makes the kind of living being the specific kind it is.
Perception answers to this description in the case of animals. We might relate this
clarification to Aristotle’s point (413a33—b2) that the dunameis we are looking for at this
stage in the account of the soul are also arkhai, principles, for those living beings. It is
perception that explains why animals have phantasia, rather than the other way round.
So it is perception rather than phantasia which serves to define the animal soul.”’

We may address the difficult case of locomotion from this point of view. Let me
briefly summarize the interpretation developed in Chapter 12.%® Locomotion is prima
facie a difficulty for the claim that the parts of the soul are mutually independent in
definition. For, as we learn in DA III 9-12, locomotion is caused by desire and
phantasia, either perceptual or intellectual. The account of the locomotive capacity
therefore depends on perception or intellect or both. Yet Aristotle at first (413b13)
presented the locomotive capacity as one of the parts. However, he also warned us
early on of the difficulty of determining which were the different parts of soul
(402b10-11), a warning which the introduction to the discussion of locomotion
specifically seems to recall (432a22-3). The upshot of this discussion is that the
locomotive capacity, like phantasia, is a further function of the perceptual or intellectual
capacity. Locomotion is caused either by appetitive desire (epithumia) with phantasia,
where both of these are aspects of the perceptual capacity in animals, or by the rational
desire (boulésis) and intellect in humans. Locomotion depends then on recognized
capacities, and Aristotle’s answer to his own question raised at the beginning of DA
I11.9 is that the part by which animals move in space is to be found amongst the parts he
has already dealt with, once we fully understand the functions of those parts.

One indication that this is the right sort of approach to dealing with locomotion is
that we find variation with respect to locomotion in animals to the extent that we find

7 Franz Brentano saw more clearly than most that Aristotle does not take being a capacity in itself to
establish parthood. He took Aristotle’s idea of what constitutes a part of soul rather to be those capacities that
distinguished the major life forms: ‘when A distinguishes parts of the soul, he does so mostly with respect to
those parts in its domain of powers which are separable by reference to the species’ (Brentano (1867) 38,
referring to DA 415a25, 16a19, a21: cf. also Brentano (1867) 57). This seems right if by ‘distinguishing’ we
understand in the manner of a differentiating part of a definition, rather than just a unique non-essential
feature, and if we take ‘species’ loosely to refer to kinds at a variety of levels of generality.

3 Corcilius (2008) argues for a similar view of the relationship between locomotion, desire, and the
perceptual capacity.
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variation in functions of the perceptual part. Only those animals capable of phantasia
move and only those animals capable of determinate phantasia display determinate
locomotion, those which lack determinate motion (kineitai aoristos, 434a4)—perhaps
they wiggle about with no purpose—also only have indeterminate phantasia (DA
III.11). The suggestion then is that further differentiations between animals with
respect to locomotion can be understood in terms of further differentiations within
the perceptual or intellectual parts. This point brings us back to the claim about
phantasia, that the reason why it does not count as a part of soul, but perception
does, is that perception is explanatorily basic in relation to phantasia in the lives of
animals. It is perception that differentiates animals as what they are, not phantasia.
Similarly, perception is explanatorily basic in relation to locomotion. We understand
how animals differ with respect to locomotion by bringing these differences back to
differences in their perceptual capacity.

I have suggested that DA II.2 gives us a way of thinking about parts of soul as
elements in the definition of the different kinds of soul. Insofar as the elements work so
as to differentiate the various kinds of souls from each other, it is implied that they are
definitionally independent of each other. As definitionally independent, they can also
be distinguished from each other and from those features of soul which definitionally
depend on them. The notion of parthood thus gives us a way of structuring the soul: its
primary features are the parts, capacities like perception which are fundamental to a
certain kind of soul in the sense of defining it, its secondary features, are functions like
phantasia, pleasure, pain, and desire, which definitionally depend on the primary
features. We might say, then, that identifying the parts of a soul gives us the key to
its architecture.

Kinds in the Definition of Soul

I have suggested that the primary notion of parts of soul, developed by Aristotle in
BooksTand IT of the DA, is that of a part of the definition of soul. But how do these parts
figure in the definition of soul and how, ifat all, to return to our original question in DA
I.1, do they allow for a unitary definition of soul? Answers emerge from DA I1.3:

It is clear, then, that there is one definition of soul in the same way as there is one definition
of figure: for in the one case there is no figure beside triangle, and the rest, nor is there any soul
apart from those mentioned. Again, in the case of the figures a common definition might be
constructed which would fit them all, but would be peculiar (idios) to no figure. The case with
the souls we mentioned is similar. That is why it would be ridiculous here as elsewhere to seek
the common definition which will be a peculiar definition of none of the things that are, nor in
accordance with the proper (oikeios) and indivisible species, whilst neglecting such a definition.
The cases of figure and soul are parallel; for both in the case of the figures and the ensouled
beings, the earlier is always present (hyparkhei) potentially in the subsequent, for example, triangle
in quadrangle, the nutritive in the perceptual. Hence it is necessary to inquire in the case of each,
what is the soul of each? That is, what is the soul of plant, man, or beast? (DA II.3 414b20-33)
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Recall Aristotle’s injunction in DA I.1: ‘we need to pay attention to whether there is
one account of the soul, just as there is of animal, or whether there is a different account
for each species, such as of horse, dog, man, and god, where the animal taken generally
is either nothing or something posterior, in the same way as another common
[predicate] might be predicated.” Aristotle’s response in I1.3 seems to be that while
there might be a common term for the different species of soul—and the common
account of II.1 may suit the bill—definitional priority goes to the species. However, it
also seems clear that the common term does not have the status of genus. This follows
from the claim that the species of soul are ordered in a series like geometrical figures.

To see why membership of series should exclude membership of a genus, we need
to be clearer about what a ‘series’ (o ephexés) is. First, the terms of a series are organized
by order of priority: first, second, third, and so on. Second, the priority is such that
the second term would not be without the first, the third not without the first and the
second, and so on. Third, nothing else can be prior in this way to the first term of
the series.”” The kinds of soul constitute a series in this way: nutritive, perceptual
(touch, distance senses), locomotive, reasoning, with the perceptual faculties forming a
sub-series with touch as its first member (414b33—415a5).

Why should the serial organization of species in a series, so understood,*’ preclude
their falling under a genus? Alexander of Aphrodisias has a plausible answer. When
several species are organized under one genus, removing (anaird) any one of the species
will not necessarily affect the existence of the rest of the species, or the genus as a
whole, whereas removing the genus will remove with it (sunanaird) all of the species.*!
In contrast, where species are organized serially, removing one of the species, namely
the first, will necessarily remove with it all of the other species, or more precisely,
removing any term t, in the series will remove any subsequent term t,1q123. ...
Understood in this way, it is clear why any series of species cannot also be organized
under a genus: within a series, the species depend for their being on other species in a
way that is incompatible with their also bearing the relation to each other that species
bear when falling under a genus. The serial organization of the species of soul is thus
incompatible with their being species of a genus ‘soul’.**

‘What exactly are the terms of this series? Aristotle’s language allows for doubt. At

first he appears to talk about the kinds of soul (tas eirémenas, 414b22; epi tais erémenais

** The point comes out particularly clearly in Aristotle’s criticism of Plato. Aristotle uses the series to
exclude the existence of generic forms: if there were a generic form on which the terms of the series
depended then the first term of the series wouldn’t count as the first term. On the appropriateness or
otherwise of this argument as a criticism of Plato, see Cherniss (1944), Appendix VI, and Woods (1992) ad
1218a1-8.

40 The characterization of the series is thus compatible with some genera and species forming a series,
cf. A.C.Lloyd (1962). What it is not compatible with is a series whose terms fall under a genus and whose first
term is a species.

1 Bruns (1892) 23.

2 Pace Aquinas (In Aristotelis librorum de anima commentarium, I1. Lec.5 no.295), followed by Achard (2004)
152-82.
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psukhais, b24-5) And Aristotle’s examples of the terms on the psychic side of the
analogy are: the perceptual (neuter) or the nutritive (b31-2). But at 414b30 Aristotle
also talks about the case of the empsucha, ‘the ensouled’, which points to the living
beings that have the souls, rather than the souls themselves. Finally, when he draws out
the implication for how we should define soul at b32, he says that we should
investigate the soul of each living being, such as plant, man, or animal. So now the
impression given is that Aristotle is concerned with the relationship between the souls
of different kinds of living being rather than the kinds of soul themselves.

The ambiguity is resolved if we take the terms of the series to be the capacities of soul
as indexed to different kinds of living being, that is, if we take the terms to be parts of
soul in the sense I have suggested. So when we are investigating what perception is as a
part of soul we are investigating the soul of a certain kind of living being, namely the
kind of being essentially differentiated by perception: animal soul. When Aristotle lists
the terms of the series, he is not referring to the capacities of soul in the abstract but as
the differentiating features of the souls of various kinds of living being. Investigating
what perception is, therefore, is also investigating what animal soul is.

Aristotle’s insistence that we should define the soul at the level at which it exists
implies that we should define the sorts of soul that characterize actually existing kinds of
living being. But does this approach to the study of the soul not imply that we should
really define soul at the level of the infimae species of living being? Should Aristotle not
say that we should define the soul of geranium, cat, and dog, not plant, human being,
and beast? In the PA Aristotle answers the parallel question concerning the bodily parts

of animals:

There is, however, a puzzle about which of these two should be our subject. On the one hand, in
so far as what is indivisible in form [eidos, traditionally translated as ‘species’] is a substantial being,
it would be best, if one could, to study separately the things that are particular and undivided in
form—just as one studies mankind, so too bird; for this kind has forms. But the study would be of
any one of the indivisible birds, e.g. sparrow or crane or something of this sort. On the other
hand, in so far as this will result in speaking many times about the same affection because it
belongs in common to many things, in this respect speaking separately about each one is
somewhat silly [hupatopon: ‘somewhat absurd’” (LS])] and tedious. Perhaps, then, the right course
is this. In some cases—whenever kinds are spoken of by people in a clearly defined manner and
have both a single common nature and forms in them not too distant—we should speak in
common according to kinds, like bird and fish and any other there may be that, though it is
unnamed, embraces, like a kind, the forms within it. But whenever they are not such as this, we
should speak one by one, e.g. about mankind and any other such kind. (PA 1.4 644a28-b7,

Lennox transl.)

Why should we not account for the parts at the level of infimae species, or ‘last forms’,
when this is the level at which substance exists? The answer is not only that it would be
boring; it would also be ‘somewhat absurd’, I take it because it would be to define parts
of species of animals at a level that does not reveal why they belong to the species.
Sense-organs do not belong to a cat qua cat but gqua animal, because all animals as such



PARTS AND UNITY IN THE DEFINITION OF THE SOUL 65

have sense-organs. Compare APo 1.5 74a26-33: if you tried to demonstrate separately
for each kind of triangle that each has internal angles equal to two right angles ‘you
would not know [this], except sophistically . .. for you do not know [that it has two
right angles] as a triangle, nor do you know it of every triangle, except in a numerical
sense’. Likewise, if you want to know why each of the infimae species of animals has
perception, you need to know this at the level of the genus ‘animal’, because it is by
virtue of being animals that they have perception. This explains why we should study
the parts of soul at the level by virtue of which the parts belong to those living beings. **

Another implication of the discussion in PA is that there is no contradiction
between accounting for the parts of animals at a general level and also attributing
them to infimae species. If a part differs from species to species only by a matter of degree
we can treat the species as all having the same part and define this part as common to
all. It is only where the part differs in kind, as in the case of man whose reason differs in
kind from any of the parts possessed by the other animals, that we need to account
separately for that part. By the same token, we can in the DA treat the capacity of
perception as a common kind for all the animals that have it. The intellect, however,
while it belongs to a species of animal, man, is not to be treated as a version of a kind of
capacity that belongs to other animals. In particular, it is not to be treated as a variety of
perception, because it differs in kind from perception. So, while the intellect may be a
specific difference of humans, it is not a specific difference of perception. This is in
itself not surprising: while ‘winged’ may be a differentia of birds, there is no reason to
think that what makes one kind of bird difterent from another should be a difference
in being winged, rather than being, say, migratory or spotted. There is no tension
between affirming that the intellect differentiates humans from other animals and
denying that the intellect is a differentia of perception.

We have now also a way of dealing with another puzzle to emerge from DA I1.3.
Aristotle, as we saw, says that we need to define the soul of plant, man, and beast. But
these are not, as kinds of living being, at the same level of generality. This would be a
problem if we were defining living beings in the DA. Living being is divided into kinds
like ‘plant’ and ‘animal’, and ‘human being’ is a species of the kind ‘animal’. So if we
were defining living beings, we would by defining plant, animal, and human being be
defining creatures at different levels of generality, and we might say that Aristotle had
fallen victim to a confusion of levels. But in the DA we are not defining living being,
we are defining soul. And there is no need for the differentiae of soul to be classified in
the same way as the living beings whose souls they help define. So man is a species of
animal, which is defined by perception as its differentia, and intellect is a differentia of
man, but intellect is not a species or differentia of perception. Recall again the point
from the PA that we account separately for a part in a species only where that part
differs in kind from the parts possessed by the other species of the kind. So perception

*3 For an explanation of this methodological point in the PA, see Lennox (2001) 29-30.
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can be treated generally at the level of animal, but intellect has to be defined separately
at the level of man.

Aristotle in the DA, I have suggested, is defining the parts of soul as the differentiae of
the souls of different kinds of living being. As differentiae they are parts of the essences
of these kinds of living being. But they need not be understood as the differentiae of
the infimae species. When Aristotle says in DA I1.3 that ‘it would be ridiculous to seek a
common account which was not a proper account of any of the things [living beings,
I take it] that are, nor is in accordance with the appropriate and indivisible kind, while
leaving aside such an account’ (414b25-8), it is not implied that ‘the account of in
accordance with the appropriate and indivisible kind’ should be unigue to the indivisible
kind. Rather his sense is that it should apply to the indivisible kind as part of its account.
And this is clearly the case with perception for animals: perception will enter into the
account of the essence of all the species of animals, not because it is a differentia of them as
the different species of animal, but because it is a differentia of them as animals. On the
other hand, if, per impossibile, we tried to define the soul at a higher level of generality than
perception, then the sort of soul we would be talking about would not enter into the
definition of any species of animal.

The definition of the soul at the level of generality which the DA identifies is then
well-motivated: the kinds of soul defined are the most general allowed for if these
are also going to appear in the definition of the souls of the various kinds of living
being that really exist. We might call this the ‘reality constraint’. But the kinds of soul
are also the most specific that the definition of soul allows for if the parts of soul are
going to appear in the definition of the souls at the appropriate causal level. For, as we
saw, if we define the senses at a lower level of generality than that at which it applies
to animals, then we fail to define them at the level by virtue of which they belong
to the various species of animals, namely, the level of animals. We might think of this
as the ‘causality constraint’ on definition. The ‘reality’ constraint from above plus the
‘causality’ restraint from below give us, then, the appropriate level of generality at
which to define the kinds of soul that will serve as parts of the definition of soul.

Now the PA may plausibly be taken as aiming to account for the parts that characterize
the various kinds of animals. So it has been argued by David Balme, Pierre Pellegrin,
James Lennox,** and others, that the PA aims to account for those parts that differentiate
and define animals. So the PA announces that ‘It is necessary first to divide the attributes
associated with each kind that belong in themselves [sc. essentially] to all the animals, and
next to try to divide their causes’ (645b1-3, transl. Lennox).** From the point of view of
causes the soul comes first. We understand the bodily parts in relation to the psychic

functions they serve:

* See, for example, Pellegrin (1986), Balme (1987), Lennox (2001).
% The HA is seen in the same context as identifying the same differentiating parts but without giving the
causal explanation of those parts that the PA provides.
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Clearly one should state that the animal is of such a kind, noting about each of its parts what it is
and what sort of thing it is, just as one speaks of the form of the bed. Suppose what one is thus
speaking about is soul, or a part of the soul, or is not without soul . . . - if these things are so, then
it will be up to the natural philosopher to speak and know about the soul; and if not all of it,
about that very part in virtue of which the animal is such as it is.” (PA 64121422, transl. Lennox)

It is the soul, as the form of the animal, that primarily constitutes its nature, and so is the
primary object of the natural philosopher’s attention; and more precisely, since the soul
has parts, it is the part of the soul by virtue of which animals are animals. The DA can,
on my reading, readily be seen as a first step in the same project. The DA is
fundamental to the study of the parts which differentiate animals. First, since the soul
is the form, efficient, and final causes of the body, by accounting for the basic parts of
soul the DA also determines the highest level causes of those bodily difterences which
the PA seeks to explain. Second, the DA explains, at the highest defensible level of
generality, those capacities that go into differentiating the different kinds of animal.
Animals are differentiated by their modes of nutrition, perception, locomotion, and
intellect, if any, in a way that presupposes the definitions, in the DA, of those capacities.
We might think of the parts of the soul as the megista gené that by differentiation go into
defining the actual different kinds of animals and other living beings.

Unity

Now in the absence of a common genus for soul the question arises: what, if anything,
unifies the various species of soul?*® A common genus would have offered us what
might be called a ‘vertical” unity between the different kinds of soul. That is to say, a
common genus would have shown at a higher level of generality the common
property whereby they would all be kinds of ‘soul’. So far we have considered the
serial organization of the kinds of soul simply from the point of view of its precluding a
unitary definiendum. However, serial organization may be thought, more positively,
also to offer a way in which one can think of the kinds of soul as united. The unity here
is not of the vertical sort offered by the genus. Rather what emerges is a kind of
horizontal unity, namely, a kind of unity between the souls as parts of soul within each
kind of living being. Aristotle said that in the series ‘both in the case of the figures and
the ensouled beings, the earlier is always present potentially in (hyparkhei dunamei en)
the subsequent, for example, triangle in quadrangle, the nutritive in the perceptual’
(414b29-32). So each kind of soul contains within itself in potentiality any previous
kinds of soul in the series.

When Aristotle in DA I1.3 points to the potential presence of the previous kinds of

soul in the higher kinds, it can, therefore, be read as a way of stressing the unity that the

46 Pl IIL.1 1275a34-8 puts the problem pointedly: ‘we must not forget that things of which the
underlying principles differ in kind, of them being first, another second, another third, have, when regarded
in this relation, nothing, or little (gliskhrds), in common.’
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parts of the soul enjoy by standing to each other as potentiality to actuality. We have a
possible parallel for this kind of potential presence in Metaph. H.6, where Aristotle
solves the problem of the unity of the parts of the definition, genus and specific
difference, by saying that the genus stands to the specific difference as potentiality to
actuality. However, the whole point of DA I1.3 was of course that the parts of the soul
do not stand to each other as genus to species. How might we then, while holding on to
the unifying character of the potentiality—actuality relationship, think of the capacities
of the soul as unified? My suggestion will be that we can think of the lower parts of the
soul as present in the higher in the way matter is present in the whole. This model gives
Aristotle access to the notion of unity in terms of potentiality and actuality, since he
thinks that the way the matter is related to the substance of which it is a part represents
this kind of unity in a particularly strong and intuitive way.

Let’s start by noting that one way in which we can talk about parts is as the matter in
relation to the whole. As Aristotle says in Metaph. 4.25, ‘the elements into which the
whole is divided, or of which it consists—the “whole” meaning either the form or that
which has the form; e.g. of the bronze sphere or of the bronze cube both the bronze—
i.e. the matter in which the form is—and the characteristic angle are parts’ (1023b19—
22).*7 Suggesting that the part is present in the whole in the manner of matter makes
good sense of the geometrical example in DA I1.3: the triangle is present as a part of the
extension of the triangle quadrangle. We can of course also construct a quadrangle out
of triangles, and exclusively out of them, though there is no need to think that
Aristotle’s point requires us to think that the earlier member of the series is the only
material part of the subsequent. The key point would be then to make sense of the
nutritive soul being a part of the perceptual soul as its matter.

This claim may seem immediately to stumble upon three problems. One is that
Aristotle says the nutritive is potentially present in the perceptual soul, but surely the
nutritive is not a part of the perceptual soul. So if the quadrangle in the analogy
compares to the perceptual soul, and the triangle to the nutritive, the analogy would be
quite misleading, if again it is concerned with the part—whole relationship. Let us recall,
however, that the terms of the series on the side of the soul are the capacities of soul of
kinds of living being, not as nutritive soul or perceptual or intellectual capacity taken in
isolation, then, but as capacities characterizing the souls of actual living beings. Hence
Aristotle’s wording when he says that that the geometrical figures and the ensouled beings
(ta empsykha) are alike. The containment relation between the perceptual and nutritive
soul is thus one that obtains within an ensouled being that has both. We are not being
asked to believe, then, that the perceptual soul as such contains within itself the
nutritive soul. This would indeed be problematic, also given my argument for the
definitional separability of the perceptual and nutritive souls from each other. What we

are being asked to entertain is rather that the soul of any living being which has a
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perceptual soul will also thereby, that is, by the fact of its having a perceptual soul,
contain within itself a nutritive soul. We may reaffirm the analogy with the geometrical
figures, then, by saying that just as any figure which has four angles will also have as a
part a triangle, so any living being with a perceptual soul will also have a nutritive soul
as a part.

However, another problem now appears, namely that saying that the nutritive soul is
potentially present within a living being with perception may suggest that it is not
actually present. But this cannot be right: animals eat, drink, and procreate, so their
nutritive soul must be present in activity. Again, this is to misread the import of saying
that the nutritive soul is potentially present in the perceptual soul. The claim is not that
the nutritive soul as such is not actually present in an animal; the point is rather that it is
implied in saying that the living being has perception that it also has nutrition. One
may align the implication to the way in which matter is determined by form in
hypothetical necessity. By saying that there is an axe we are implying that there is
matter of a certain sort, iron, wood, and such-like. We can say then that the matter is
potentially present in the form in that it is implied that something with such a form will
also have such-and-such matter. But this is of course not to say that iron and wood, or
whatever the materials the axe is made of, are not also actually present in the axe. It is
just from the point of view of the axe having a certain form, it is also implied that the
axe is also made of certain matter.

This is not to reduce the notion of being potentially present to an inferential
relationship; rather it is an inferential relationship based an existential dependency of
one part on another: one part, the nutritive provides a potentiality for the perceptual,
without the nutritive there will be no perceptual capacity, or put differently, given the
perceptual capacity, there is also the nutritive capacity or, alternatively, in saying that
the perceptual capacity is there we have also said that there is a nutritive capacity.
Expressing the relationship like this should again underline that the point is not that the
nutritive soul is merely potentially present in the animal soul (let alone in the perceptual
soul); rather it is by the animal actually having a nutritive soul in the first place that it
can have the perceptual capacity, given the existential dependence of the perceptual on
the nutritive.

This last point should be of help with a final difficulty. Do we not have to say that as
parts both the nutritive and the perceptual soul are both potentially present in the
whole animal souls? However, we need to bear in mind Aristotle’s idea that it is the
perceptual soul that properly defines an animal and characterizes it as such. We may
also understand why the nutritive soul will be treated differently as present potentially
in the perceptual soul rather than the other way around. For form as we know is
aligned with fulfillment. While both the perceptual and the nutritive souls are present
as parts of the animal soul, and are present as actual, the perceptual soul is present as a
defining part. So there is a point of view from which we should single out the
perceptual soul as the one in which the nutritive soul is potentially present rather
than the other way round.
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This is perhaps the time at which to note also the ambivalence in Aristotle’s phrasing
in the passage we began with from Metaph. 4.25: the ‘whole’ could be taken either as
the form or that which has the form, that is the compound. There is a sense, then, in
which we can talk of the matter being part of the form, and so of the nutritive soul
being part of the perceptual soul, though the most likely way of taking this is to mean
that matter is part of the substance which is defined by form. It is in this way I have
been suggesting that we can talk about the nutritive soul as a part of the perceptual soul
given that the perceptual soul is properly the form of the whole animal.

I have said that the various parts of soul are unified within the whole soul standing as
potentiality to fulfilment in the manner of matter and form. This gives us a model for
understanding the unity of the object of definition, which was a requirement for the
soul to be an object of scientific understanding. However, it is not clear yet how the
unity of the object would be represented in the definition of soul. Specifically, it is not
clear yet whether, and if so how, the fact that the object of definition is a unity of parts
of the sort I have suggested is reflected in the definition. Does the fact that an animal
soul, for example, has a perceptual and a nutritive part necessarily show up in the
definition of animal soul and, if so, how? One might infer from the claim that the prior
term in the series is present only potentially in the subsequent term, that the definition
of the subsequent term will contain no explicit mention of the earlier term. So the
definition of the animal soul will make reference to the perceptual soul, but not to the
nutritive soul. The nutritive soul might be presupposed by such a definition of animal
soul, for example, in the sense that it is a necessary condition of perceptual soul. For
Aristotle, after all, essential definitions are of something actually existent, and there
would be no perception, and so no animals, if what had perception did not have
nutrition. However, it is clear that not all the necessary conditions for something’s
existence make it into the definition of that thing. There are lots of conditions
necessary for an animal to live, for example, heat, which are no part of the definition
of animal soul.

However, we may think that nutritive should be part of animal soul because
nutrition is part of what makes the animal alive; it is a cause of a range of its life
functions. Since living is being in the sense of ousia for an animal, and its living includes
performing a range of nutritive functions, nutrition belongs with perception as a part of
the form of an animal. It belongs not, to repeat, as the part that specifically makes it an
animal, but as part of what makes it a living being that can be specified as an animal.
Aristotle, after all, said that ‘the animal is said to be primarily because of perception’,
where we need to read the ‘primarily’ in the context of the whole clause: ‘Living
belongs to living beings because of this principle [sc. the nutritive], but the animal are
primarily because of perception’ (413b1-2). The thought is that the soul is a principle
of both living and perception, where both nutrition and perception belong to the soul
of animals, but it is latter that characterizes animals as different from other living beings.
It seems clear then that both nutrition and perception belong to the essence and

definition of animals qua ensouled.
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It should be clear that characterizing, as I have done, the relationship between the
nutritive soul and the perceptual soul within the animal soul as one between matter and
form does not stand in the way of also thinking of the nutritive soul as part of the
definition of animal soul. We see, after all, Aristotle in Metaph. H.6 align the genusin a
definition to matter and species to form, so it is clear that we can think of the matter—
form relationship as obtaining between the terms within a definition.

If all of this is right, however, (at least) one last question arises. If both nutrition and
perception belong to the animal soul and are one, as I argued, by standing to each other
as potentiality to actuality in the manner of matter to form, can one also maintain, as
[ argued, that nutrition and perception are separable in definition? Should we not give
definitional priority to the whole animal soul over the parts? One thought that would
justify giving priority to the whole is that it is only in the context of the whole that the
parts can fulfil their function. This, clearly, is how Aristotle thinks of the bodily parts in
relation to the whole organism.*® We might think similarly that the parts of the soul are
definitionally posterior to the whole soul insofar as each part can only perform its
proper function in relation to the whole. The account of the nutritive soul ought
somehow then to be significantly different according to whether we considered it as a
part of the soul of an animal or that of a human being, for example, since nutrition
performs different functions in the context of those different wholes.

I think it is clear that Aristotle wants ultimately to integrate the parts of soul as
defined in the DA in accounting for the various functions of the different kinds of
living being: already his account of locomotion in DA III 9-11 is a step in this
direction, as are the accounts of the teleological relationship between nutrition,
locomotion, and perception in Book III.12—-13. However, that this is not Aristotle’s
primary perspective on the definition of soul seems clear from both his practice in the
DA and his theoretical reflections in the Metaph. In the DA the definitions of nutrition
and perception make no reference to each other. The account of nutrition is general
without differentiation made between plant, animal, or human nutrition. The five
senses are defined without distinction made between human and animals. The ac-
counts of thinking and perception make reference to each other by analogy, but this is a
not a definitional dependency. This practice could not be justified if Aristotle thought
that the definition of nutrition or perception had to differ according to the various
whole souls to which it belonged. A theoretical justification for this practice appears in
Metaph. Z.10 (1035b4-25) where he says that the parts of the definition of the form are
prior to the definition of the whole form, as well as to the definition, if one can even
call it that,*” of the compound form and matter. He uses the soul as the form of the
compound animal as his example, and is explicit, at 1035b14-18, that from the
perspective of defining the soul itself as the form of the animal, the parts of the
definition of the soul are prior to the whole definition and to the compound living

* Cf. Pol. 1.2 1253a19-27.
" See Frede (1990) for a negative answer.
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being. Metaph.Z.10 thus presents a view of the parts of the soul—understood in the
way I have recommended in this chapter as parts of the definition of soul—according
to which they enjoy definitional priority over whole. So the passage gives us an
alternative to the holistic view which threatened the definitional separability of the
parts. Indeed, we may think that Metaph.Z.10 provides independent evidence in favour
of the definitional separability of the parts of the soul: for if either nutrition or
perception depended definitionally on the other, then they could not each enjoy
definitional priority over the whole which they together constitute as the definition of
animal soul. Recalling the question Aristotle posed in DA 1.1 402b9: ‘if there are not
many souls, but parts of soul, is it necessary to inquire into the whole soul first or into
the parts...’, we can see in the Metaph. passage a theoretical justification of the DA’s

choice of inquiring into the parts of the soul first.”""

% Klaus Corcilius points out that one might query this claim given that Aristotle starts in DA I by giving

an outline account of the whole soul. However, as DA I1.2 shows, Aristotle does not take this outline account
to be a proper definition of the essence of soul, which is the sort of definition I have been concerned with
here.
*! In addition to the participants of the 2009 Berlin conference on Parts of the Soul, I would like to thank
audiences at the Southern University of Denmark (2003), the Universities of Sterling (2003) and Edinburgh
(2004), and the Cambridge B Club (2007) for stimulating feedback on earlier versions of the chapter. I am
also grateful for discussion with David Charles, Ursula Coope, and Jessica Moss. In the final revision of this
chapter for publication I owe a particular debt to Klaus Corcilius and Lindsay Judson for insightful comments.
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The Definition of Dunamis

In the Chapters 2 and 3, I argued that Aristotle sought a definition of the soul which
would show it to be the cause of life. Since life was expressed in different ways this
definition broke down into an account of the various ways the soul was a cause of life.
This causal role was expressed in terms of the soul’s being in each case a capacity for the
particular activity: nutrition, perception, locomotion, knowledgeable thinking. Each
of these capacities represented a part of the soul—with special qualifications for
locomotion—on the basis of their role as elements in the definition of soul. The
next step in the account of soul must now be to clarify what a capacity (dunamis) is, and
what a capacity of the soul is such that it can play the role of causing the various life
phenomena.

The DA, as I have emphasized, is a work of natural philosophy relying for its
explanatory principles on the Phys. and GC. It is in the Phys. that we learn about
nature as a principle of change and rest, and about change as the fulfilment of a capacity
as such. The Phys. is in this way our first point of reference for the notion of a capacity.
However, as we saw in Chapter 1 it is in the Metaph., in 4.12 and 0, that Aristotle fully
explores the notion of a capacity, also as it is employed in the Phys. He is primarily
interested in capacities in this work because he is trying to explain what being is. For
one way of thinking of being is in terms of capacity (dunamis) and activity (energeia). So
we say that something is such and such both when it has a capacity to be such and such,
and also when it is in activity such and such. As we might put it, being in capacity such
and such represents a way of being such and such, as does being in activity.

Now for Aristotle such ways of being in capacity and in activity are related—in a
way which I tried to articulate in Chapter 1—to the notion of having the capacity to do
or suffer something. We primarily (kurids) speak of something as capable or having a
capacity when it is capable of doing or suffering something. Aristotle talks of a capacity
in these cases as a principle of change in another thing or in oneself gua other, or in the
passive case as a principle of being changed by another thing or by oneself qua other
(104629-18). This was the notion I referred to as the ‘kinetic’ notion of a capacity.

It is the kinetic notion which was employed in the Phys. and which underlies
Aristotle’s talk in the DA of the soul’s capacities. The various life activities that the
soul has the capacity to bring about or suffer—nutrition, perception, locomotion,
intelligent thinking—are in various ways, and with various qualifications, all forms of
change. As we saw in DA I1.2, to attribute a soul to something implies that it has the
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capacity to bring about or suffer changes of one or more of these sorts. And Aristotle
makes his conception of a capacity as a principle (arkhé) of such changes explicit also in
DA12.!

In what way do the capacities of the soul explain the sorts of changes that living
beings engage in? One thing we can say immediately about understanding the soul in
terms of capacities is that it helps explain why living beings are able to do and suffer
certain things that other beings are unable to do and suffer. So the reason why an
animal perceives but a stone does not is that the animal has the capacity to be affected in
this way, and the stone does not. But we can go further. Pointing to the capacity to
perceive as a cause of perception also helps explain why the animal perceives in certain
circumstances but not in others. As Aristotle argues against the Megarians in
Metaph.©.3, capacities are not always active, and we do not ascribe capacities only on
the basis of their being active. To have vision a person does not have to be currently
seeing, and she does not lose her eyesight whenever she is not seeing.” On the other
hand, if there were no circumstances in which someone was or would be actively
seeing we would surely not say he had the capacity to see. Given that the capacity does
not depend on being active all the time but still depends on being active in certain
circumstances, the question therefore arises what further factors are required in order to
activate the capacity.” In terms of the Metaph.’s interest in ways of being, one could put
the question as follows: in what way does being in capacity depend on being in activity,
given that the two are distinct? Or in terms of being a capacity for change: in what way
does being a capacity for change depend on undergoing actual change, given that the
two are distinct?

The answer depends to some extent on the kind of capacity for change we are
considering. Aristotle distinguishes between the so-called rational and non-rational
capacities which are realized in different ways. As he explains in Metaph. 0.2, a non-
rational capacity is one which is not based on having a reason (logos). Such is fire’s
ability to make something else hot. A non-rational capacity can, of two opposed
outcomes, only bring about one: fire can heat but not also chill. Rational capacities
are so-called because they are based on having a reason or rational account (logos) of the
product, and so require of the agent a rational capacity. Having a rational capacity
confers on someone the ability to produce opposite results. So knowing medicine will
make you good not just at curing people, but also at making them ill. The explanation
is that a rational capacity is based on possessing an account of the outcome but this
account will show you how to produce not only this outcome but also its opposite. If,
for example, you know how much insulin will improve the condition of a diabetic

' Cf. 413a26-7: dpaiverar yap év adrois éyovra Stvauw rai dpyiy Towabryy . . . ; 413a33-b2: oddepia yap
adrows Dmdpyet Shvauis dANY Puxts. 70 uév odv Ly Swa T dpxny TadTny Tois {dat, . ..

2 Cf also DA IIL.2 426a15-26.

3 This is one of key questions for modern philosophers thinking about powers, see for example Molnar

(2003) 82-98.
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patient, you will also indirectly know how much will be insufficient to aid him and
how much it will take to worsen his condition or kill him. Given that a rational
capacity can be realized in opposite ways, it appears that something else is needed on
top of the capacity to explain why it is exercised in one way rather than another.
Aristotle points to the agent’s desire or choice (1048a10).

Part of Aristotle’s concern with two-way capacities may be that they seem to be
oddly contradictory: how can a capacity leading to one kind of activity also lead to
exactly the opposite. Recall Socrates’ worry in the Phaedo that processes of the sort
cited as causes by materialist philosophers equally lead to opposite results.* For Socrates
this observation disqualified these processes as causes. Aristotle’s solution to this kind of
worry is that the capacity is not equally for the opposite results. Medicine aims at health
and is only accidentally a capacity to produce disease. Of the two opposite results
which the capacity enables one to produce there is only one which is the proper
exercise of the capacity. We can see at work here a distinction between that which the
capacity enables you to do and that which the capacity enables you to do by virtue of
being that capacity, where what the capacity is involves reference to its final cause,
health in the case of medicine. Compare the difference between a boxer defeating his
opponent in the ring and knocking out a passer-by in the street. In the first case he is
exercising his capacity for proper pugilistic purposes, in the second the capacity is
misused.

Peculiar conditions of realization pertain, then, to rational capacities. However,
there is also a range of conditions which they share with non-rational capacities, as
Aristotle explains in Metaph. ©.5. We might think of these conditions as broadly falling
under the rubric of ‘opportunities’. First of all, every active capacity requires the
presence of a corresponding passive capacity; the fire will only produce heat in the
presence of something colder that can be heated up; the doctor will only heal if there is
an ailing patient. Conversely, every passive capacity requires the presence of a
corresponding active capacity to be activated. We therefore need to be clear about
what it means for the active and passive capacities to come together. In some cases we
may think that mere physical proximity suffices: so putting your finger in the fire may
ensure that it gets burnt. However, in other cases mere spatial proximity, while
presupposed, does not seem to suffice. For example, putting the water on the hot
stove may not ensure that it boils if this happens at a high enough altitude. Then there
are psychological phenomena, such as perceiving and thinking, to which Aristotle
wishes to extend his causal model, where causal proximity has to include paying
attention. If you are thinking of what’s for dinner while driving, you may not be
‘causally present’ to perceive the truck heading towards you. It may be hard in these
cases to specify the relevant notion of proximity in a way that is not circular, that is, in a

* Phaedo 96b—97b, with which cf. Sedley (1998).
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way which does not involve saying that the agent is related in the right way so as to
bring about the relevant effect on the patient.

Second, given the presence of matching active and passive capacities, the circum-
stances have to be right. Given that a capacity is defined in relation to a change, as a
principle of that kind of change, we expect this capacity to produce this change if
presented with a suitable patient in suitable circumstances. Some of these circumstances
are defeating ones and are in principle indeterminately many. All sorts of things can go
wrong to prevent a burning match from igniting the paper. Aristotle sums them up as
‘if nothing external interferes’. Given the indeterminate character of such obstacles it
would be senseless to inscribe them into the capacity itself. Aristotle sensibly says that it
is not necessary to add this clause to the capacity (1048a16—-17). However, there are
also enabling circumstances which seem more specific and proper to the capacity in
question. Let’s say I can run 100 metres in 12 seconds but only in a tailwind. Is my
capacity then for running-100m-in-12-seconds-in-a-tailwind or is it one for running-
100m-in-12-seconds and the presence of a tailwind enables me to realize this capacity?”
Both options have pros and cons. The direction and strength of the wind are clearly
integral factors in determining how fast one can run, which is why these factors are
taken into account by the IAAF when measuring records. It may be sensible to inscribe
circumstances which seem in this way integral to the performance of the activity to
the capacity itself. One might say that the advantage of such a move is to imbue the
capacity itself with greater explanatory power since it is now specifically the capacity
that explains the presence or an absence of a certain performance. And we can better
explain with direct reference to the capacity the truth or falsehood of counterfactuals
such as ‘he would have run the 100 metres in 9.4 seconds if it had not been for a
headwind of 4 seconds’. Now Aristotle does seem to allow for a range of specifications
of the capacity itself, since he says that we should add in our definition or determina-
tion of the capacity ‘at certain times or in certain ways or similar qualifications’
(104822-3). He also seems to think that the addition of such qualifications to the
specification of the capacity will directly or indirectly rule out a range of defeating
circumstances.

However, it is clear that this position also has to avoid the danger of making the
capacities too specific. How specifically are capacities indexed to particular eftects and
circumstances? Is my ability to run a 100 metres in 12 seconds given a tailwind the same
as my ability to run a 100 metres in 12 seconds given a tailwind of 2 seconds, and is this
the same as my ability to do so in tailwind of 2.1 seconds, and so on? It would seem that

by making the capacities too specific one may lose the explanatory power of referring

> For a discussion of the parallel difficulties in specifying the content of dispositions, see Bird (2007) 33—4.
See also Austin (1990) 230: “The only point of which I feel certain is that such verbs as can and know have
each an all-in, paradigm use, around which cluster and from which divagate, little by little and along different
paths, a whole series of other uses, for many of which, though perhaps not for all, a synonymous expression
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(“opportunity”, “realize” and so on) can be found.’
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to capacities: namely that there is a range of changes that are all explained by a single
causal principle, say, my ability to run fast. If we want explanatory and ontological
economy—a desideratum for the faculty psychologist—then it is good to avoid the
stipulation of too many capacities. But if so we have to leave some of the circumstances
of the capacity’s realization out of the specification or definition of it.

These reflections in Metaph. © on how to specify a capacity are of direct relevance to
Aristotle’s characterization of the psychic capacities in DA 1.4 onwards. The first thing
he says about the various capacities of the soul is whether they are active or passive. So
the nutritive capacity is introduced as an active capacity to act on food to make it like
oneself, while the perceptual is presented to us as a passive capacity to be acted on by
sense-objects. But these capacities are as active or passive immediately related to
corresponding passive or active capacities. The nutritive capacity is related to the
passive capacity of certain food stuffs to be made into nourishment, the perceptual
capacity is related to the corresponding active capacity of the sense-objects to cause
perception. There is thus a definitional relationship between the capacities of the soul
and corresponding capacities in the environment. (This is not yet to address the
question of which, if any, of these capacities hold the definitional priority in these
relations, which I shall address in the next chapter.)

It is also to be expected, given the discussion in Metaph. ©, that certain circumstances
required for the realization of a capacity are to be included in the account of the
capacity. So, for example, Aristotle introduces the need for a suitable medium in his
account of the distance senses, say, light in the case of sight. The requirement of actual
transparency, light that is, in the medium is not an extraneous factor to the account of’
the capacity of sight itself; rather being able to see in light is part of what it means to be
able to see.

Apart from the constraints already remarked on, there is another stricture on the
specification of capacities in the DA that ensures that the capacities are not made too
specific with relation to particular circumstances of realization. As we have seen,
Aristotle seeks to account for the basic capacities that define the soul as such, rather
than the capacities in their different manifestations in difterent kinds of living being. In
the PA, as we saw in Chapter 3, Aristotle argues that those capacities whereby animals
difter only by degree can be treated together as one. So it may well be true that the cat’s
capacity to see is also one to see in rather less light than a human’s, but these are
variations in vision of degree not of kind. They do not affect vision as such. Compare
also Aristotle’s discussion in DA I1.9 of the difference between the sense of smell as it
functions in air and in water. Humans smell by inhaling, but this is not an essential
feature of smelling since there are animals which smell while not inhaling, aquatic
animals, as well as non-aquatic bloodless animals. The key thing as far as defining the
sense of smell is concerned is sensitivity to odour. Aristotle’s discussion of the vagaries
of olfaction serves here to underline what is essential to smell, the existence of a suitable
medium from what is circumstantial, whether the medium is water or air or the
smelling happens by breathing or not. These may be important differences from the
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point of view of the animals concerned, but they are not important to defining smell as
such, which is the business of the DA. Aristotle’s definitional programme in the DA
dictates, then, specifying the capacities at the highest level of generality available while

capturing what is essential to it.

Capacities for Kinds of Change

A capacity is a capacity for change and a specific capacity is a capacity for a specific kind
of change. This point is underlined by Aristotle’s argument in Metaph. ©.7 that the
activity (energeia) is prior in account (logos) to the capacity (dunamis). ‘For example’, he
says, ‘I mean by “capable of building” “that which can build”, and by “capable of
that which can see”’ (1049b14-15). In those cases, like building or seeing,

where the activity is a change, it is clear therefore that the change will be prior also in

9

seeing

account to the capacity as such. As we saw, other factors, such as time and manner,
enter into the account of capacity, but it seems primarily to be the kind of change that
the capacity is for which determines the capacity. The other circumstances are, as
Aristotle put it, ‘added to the definition’ (prosdiorizesthai).

Because causal capacities, then, are primarily determined by the kind of change they
are capacities for, they are also distinguished from each other by the basic distinctions
between the different kinds of change. As Aristotle explains in Phys. V.1-2 four kinds
of change are basic to nature: change in the category of space or place (i.e. locomotion),
change in the category of quality (i.e. alteration), change in the category of quantity
(i.e. growth and diminution), and change in the category of substance (i.e. generation
and corruption). In the DA Aristotle relies on these distinctions to set apart the different
kinds of change that the soul’s capacities are for. He identifies perception and thinking
as alterations, that is, as changes of quality,® whereas the locomotive soul is a principle
of change in the category of place. The nutritive capacity is involved with changes in
both the categories of quantity and substance: if we understand it as producing growth
and diminution it causes change in the category of quantity, whereas if we understand
it as involved in generation and nutrition it causes change (and rest) in the category of
substance. The capacities of the soul thus differ in that they are capacities for categori-
cally different kinds of change.

On this point, Aristotle’s view of the soul contrasts with the views of many of his
predecessors, as he presents them in Book I of DA. So, on the basis of the Timaeus,
Aristotle portrays Plato as taking the soul to be a principle of motion in the sense of
locomotion. The soul on this theory is capable of moving itself spatially and by doing
so it also moves the body. Also the atomists understood the ability of the soul to change

© It should be noted that the distinction between different categories of change becomes the basis for a
problem for the characterization of perception as an f-change, since Aristotle in Phys. VIL.3 associates
f-changes with substantial changes in contrast to qualitative changes such as perception. I try to address this
concern in Chapter 8.
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and be changed in terms of the peculiar spatial motivity of the soul’s atoms. Without
going into the details of Aristotle’s several criticisms in DA I here, it is easy to see why
on general grounds he would be unhappy with theories of the soul which explain the
variety of categorically different kinds of change in terms of one kind of change. For as
Aristotle explains in GC, the categorical distinctness of the various kinds of change is
based on the fundamental categorical distinctness of the attributes involved in the
change:

When the change from contrary to contrary is in quantity, it is growth and diminution; when it is
in place, it is locomotion; when it is in property, i.e. in quality, it is alteration; but when nothing
persists of which the resultant is a property (or an accident in any sense of the term), it is coming-
to-being, and the converse change is passing-away. (GC 1.5 319b32-320a3, revised Oxford
transl.)

Change divides up in these categories because being does so, and, except by analogy,
there are no more fundamental terms in which being and change can be described.
Aristotle is then for general reasons of physics and metaphysics opposed to any
reduction of the various kind of change to one kind of change. Given that living
beings undergo kinds of change that are categorically difterent, then, it is appropriate to
seek principles for those kinds of change that also do not fall into one category.

One of the advantages of postulating capacities as causes of psychological phenome-
na cited is explanatory economy. A variety of phenomena can be explained by
reference to a few basic capacities.” I am arguing in this book that Aristotle seeks to
posit as few psychological capacities as possible, those that are sufficient to explain the
basic varieties of life behaviour. However, the categorical difference of these beha-
viours imposes a lower limit on the number of capacities acceptable to Aristotle, if we
compare his theory to that of Plato. A capacity to undergo various kinds of spatial
motion cannot, for example, explain perception if perception is fundamentally a
change in quality; for that we need a capacity to undergo qualitative change.

There are, then, metaphysical constraints on the minimum number of psychological
capacities. However, Aristotle’s reluctance to reduce the varieties of change to a single
kind also relates to his demand that natural explanations be empirically adequate. So in
GC 1.2 he chides Plato, who in the Timaeus had made substantial and qualitative

change depend on the coming together and dissolution of plane triangles:

Lack of experience diminishes our power of taking a comprehensive view of the admitted facts.
Hence those who dwell in intimate association with nature and its phenomena are more able to
lay down principles such as to admit of a wide and coherent development; while those whom
devotion to abstract discussions has rendered unobservant of the facts are too ready to dogmatize
on the basis of few observations. The rival treatments of the subject [i.e. Plato’s and Democritus’
treatments] now before us will serve to illustrate how great is the difference between a scientific

and a dialectical method of inquiry. For, whereas the one school argues that there must be atomic

7 Cf. Fodor (1983) 26.
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magnitudes because otherwise the triangle itself will be more than one, Democritus would
appear to have been convinced by arguments appropriate to the subject, i.e drawn from the
science of nature. (316a5—14, revised Oxford transl.)8

When forming an adequate theory of nature one needs to look at the full range of
relevant natural phenomena and adopt explanatory principles which are geared to
explaining these phenomena. Proposing physical principles on the basis of their
consistency with some extra-physical theory, like ‘the triangle itself’, is inappropriate:
it is no good adopting principles for argumentative reasons which fail to explain what is
proper to nature. The capacities of the soul are a case in point: as principles of change
we need to posit capacities which are adequate to explaining the full range of life
behaviours of ensouled beings.” Also for this reason, it is a mistake to posit reason as the
sole capacity of soul for all living beings.

Capacities and Categories of Change

But is Aristotle not wrong about this, even by his own standards of explanation? For it
seems that a capacity for one kind of change can often set up changes of attributes in a
range of different categories. So the heat of the fire may heat up the air in the balloon,
but also thereby make it expand, a quantitative change, and make it move up, a spatial
change. Why should the soul not by moving spatially, in principle at least, be able to
bring about qualitative changes such as perception, or quantitative ones such as
growth? When we look at Aristotle’s own account of locomotion he seems himself
committed to certain cross-categorical changes. So when we consider how the soul
causes locomotion we find that it involves qualitative changes, perceptions, imaginings,
or thoughts which are somehow translated into expansions and contractions in the
bodily parts, which in turn produce the movements of the limbs (MA 7 701a2-32).
That is to say the soul in experiencing together with the body certain kinds of
qualitative changes also undergoes with the body other categorically diverse kinds of
changes. If; on Aristotle’s own account, the soul as a principle of spatial motion also
involves qualitative and quantitative changes, why should Plato not equally insist that
the soul when moving around naturally sets up a variety of such changes?

The question forces one to be clearer about how we determine capacities. The

answer that will emerge more clearly as we progress is that the capacities of the soul are
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Compare also the failure of Empedocles’ view that the soul is composed of bodily elements (DA 1.5
410a13-26) and is thereby able to recognize what is like those bodily elements: such a theory will only
explain the soul’s ability to recognize quantities, not attributes in other categories. The soul would need to be
composed rather in such a way that it can be affected by attributes in the full range of categories.
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determined and defined by the activities that fulfil them. So if the capacity for
locomotion is defined by the activity of the locomotion, and this activity belongs to
the category of place, then it seems reasonable to understand the capacity itself as a
capacity for change in this category. The point that the capacity fulfils itself through
other changes which fall into other categories should not obscure the point since these
are not changes that define the capacity as such. Compare, alongside the locomotive
capacity, the nutritive capacity. Nutrition is change (and rest) in the category of
substance. However, in producing this change the nutritive soul also initiates qualita-
tive and spatial changes, as the food gets heated up (DA 416b29) and distributed around
the body. Aristotle, however, is explicit that what properly characterizes the nutritive
capacity is the end (felos), maintaining the substance one is (416b17—-19) and, even more
so, generating a substance such as oneself (DA 416b24-5). There seems reason, then,
given this teleological outlook on capacities, to maintain that the capacities of the soul
are capacities for change in specific categories that they are for the sake of, while
accepting that the execution of those capacities may involve, in a non-defining way,
changes falling within other categories.

Could Plato’s Timaeus not claim similarly that the soul is composed of capacities for
change in a variety of categories, which are in various ways realized through the spatial
motion of the soul? Without entering into the interpretation of the Timaeus, one can
see why this would not satisfy Aristotle. For, as Aristotle reads Plato in DA 1.3, what it is
to be a soul is to be a principle that moves by moving itself, and thinking is a particular
way of so moving, namely in a circular way according to certain defining ratios. It is not
the case then that for Plato thinking is defined as some kind of qualitative change which
is realized through certain locomotion; rather it appears that thinking is defined as a
certain kind of locomotion. This would violate Aristotle’s view of the categorical
distinctness between the kinds of change the soul is responsible for.

However, the categorical diversity of the changes that define the soul’s capacities
gives rise to a question about the soul’s unity. If you are Plato’s Timaeus, you can
define the soul in terms of a single kind of change, spatial motion. The soul thereby has
a categorical unity. For Aristotle, on the other hand, given that the soul is composed of
capacities for change in different categories, one may wonder what unifies the different
kinds of capacity. There is of course no problem in saying that the same thing, the same
substance, say, may have properties that belong to different categories. A house, after
all, has a colour, a size, and a location. In these cases the difterent attributes are unified
by belonging to the same substance, the house. However, the case of the soul may
seem to be different. The soul itself is supposed to be substance, but we are now saying
that it is itself composed of capacities for change which seem not all at least to belong to
the same categories. That is to say, categorically different items enter into the essence of
the soul. Does the soul not end up as a categorical hodgepodge of entities?

One way of blocking this move is to point out that capacities for change in different
categories need not themselves be seen as belonging to those categories. So while the
capacities for perception and locomotion are capacities for change in the categories of
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quality and place, the capacities themselves do not as capacities belong to those cate-
gories. Rather they belong, as shown by Metaph. 4.15, to the category of relation.
Capacities which are active are relative to their passive counterparts, and vice versa.
Meanwhile capacities which have proper objects like knowledge or sight are relative to
these. Similarly, in Cat. 7 Aristotle categorizes knowledge and perception as relatives
on the basis of their relationship to their objects. So knowledge is of the knowable,
perception is of the perceptible. Since the capacity for knowledge or perception is a
capacity for being in either of these states, we may reasonably say that these capacities
too are relative to the proper objects of the corresponding states. This seems to be a
point that also applies to the other capacities of the soul, which, as we shall see in the
next chapter, are defined in terms of their proper objects. There seem reasons then for
thinking both that capacities in general belong to the category of relation, and that the
specific capacities that make up the soul belong to the category of relation by virtue of
the sort of activities that they are capacities for. But if so, the claim that the soul is made
up of capacities does not itself introduce categorical diversity in the soul.

However, if one insists on categorizing capacities as relations, another problem
seems to arise: should the soul as the substance of living bodies (DA 415b13—14) not
itself be composed of entities that belong to the category of substance, not other
categories, and perhaps particularly not the category of relation? In Cat. 7 Aristotle
tends to maintain that no substance either primary or secondary can be spoken of as
relative, and one may think that this point should therefore apply also to the essence
that makes the substance what it is. This is a complex matter involving fundamental
issues of logic and metaphysics to do with essence, substance, and definition, which
I cannot hope to address here. However, the way I suggested taking the claim that the
capacities of the soul constituted the essence of living beings was particularly as
differentiae in the definition of the major kinds of living being. Aristotle is explicit in
the Top. that differentiae do not themselves signify ‘what it is’, but are rather a kind of
quality,'” where the contrast suggests that he is taking ‘what it is’ to refer to the
category of substance. One may take it then that the capacities of the soul enter into the
definition of the various kinds of living being as the kind of quality that distinguishes
them from other living beings. To revert to the example of DA I1.2: animal is a living
being with the capacity to perceive. Here the perceptual capacity is the differentia of
animals, and while it contributes, as the differentia, to defining the substance, animal, it
should not itself be taken as a substance term.""

If this sketch of an answer is accepted, the next question evidently is whether the

description of the differentia as a kind of quality is compatible with taking the
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diftferentiating capacity as a relative. Aristotle’s examples of difterentiae in APo I1.13 and
PA 1.3 (two-footed tame or sanguineous animal) suggests that the Top.’s talk of a ‘kind
of quality’ should not be taken in a narrow sense to mean quality in contrast to quantity
(‘two-footed’) or other non-substantial attributes, but rather ways of being qualified in
a broader sense. Cat. 8 also suggests such a wider notion of ‘quality’ which includes
relatives. Indeed, here Aristotle suggests that relatives and other categories need not be
seen as mutually exclusive: so knowledge can be taken both as a relative and as a
condition.'? Identifying capacities as relatives seems not necessarily to rule out describ-
ing them as qualities in such contexts where their role as differentiae requires us to
think of them in this way."?

Active and Passive Capacities

Capacities can, then, be distinguished in relation to the different categories of change
that they are capacities for. They are also fundamentally distinguished by being active
or passive. An active capacity is a cause of change in something else or oneself qua other,
a passive capacity is cause of oneself being changed by something else or oneself qua
other. One may understand the notion of cause here in the first instance in terms of
efficient causation: an active capacity is able to initiate or activate a change in some-
thing else, a passive capacity is able to be activated by something else. So the hot has the
ability to initiate heating in what is cold. However, we should recall that the efficient
cause here is actively able to bring about the change in the patient because it already has
the form in activity which the patient has in capacity. The degree to which the form is
manifested by the possession of a capacity is then part of the story of whether the
capacity qualifies as active or passive.

While the distinction between active and passive capacities is thus reasonably clear in
basic cases like the hot and the cold, complications, as we shall see in the following
chapters, arise when we consider the psychological capacities. Aristotle contrasts (DA
416b33-5) the perceptual capacity as passive with nutritive capacity as active. But
neither diagnosis is at first glance obvious. For we tend to think that we are nourished
or fattened by food, while there is good reason to think that we are active when we
perceive because of the various ways in which we interpret perceptual input.

Aristotle is well aware that the ways in which we tend to use active and passive verbs
to describe changes do not always correspond with the underlying causal realities. So,
to use an example from SE 22 178a14-22, ‘I see’ may have an active verb form, but
causally vision is still passive change in me. To point to the active aspect of seeing is
then not primarily a question of grammar. More to the point, Aristotle repeatedly
himself calls vision, like thinking and imagining, a kind of discerning (krinein), which

12 Cat. 11a20-39; cf. also 10a32—b4 where runners and boxers are said to be qualified in virtue of natural
capacities.
'3 This section has benefitted much from the criticism of Klaus Corcilius.
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may be taken to point to an active role for the perceiver. There is no need, however, to
see any inconsistency between the language of discerning and the passive causal
language of suffering.'* First, the role of the discerning can be understood in terms
of the sense capacity’s being affected as a mean in relation to opposite sensory qualities.
The mean discriminates between different sensory inputs insofar as it responds differ-
entially to sensory inputs falling on either side of the sensory mean. To use an
appropriately judicial analogy,'® a pair of scales which tip down on one or the other
side may be said to discriminate between the weights in the scales, but causally speaking
the scales are still passive in relation to the weights. Second, ‘discerning’ does not mean
interpreting the sensory input in a way that imports content beyond that supplied by
the external cause. Perception remains the reception of the sensible form from the
external object without its matter (DA 11.12), and is successful insofar as the form
received is that of the external object. Certainly, there are ways in which the sensory
mean may be altered to ensure proper receptivity: Aristotle’s is aware that our eyes may
sometimes need adjustment, for example, if we leave a dark room to go outdoors on a
sunny day our eyes will at first, but not for long, be overwhelmed by the strength of the
affection.'® But this is more a matter of adjusting for distortion in perceptual circum-
stances so that we can respond appropriately to the external object than it is a matter of
our altering or adding to the information provided by this object.

These are points that seem to reaffirm that perception is a passive change, in face of
some of its apparently active features. However, without compromising this basic point
we can also see a way in which the efficient causal analysis of perception to some extent
accommodates the appearance of perception as something we do. We may take as our
model Aristotle’s account of the relative contributions of the male and female powers
in genemtion.17 While the male counts as active in relation to the female, it is clear that
the female nonetheless provides matter which to a high degree manifests the form.
Indeed, the passivity of the female is compatible with thinking of her contribution also
in terms of distinctive changes (kinéseis). What nonetheless justifies the description of
the male as active and the female as passive is the relative degrees to which they manifest
the form. A similar case can be made for the perceptual capacity: it is already to a high
degree informed by the perceptual form, indeed Aristotle is willing to refer to the state
of the perceptual capacity even before the action of the sense-object as ‘perceiving’
(aisthanesthai). In this way, the sensory capacity participates to high degree in the
activity of perception, even if it is not responsible for triggering perception. This is a
matter which will become clearer as we analyse the causal roles of the various capacities
in the following chapters.

14 I here summarize my argument in Johansen (2002).

15 As argued by Ebert (1981), the core notion of krinein, derived from the law-court, is that of discrimi-
nating between two options; the broader notion of ‘judging’ comes later than Aristotle.

'© Cf. GA 780a6-13; Insom. 459b6-23.

7" For a survey of the uses of dunamis in reproduction, see Peck (1942) lii.
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Capacities and Natures

In Phys. 11.1 Aristotle defines nature as an inner principle of change and rest. The Phys.’s
conception of nature serves to offset natural beings from other beings. All beings that
are composed of both form and matter undergo changes. But natural beings determine
some of their own changes, for they have within themselves a principle (arkhé) of
change and rest. Having an internal principle of change is what sets them apart from
composite beings such as artefacts, which require an external principle in order to
change. Nature as a principle of change is said in four ways, as formal, material, efficient
and final causes. Unlike artefacts, natural beings have the principle of change within
them in all of these four senses.

Already at the beginning of the DA, Aristotle said that ‘knowledge of the soul seems
to contribute greatly to all truth but most of all the truth in relation to nature: for the
soul is like a principle (arkhé) of animals’ (402a4—7)."® The full thought seemed to be
that that since nature is a principle of change and animal change is natural change, and
since, moreover, the soul is a principle of animal change, understanding the soul means
understanding a central case of nature. In DA II.2 the soul is said to be a cause in three
of the four senses—formal, final, and efficient—with the body providing the material
cause. And Aristotle underlines that the soul is an infernal principle of change, when he
says that the soul is not the formal cause, here formula (logos), of such a body, that is the
body of an artefact, but rather of a natural body, which, he says, is a body ‘having a
principle (arkhé) of change and rest in itself” (412b15—17). Soon afterwards, he says of
plants that they all seem to live, ‘for they clearly have within themselves (en hautois) a
capacity and principle (dunamin kai arkhén) of such a kind, through which they take
growth and diminution in opposite places’(413a25-7)."” The capacities of the soul are,
then, not just principles of change and rest but also inner principles. It seems, therefore,
that they represent the nature of living beings in the Phys.’s sense of ‘nature’.

However, something Aristotle says in Metaph.®.8 gives pause for thought:

Since ‘prior’ as defined is said in many ways, it is clear that activity is prior to capacity. I mean
prior not only to the capacity that was defined as a principle of change in another thing or qua
another but also generally of every principle of change or rest. For nature too falls in the same
genus as [the] capacity (dunamis): for it is a principle of change, not in another but in it qua it
(év ad7d 1 av7d). Actuality is, then, prior to all such [dunamis] in formula and in substance.
(1049b4—11)
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At first sight, this passage appears to be saying that nature is not a capacity but falls
within the same wider class as capacity. The difference would be that while capacities
are capacities for change in another thing or itself qua other, nature is a principle of
change in the thing itself qua it. On this reading, then, while natures are related to
capacities by sharing a genus, they are not themselves capacities. If so, natures are not
themselves capacities, and the inference fails whereby we went from saying that the
soul was composed of capacities, and those capacities were principles of change in
living beings, to saying that the soul thereby was the nature of those living beings. This
presents a problem for the sort of assimilation of Aristotle’s psychology to his physics
which I sketched above.

One simple solution might appear to be to reinterpret the text. So Aristotle may be
taken to say not that nature is not a dunamis but belongs to the same genus as dunamis,
but rather that nature is another species of the genus dunamis than the one we have
defined so far. Notice the definite article at 1049b9 which seems to pick up on the
contrast between dunamis in general and the defined dunamis in b6. If so, Aristotle’s
reference in DA to the capacities of the soul as dunameis might still be consistent with
thinking of them as natures. This expedient seems, however, to be undermined by
Aristotle’s closing words in Metaph. ©.8: ‘It is clear that actuality is prior to capacity and
every principle of change.””’ He speaks here as if capacity, in general, falls under a
wider class of principles of change.

Let us, then, take it that Aristotle does mean to distinguish natures from capacities,
while maintaining that they are both principles of change. Can we still maintain that
the capacities for change that define the soul in some way also constitute its nature?
Yes, I would suggest, since it remains possible that the same principles of change that
are dunameis from one point of view count as natures from another. Both nature and
dunamis, as we saw, are principles of change. The distinguishing feature of nature is that
it is a principle of change in the thing qua itself, while a capacity is a principle of change
in another thing or itself qua another. But it is possible that the same capacity which
changes another thing also thereby acts as a principle of change in the thing that has the
capacity qua itself, and in that respect the principle is active as the nature of that thing.
For example, we may think that in nutrition the nutritive capacity acts as an active
capacity on the food, but in so acting the capacity also realizes its role as the nature of
the living being that has the principle. So in acting on the food the nutritive capacity
also maintains the living being to which it essentially belongs, and so represents the
exercise of a principle of change and rest in the thing itself. Similarly, we might say that
the perceptual capacity acts as passive capacity in perceiving but in so acting also realizes

its role in the nature of the animal in making the animal change in itself qua the sort of
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thing an animal is. Whether, then, one calls such principles of change capacities or
natures depends on what one sees the principle as causing or explaining: if one focuses
on the principle’s relationship to the object (the sense-object, the food) it counts as a
capacity (active or passive); if one considers the principle’s relationship to the bearer of
the capacity, what it does to the bearer or enables the bearer to do, it counts as a nature.
From this point of view Aristotle’s description of the nutritive soul as both capacity and
arkhé (413a26-7) may look less like a pleonasm now than an indication that there is a
further aspect to the capacity that appears once we look at it as an arkhé in the living
beings that have it: namely, the aspect of being their nature.?!

There is, however, another problem with the suggestion that nature could work as a
principle of change in oneself. The problem lies with the cogency of the idea of a cause
of change in oneself. For Aristotle insists elsewhere that change requires a difference

between agent and patient.

Obviously, then, in a sense the capacity of acting and of being acted on is one (for a thing may be
‘capable’ either because it can itself be acted on or because something else can be acted on by it),
but in a sense the capacities are different. For the one is in the thing acted on; it is because it
contains a certain principle, and because even the matter is a principle, that the thing acted on is
acted on, and one thing by one, another by another; for that which is oily can be burnt, and that
which yields in a particular way can be crushed; and similarly in all other cases. But the other
capacity is in the agent, e.g. heat and the art of building are present, one in that which can
produce heat and the other in the man who can build. And so, in so far as a thing shares the same
nature (sumpephuken) it cannot be acted on by itself; for it is one and not two difterent things.
(Metaph. .1 1046a19-29, transl. after revised Oxford)*

One might think that by explaining the claim that a thing cannot act on itself in
terms of the agent and patient having the same nature (sumpephuken), Aristotle is
implicitly rejecting the idea that something by virtue of its nature could move itself.
For if it moves itself by virtue of its nature then cause and effect will share the same
nature. That is why this passage seems to make deep trouble for the idea of natural
beings as self-movers. However, there are ways of taking sumpephuken which avoid this
implication. The simplest is to say that the scope of sumpephuken are those attributes
Aristotle has just been talking about, say hot and cold. You will not heat yourself up by
virtue of just being hot, you need to have a contrast within yourself, say being hot in

one part and cold in another. Taken in this way, the passage says nothing about

2! I have not addressed here the weaker claim that the capacities of the soul are natural in the sense of

‘according to nature’ (see Phys. II.1) both because the DA makes us expect the stronger claim that
the capacities are natures and because the weaker claim seems uninterestingly true whatever we say about
Metaph. ©.8.
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whether something can change itself by virtue of its nature, as long as changing oneself
by virtue of one’s nature is compatible with there being a contrast between an agent
and patient within oneself. But is it? We may think that in those cases where something
changes itself by virtue of its nature, the agent and patient must be sharing the same
nature and moreover one must be changing the other by virtue of sharing the same
nature. For otherwise what is the sense of it changing itself qua it rather than qua other?

However, while it seems right to say that the agent and patient in natural change
have to belong to the same thing qua the sort of thing it is, it is still not clear that the
agent and the patient have to pick out the same aspect of that thing. So when we talk of
the soul as a cause in relation to the body of a living being, we can understand the soul
as the formal cause, and so as appropriately active, and the body as the material cause
and so as suitably passive.”> The form and the matter are different aspects of the same
living being but they both belong to it by virtue of the essence of that living thing.**
The change whereby the soul brings about changes in the body counts as a natural
change, then, because the soul when acting on the body acts on something that is the
same as itself in that they both belong to the same living being by virtue of its essence.
But it is also a case of the souls’ capacities acting on something other than themselves
insofar as the body as matter is different from the form.

This answer disambiguates the awkward sumpephuken as follows. While soul and
body may essentially belong to the same living being, and in that sense have the same
nature, you would not give the same definition of them as soul and as body. Rather
they stand in the relationship of form to matter, and so according to Aristotle they are
appropriately seen as related also as active to passive.”> Moreover, Aristotle says in
Phys. 11.1 that the composite, form and matter, is by nature, but also that it is not
nature, a claim that contrasts with form and matter each being nature.*® Strictly
speaking, then, it would not be right to say that form and matter share the same
nature, in the sense that they are the same nature, though they may jointly constitute
the nature of the composite thing. When we say, then, that nature is a principle of
change in the thing itself qua it, we mean that insofar as the thing is what it is, it has that
nature, but not that the thing that has the principle is the nature. We can say therefore
of the composite, say, man, that by its nature, it has a principle of change within itself,
without implying that this particular nature somehow acts on itself. Rather the nature

causes a change in the man in some other respect. The patient here may in turn be

2 Cf. GC 1.7 324b18: the matter qua matter is passive.

¥ In the case of the body ‘in virtue of its essence’ may mean following from the essence rather than being
part of it.

% So Aristotle asks of sperm in GA 1.18 724b6-7 in which class we should place sperm: ‘as matter and
suffering or as a certain form and as acting or even as both’ (mérepov s UAgw kal mdoyov 1) s €l86s Tt kal
mowody, 7 kal dupw)
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another nature, such as the body, which as matter is such as to be acted on by the form.
The claim that nothing changes itself insofar as it is sumpephuken with itself is then
compatible with the claim that natural beings change themselves by acting with respect
to one aspect of their nature on another aspect of their nature.

The Virtus Dormitiva Objection

One worry looming over the postulation of capacities is the objection associated with
the reference in Moliere to the virtus dormitiva of opium: to explain why opium puts
you to sleep in terms of its sleep-inducing power is simply to re-describe the effect as a
cause with no added information. Aristotle’s talk of powers would be open to this
charge of vacuity if he simply sought to explain the activities of living beings qua
ensouled by referring to capacities in a way which said no more than that they were
capacities to engage in those activities.

It is customary in modern philosophy to think that powers are grounded in proper-
ties that can be described independently of those powers.”” So the power of a key to
open a door might be said to be grounded in a certain spatial arrangement of the key’s
matter, corresponding to a certain arrangement of the lock’s matter. That these are
properties that can be described independently of the powers gives them in some
respects explanatory priority over the powers. This independence also affords an
answer to the Moliere objection: to explain why opium induces sleep it is not enough
to refer to its sleep-inducing power, one must explain the independent properties that
this power is grounded in, say in this case, its molecular structure.

Now one might think that Aristotle in virtue of his theory of the four causes has the
same facility by which to avoid explanatory vacuity. So, for example, the material
properties of a power might be thought to provide the independent ground for the
ascription of a power. But to this one may object that the material properties for
Aristotle are generally neither descriptively independent of, nor explanatorily prior to,
the other causes, and so offer no independent grounding base for powers. Nor can the
efficient causes generally or without qualification be said to be explanatorily prior to
the formal and final causes.”® Aristotle believes generally that formal and final causes are
explanatorily prior in nature, so if his powers fail to be explanatorily vacuous it is not
because they are grounded in material or efficient causes which are descriptively or
explanatorily independent.

In fact neither explanatory priority nor descriptive independence is needed to
answer the Moliere objection; rather what is required is that the causes should be

genuinely explanatory. As we shall see, Aristotle’s four causes ofter explanatory variety

?7 For discussion see Molnar (2003) 126—7.

28 T emphasize ‘generally’ since there are cases where the efficient or material cause (e.g. dreams or eye-
colour) enjoys explanatory priority. For discussion of the relationship between material, efficient, and formal/
final causes, see Bolton (1997)
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in such a way that they, individually and collectively, provide information that goes
beyond what Moliere’s doctor provided when he referred to the sleep-inducing power
of opium. Each of the four causes offers a particular perspective on what is to be
explained. The threat of explanatory vacuity is therefore countered by the four causes.

Now this point may seem least obvious in the case of the formal cause. A cursory
reading of the Phys. might give the impression that Aristotle favours virtus dormitiva style
explanation. So he says that the best way in general of expressing the causation of a
house is to say that the house-builder made the house. Here it is the house-builder
insofar as he possesses the form of a house who most strictly speaking is the cause. This
kind of causal account seems particularly well-suited to bring out why the outcome
was a house, rather than say a bridge, and what it was about the cause that enabled it to
bring about this outcome, namely that it already possessed the form of a house, in the
manner in which house-builders possess the form, namely by having it in their minds.
Being told that the cause was a house-builder also tells us that there was a per se cause of
the house, and so the outcome was not accidental, as it would be, for example, if it
were the result of a storm blowing building materials about in such a way that they
landed to form a house. There are ways, then, in which even the minimal formal
account expressed by saying that the house-builder built the house is not vacuous.
However, it is important to note that this minimal formal account is just the starting
point for a full formal account. For if we consider the form of house in virtue of which
the house-builder built it, it is clear that this, like an architect’s drawing, will turn out to
be a highly complex structural specification of what constitutes a house. It is this
account that explains why a house has to be built in a certain way, with a certain
structure that ensures its durability and functionality for the inhabitants.>” You would
have to study architecture for a long time to grasp and articulate just how this works.
Formal causal accounts involve a high level of detailed and complex information about
what constitutes a certain thing. In the case of living beings, we would today naturally
think of the knowledge possessed of a species by a biologist, down to the detail of its
genetic map.

Now something comparable is true of the formal causal accounts of the life processes
in the DA. There is a surface formal account which while informative is much less so
than the full formal account. Take two examples, nutrition and vision. The nutritive
capacity, qua nutritive, is the power to preserve the living body as a certain kind of
substance, so the nutritive capacity of a dog is the capacity to maintaining the body of a
dog as such. Now this makes the nutritive capacity roughly similar to the case of the
house-builder, indeed Aristotle himself makes the analogy in DA II.4. It is a formal

2 Even if a critic countered by saying that the full formal account of the cause is simply reproducing a full
formal account of the outcome and in that sense the formal account of the cause still says no more than the
description of a certain outcome, it would still not be true to say that the formal causal account is no more
informative than a description of the product since account of the cause also implies a certain process of
production which is not a feature of the finished house as such.
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account of nutrition which the critic might say is skirting on a Moliére explanation,
since it explains nutrition, the maintenance of the living being, by reference to a
capacity to maintain that particular living being. However, this is only the beginning of
the formal account: you would now say what the living being in question is, which its
constitutive parts are (cf. the structure of the house), what the stages in the production
of nutriment are (corresponding to the stages in the production of a house). Grasping
the formal account of nutrition requires then a full recipe, as it were, for the production
of a living being, corresponding to the art of architecture in the case of the house.

Let’s look also at the formal cause of vision. Minimally, the visual capacity can be
described as the capacity to perceive colours, the proper object of sight. We might
think this tantamount to a Moliére explanation, if we take vision simply as the
perception of colour. However, when we start looking at colour, as does Aristotle in
DA 11.5, as a condition of the transparent as such, and specific colours as various rations
of dark and light in bounded transparent bodies, as in Sens. 3, it becomes clear that the
formal account is much richer and more informative.

One index of the formal account’s informativeness is the way in which it puts
Aristotle in conflict with competing accounts of vision such as those of Democritus and
Empedocles. Neither philosopher would disagree with Aristotle that vision is the
perception of colour. However, Aristotle’s understanding of the role of transparency
in vision sharply distinguishes his account of what vision is from the others. Empe-
docles took vision to be a matter of receiving a stream of particles from the sense-object
through passages in the eye, while for Democritus seeing occurred when a film of
atoms was imprinted on the air around the eye and the imprint reflected on the surface
of the eye. Now for Aristotle colour is a state of the transparent in a bounded body and
has the potential to act on what is actually transparent so as to make it coloured too.
Since the capacity of sight is a passive capacity to be acted on by sight, vision too
requires transparency in the eye and the eye works in vision by virtue of its transpar-
ency. For Aristotle this point serves to show that both Empedocles and Democritus are
wrong: not only do these accounts make no reference to transparency as the condition
of receptivity to colour, they actually exclude transparency by referring to vision as a
matter of particles travelling through the eye or reflections on the surface of the eye.
Once we go one step further and see just what the formal account of vision involves,
particularly the role of transparency, we can affirm its informativeness by the range of
theoretical options excluded by it.

Another sign of the informativeness of the formal causes is the manner in which they
have specific implications for the matter. It is a subject I shall return to in Chapter 8, so
for now I shall just sketch what I take to be Aristotle’s position. He thinks that it is
characteristic of those forms that the natural philosopher studies and the way he or she
studies them that they work also as the final causes. So in DA 1.1 he contrasts the forms
as studied by the natural philosopher as ‘that for the sake of which’ with the forms as
attended to by the mathematician. The natural philosopher’s form is analogous with
that of a house described as ‘providing shelter’, the final cause of the building materials
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(403b6—7). Now because the form works as a final cause in relation to the matter, we
can say that the form necessitates that the matter be of a certain sort. The necessity in
question is the one commonly referred to as ‘hypothetical necessity’. In the case of a
house, providing shelter requires the building materials to be of a specific sort (bricks,
timber, mortar, rather than butter, feathers, and water, say); in the case of psychological
affections, the final/formal cause, desire for retribution, requires that the body undergo
a certain affection, namely, boiling of the blood around the heart. The fact that the
form has very specific implications for the matter shows how informative the right
specification of the formal cause is, at least in the sorts of natural cases we are
considering in Aristotle’s psychology.

Ultimately, the answer to the Moliére objection, then, lies in understanding the
capacities of the soul correctly, as final, formal, and efficient causes, and in seeing how
these causes provide quite specific and determinate information about how psycholog-
ical phenomena take place. It is the job of the next chapters to look in more detail at

just how the capacities explain our life behaviours in these three ways.



5

The Priority of the Objects over the
Capacities of the Soul

In the last chapter it emerged that the capacities were principles of change. It also
became apparent that, in order to comprehend any particular kind of capacity, we had
to understand the kind of change the capacity was a principle of. Capacities were
distinguished according to whether they were capacities for active or passive changes,
and for substantial, qualitative, quantitative, or spatial changes. We could be seen here
to be tracking Aristotle’s reasoning in DA 1.1, recalled in DA I1.4, when he suggested
that before we understood the capacities of the soul, we had to inquire into their
activities. But the next step in this line of reasoning, according to DA 11.4, is to say that
even before the activities we need to consider their ‘objects’. It is to this stage of
Aristotle’s account of the capacities I now turn.

Like Plato, Aristotle thinks that we need to understand what capacities are concerned
with, their ‘objects’, before we can understand the capacities themselves. It is a
principle that I shall refer to as ‘the priority of the objects’. The aim of this chapter
is to give a general account of the priority of the objects. But I shall focus on the case
of nutrition, for several reasons. First of all, it is a capacity that is often neglected in this
context in favour of perception. This is a problem because the way ‘the priority of the
objects’ is often taken to apply to perception does not generalize to nutrition.
Without understanding how the priority of objects works in the case of nutrition
we cannot hope to get an adequate general understanding of the principle. Indeed,
one might expect nutrition to provide a particularly good example of the priority of
the objects, since Aristotle articulates the principle in the chapter in the DA on
nutrition, 11.4.

At the beginning of DA I1.4 Aristotle sets out how to determine the capacities of

the soul:

T1 It is necessary for him who intends to make an inquiry into these matters to grasp what each
of them is, and then to inquiry into their consequent attributes and the others. But if it is
necessary to state what each of them is, for example what the capacity for knowledgeable
thinking (noétikon) is or the perceptual capacity or the nutritive, still before that we need to say
what knowledgeable thinking is and what perceiving is. For the activities (energeiai) and actions
are prior in account (kata ton logon) to the capacities (dunameis). But if this is so, and [if] still before

these we need to have understood the corresponding objects (fa antikeimena), then it would for
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the same reason be necessary first to determine about these [what they are], for example about

nutriment and sense-object and intelligible object. (415a14-22)

Aristotle’s conception of a capacity is developed in extension of Plato’s. In Republic
V Socrates proposed that a capacity (dunamis) should be determined as follows:

T2 Regarding a capacity I consider only that thing over against which it is (eph’ hdi esti) and that
which it produces (ho apergazetai), and in this way I have called each of them a capacity, and the
capacity which is arranged over against the same thing and produces the same thing I call the
same, while that which is arranged over against another thing and produces another thing I call
another capacity. (477¢9—-d5)

Socrates here proposes two criteria for distinguishing capacities. In principle, the two
criteria are distinct: two capacities might be set over the same thing but produce
different things or produce the same thing while being set over different ones. But
Socrates treats them in tandem, believing it seems at least in the case of knowledge and
belief that the capacities will, if different, be different on both scores. !

Aristotle’s understanding of dunamis 1s inspired by Socrates’ account. Like Socrates,
he thinks that in order to determine what a dunamis is we need to understand what it is
about. It may look as if Aristotle is only using one notion, that of the antikeimenon,
where Socrates had used two. But the term is meant to cover, I shall suggest, both the
terms Socrates used: ‘the thing over against which it is (eph’ héi esti)’ and ‘that which it
produces (ho apergazetai)’. Aristotle’s antikeimenon is sometimes translated ‘object’, and
I shall mostly stick to this. However, a more literal translation would be ‘opposite’,
which may include the sense of ‘corresponding’. The best introduction to the term is
Cat. 10, where Aristotle lists four different notions of the verb antikeimai, here usually
translated as ‘to be opposed’. Things can be opposed as relatives, as contraries, as
privation and possession, or as affirmation and negation. The use of antikeimon to
indicate a contrary is used also in the DA, but the notion that is relevant to us in DA
I1.4 seems to be that of a relative. For Aristotle makes it clear that he has in mind by
antikeimenon that which is perceived or known or similar, and in Cat. 10 he uses exactly
the relation of the object of knowledge as an example of what is opposed in the relative
sense, opposed in this case to knowledge.

Understanding the antikeimenon as a relative of the activity helps explain why
Aristotle thinks that there is a need to refer to it when defining the activity. Perception
or knowledge are relatives in that they are always perception or knowledge of some-

thing, so it makes sense that we need to specify what they are perception or knowledge

! Cf. Fine (2003) 71-5; Denyer (1993) 56: “What about the case where the power or powers in question

have the same object and different products, or the same product and different objects? What, for example,
about the power of making liquid water by heating ice, and the power of making liquid water by cooling
steam? Here the objects are different: ice and steam. But the product is the same: liquid water. In such cases,
would we have two powers or only one? As he himself formulates it, Plato’s criterion for identifying and
differentiating powers says nothing about such cases.’

2 416a34.
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of, if we are to understand what kind of perception or knowledge they are.” The point
again is familiar from the Republic, T2. It is clear, however, that there are informative
and uninformative ways of specifying the objects of perception or knowledge. As
Aristotle points out in Metaph. 4.15:

That which is measurable or knowable or thinkable is called relative because something else is
related to it. For the thinkable implies that there is thought of it, but the thought is not relative to
that of which it is the thought; for we should then have to say the same thing twice. Similarly,
sight is the sight of something, not of that of which it is the sight (though of course it is true to say
this); in fact it is relative to colour or to something else of the sort. (1021a29-b2)

To say that sight is of that of which there is sight is to say the same thing twice over, so
adding no new information in the specification of the object. To say, in contrast, that
sight is of colour is genuinely informative. We are given real information about what
kind of thing sight is in its nature related to.

Recall here that Aristotle is discussing relations in which the relata are related per se
(kath’ hauto) to each other. While we have therefore been given reason to think that the
capacities of the soul stand in a definitional relationship to their objects, we have not
yet been given any clear reason why we should ascribe definitional priority to the object
over the capacity or over its corresponding activity. For all we have been told so far, it
could be that capacity and object are to be defined together without priority being
given to either of them.

To understand the definitional priority of the object we need to refer, as Aristotle
says in T1, to ‘the same reason’ for which thinking and perceiving were to be
considered prior to the capacity, namely, that ‘the activities (energeiai) and actions
are prior in account (kata ton logon) to the capacities (dunameis)’. However, there are
two ways of understanding this claim: one which is sometimes assumed but, I think, is
inadequate, and another which is more plausible, and, incidentally, brings Aristotle
closer to Plato’s conception of dunamis. On the first reading, we take the objects of
thinking and perceiving to be prior in account to the activities of thinking and
perceiving because they already actually have the attributes that the activity of
thinking and perceiving come to instantiate when they occur. We are on this reading
taking ‘the same reason’ in T1 to refer back not just to ‘prior in account’ but also
‘prior in account because prior in activity, as the activity is prior in activity to the
potentiality’. So in the case of vision, for example, Aristotle takes it that the visible
object is coloured already prior to the act of vision and it is this colour which comes
to be represented in the act of seeing it. Perception falls under a general causal scheme
developed in Aristotle’s physics according to which the agent of a change already is in
actuality what the patient is potentially and thereby is able to make the patient
actually such as itself. So, on this reading, the sense-object is prior in account to the
capacity because the sense-object is already actually what the sense-capacity only

* See also Cat. 7 6a37-b11.
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becomes when the object acts on it.* The definitional priority of the sense-object
reflects its causal and temporal priority, as the efficient cause of perception.

This account is plausible as far as perception is concerned, and has been assumed by
several scholars.” But it does not give us an adequate general answer to why Aristotle
would say in T1 that the objects are prior to the activities.” One initial problem is that
the priority of the sense-object on this reading really should be just over the capacity of
perceiving rather than the activity of perceiving. For it is the capacity of perceiving on
which the sense-object acts so as to make it like itself. It is the capacity of seeing that
takes on the colour rather than the activity of seeing: the activity of seeing is the activity
of the capacity’s taking on the form of the sense-object. The activity of seeing is the
same in number as the action of the sense-object on the sense-capacity in the sense that
the two are the same in number.” Prior to the action of the sense-object on the sense-
capacity the activity of seeing is not anything, specifically, it is not potentially seeing. So
it does not make sense to say that the object is prior to the activity because it is
temporally and causally prior in the manner of an efficient cause. In T1 Aristotle is
making a point first about the relationship specifically between activity and the capacity
of thinking and perceiving and then a point about the relationship specifically between
the objects and the activities. So it is important that we have a way of understanding the
priority of the objects of the activities in a way that applies to both, that is both to the
relationship between objects and activities and to that between activities and capacities.

However, a graver reason why this reading is inadequate is that it leaves us in a
quandary about nutrition, the capacity which Aristotle will immediately address in this
chapter of the DA. Aristotle infers at the end of T1 that we should begin our inquiry
with ‘nutriment and sense-object and intelligible object’. But while, as we saw, the
sense-object already is prior to perception in activity what the sense-faculty is in
capacity, the nutriment is not, prior to nutrition, in activity what the nutritive capacity
is only in capacity. Rather, it is the living being which already is what the nutriment is
in capacity and which in nutrition makes the nutriment in activity like itself (416a34—
b3). So Aristotle compares the nutriment to the building materials and the builder
to the living being. In nutrition it is the living being which is the efficient cause, not
the object. It cannot be right, then, in general to ground the definitional priority of the
object over the capacity in the object’s status as an efficient cause, even if this is
the specific way in which Aristotle envisages the priority of the sense-objects.

Stephen Everson here, I think, is guilty of making the generalization without due
notice to the significantly different causal stories in perception and nutrition:

* Cf. DA L7 4311-15.

> Cf. Everson (1999) 22-9; Wedin (1988) 17; Johansen (1997) 37-8.

© Wedin (1988) 13, ignoring the nutritive faculty, says: ‘The general picture here is that a faculty of the
soul is a capacity to (cognitively) receive objects. The exercising or functioning of the faculty is simply the
receiving of the object.’

7 See DA IIL.2 426a15-16.
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‘What is distinctive of food is that it is capable of feeding animate substances. Food is thus a causal
notion: something counts as food just if it possesses this capacity, which is why food is non-
accidentally related to what is animate (416b1-11). The objects correlated with the capacity of
nutrition are thus those things which are such as to actualise this capacity. Nutrition and

perception are entirely parallel in this respect.®

Everson’s emphasis in the context, it should be said, is on the importance of the soul for
either nutrition or perception taking place: but the impression made is that the soul is
related causally in the same way to the food and the sense-object, and the causal role of
the objects of the two are to be understood in ‘entirely parallel ways’. Particularly, the
impression is created that in both cases the defining contribution of the object is as the
efficient cause, as the cause that actualizes the capacity. But as we have seen this cannot
be true in any straightforward sense in the case of nutrition. What I want to do next,
therefore, is to offer a clearer picture of what the object of nutrition is and how it
enjoys definitional priority over both the activity and capacity. A parallel between
perception and nutrition will emerge and, while it will not be complete, it will be
sufficient to sustain the general definitional procedure Aristotle recommends in the
opening of 11.4.

Now, what attracts scholars to the problematic reading is probably the assumption
that when Aristotle in T says that we need to define the objects before the activities
‘for the same reason’, that reason too has to imply somehow that the objects are prior in
account in the manner of something that is already actual, where this somehow
suggests the way in which an efficient cause is prior to its patient, that is, it is already
actually what the patient is in capacity. But, besides the problems already mentioned
with this, the reason Aristotle gives for why the activity is prior to the capacity is simply
that it is prior in account, with no implication of temporal priority. So ‘the same reason’
in the case of the priority of the objects should be taken to mean no more than that
they are prior in account.

We can get help with what ‘prior in account’ means from Metaph. ©.8. Aristotle says
here that the actuality of seeing is prior in account to the capacity of seeing since by
being capable of seeing we mean that which can see.” So we need to know what it is
actually to see in order to understand what it means to have the capacity to see.
Similarly, by saying in T1 that the objects of perceiving and thinking are prior in
account to the activities of perceiving and thinking, Aristotle is saying that you have to
understand what the sensible or intelligible objects are before you can understand what
it means to be actually perceiving or thinking. It is easy to see why this should be so.

Generally, it is discerning perceptibles which makes the activity of perceiving perceiving

8 Everson (1995) 177.

? ‘Clearly [actuality] is prior in account; for that which is in the primary sense potential is potential because
it is possible for it to become actual, e.g. I mean by “capable of building” that which can build, and by
“capable of seeing” that which can see, and by “visible” that which can be seen. And the same account applies
to all other cases, so that the account and the knowledge of the one must precede the knowledge of the other’
(after Oxford revised transl.)
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rather than, say, thinking, so you need to understand what a perceptible is before you
can know what perception is. Or if we, more specifically, take sight as our example: in
order to understand what the activity of seeing is you need to know what colours are
because it is perceiving colours (rather than smells and sounds, or tomatoes) that makes
something the activity of seeing. This point is the analogue of Aristotle’s explanation in
Metaph. ©.8 of why the activity of seeing is prior in account to the capacity. Just as you
have to find out what the activity of seeing is before you can understand what is
characteristic of the capacity to see (rather than a capacity for flying or hitting nails), so
you need to grasp what the object of sight is if you want to learn what seeing is, as
distinct from any other activities.

Aristotle regularly ties the account of a thing to its formal cause. In Metaph. 4.2
(1013a24-5), and many other places, he explicates the formal cause, in distinction from
the other three causes, as the logos of the essence.'’ In DA 1.2, when Aristotle argues
that the soul is the essence or form of the body, he likewise glosses form by logos. The
assumption is clear that when we say what kind of thing the body is we refer to its
form."" Against this background, Aristotle’s claim in I1.4 that the object is prior in logos
to the activities is naturally taken to imply the priority of a formal cause. For it is to the
formal cause we look in the first place for an account of the essence of something.

This kind of priority in account does not imply priority in time. As Aristotle
indicates, again in Metaph. 0.8 (1049b17-29), while prior in account, the activity of
seeing is, from the point of view of the individual posterior in time to the capacity to see.
For before we can actually see we need first to have the capacity to see. Compare
another of Aristotle’s favourite examples, house-building: the actual houses are clearly
prior in account to the activity of house-building, but—if we consider individual
houses—the activity of building a house always precedes the finished product in
time. The priority Aristotle has in mind in these cases is patently that of a formal
cause: house-building takes place insofar as a house is brought into being. It is this
product here that defines house-building and distinguishes it from other processes.

So my suggestion is that when Aristotle in DA I1.4 says that the object of the
capacities of the soul are prior to the capacities and in turn to their activities he has in
mind primarily the definitional priority of a formal cause. This is an appropriate priority
to have in mind because it is the object that makes the suffering and makings of the soul
the sort of suffering or makings they are. It is perceptual objects that make perception
the kind of suffering it is, just as it is colour that makes vision the sort of perceptual
suffering it is. Similarly, it is the production of nutriment that determines nutrition as a
particular kind of change. We might say, then, that it is the object that defines or
distinguishes (diorizein) it from other changes that we experience, and such defining is
the proper work of the formal cause.

10 Cf. also Metaph. H.4 1044b12.
" See 11.2 4149; 414a9, 13, 27.
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My interpretation is similar to that of Aquinas with one important qualification. He
notes the difference in the way in which the objects of perception and nutrition are
prior to the capacities. The object of perception, he says, is prior as an efficient cause,
that of nutrition as a final cause:

For the type of every act or operation is determined by an object. Every operation of the soul is
the act of a potentiality—either active or passive. Now the objects of passive potentialities stand
to these as the causal agents which bring each potentiality into its proper activity; and it is thus
that visible objects, and indeed all sensible things, are related to sight and to the other senses. But
the objects of the active capacities are related to these as the final terms attained by their activities;
for in this case the object is what each of these activities effectively realizes. It is obvious that
whenever an activity effectively realizes anything besides the activity itself, the thing thus realized
is the final term of the activity (Cf. Nic Eth I [ch.7, 1097a15f1]); for example, a house is the final
term of building. Hence all the objects of the soul’s activities are either causal agents or final
terms; and in both respects they specify those activities. For, obviously, specifically diverse causal
agents do specifically diverse things—as heat heats and cold chills. And so also with the final term
of activity: becoming well or becoming ill differ as doings, because health differs from illness.
Thus in the work of seeking definitions we have to consider the objects of the soul’s operations

before these operations themselves. (305, transl. R.Pasnau)

On Aquinas’ reading the answer to the question why the object of the activity is prior
in account bifurcates: in perception it is prior because it is the efficient cause, in
nutrition because it is the final cause. On my reading, meanwhile, both are ultimately
to be understood in terms of the priority of formal cause. True, the formal cause of
perception is also the efficient cause and the formal cause of nutrition also coincides
with the final cause; but the definitional priority of the efficient cause in perception and
that of the final cause in nutrition is fundamentally a matter of the priority of the formal
cause because it is ultimately the form that explains why perception or nutrition is the
kind of change it is. It is of course standard Aristotelian doctrine that the efficient cause
acts by virtue of actually possessing the form; and it is equally Aristotelian doctrine that
the formal and final causes in natural changes coincide. As Aristotle says in Phys. I1.8, it
is characteristic of natural beings that their formal and the final causes coincide.'> When
Aquinas specifies the way in which the final cause determines house-building as a
specific kind of operation he says that: ‘obviously, specifically diverse causal agents do
specifically diverse things—as heat heats and cold chills. And so also with the final term
of activity: becoming well and becoming ill difter as doings, because health differs from
illness.” Saying what health is and how it differs from illness is primarily a matter of
stating the form of health, though we will of course also want to know as natural
philosophers how health comes about and for what end. So Aquinas is right that the
defining object of nutrition is the final cause, and this is in virtue of the process being

12 Phys. 199a30-2: ‘Since nature is two-fold, the matter and the form, of which the latter is the end, and
since all the rest is for the sake of the end, the form must be the cause in the sense of that for the sake of

which’; cf. GA 1.1 715a3-9.
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for the sake of something which has such and such a form. It is generally true of praxeis
and poiéseis, of which nutrition is one, that the formal cause coincides with the final
cause in this way. House-building is defined as the kind of change that produces a
house, where a house is the formal cause: house-building takes place insofar as such an
entity emerges. But house-building is of course for the sake of the house: the process
aims at a house and is complete when a house has come about.

In agreement with Aquinas, I am proposing that the object of the nutritive capacity,
the nutriment, is prior in account to the activity of nutrition and to its capacity in the
way in which a house is prior to house-building and the capacity to build houses. Also
following Aquinas, I take it that object in this case is also the final cause. But where
Aquinas takes the objects of perception and nutrition to be prior in different ways, one
as an efficient the other as a final cause, my suggestion is that we take both as prior in
account by virtue of being the formal cause.

Once we understand the priority of the object in this way a number of features of
Aristotle’s discussion of nutrition falls into place. He opens his account of nutriment
with a mini-dialectic between those who say that like is nourished by like and those
who claim that it happens by feeding on something unlike. In one way, this dispute is
easily resolved in favour of the second claim: since nutrition is a form of change and all
change is premised on a difference between agent and patient, what is fed and what is
feeding do have to be unlike each other prior to the change. So we see that when the
food is consumed it becomes like the nourished body.

However, in another way the dispute can be resolved in partial favour of the like-
by-like camp. For there is a distinction to be drawn in the notion of ‘nutriment’
between the food before and after it has been concocted:

Whether the nutriment is the final thing that is added or the first makes some difference. If we
use both, on the one hand the unconcocted food and on the other the concocted food, it is
possible to speak about food in both ways. For gua unconcocted the opposite is nourished by the
opposite, but qua concocted what is like is nourished by what is like. So it is clear that both sides
in a way are speaking correctly and not correctly. (DA 11.4 416b3-9)

Now the distinction between the first and the final nutriment is clearly crucial in terms

of understanding the proper object of nutrition. One might think that the first nutriment

13 . o
or at least a claim to featuring in

has a claim to being the proper object of nutrition,
the account of the proper object. So Aristotle is concerned at first (416a21-9) to make
clear that only certain opposites nourish certain other opposites. So it is only an
opposite which is capable of turning into another, and capable of causing growth in

an opposite that can serve as nutriment (that excludes qualitative opposites like sick and

'3 This seems to be the view of Corcilius (2008) 37: “Aristoteles geht deswegen nicht von den Gegen-
stinden alsden fertigen Produkten seelischer Tiatigkeit, sondern von deren duBeren, noch potentiellen
Gegenstinden aus, um sich dann zur Definition des seelischen Vermégens vorzuarbeiten. Beim wvegetativen
Vermdogen ist der Gegenstand also nicht die fertig verdaute Nahrung, sondern die dem beseelten Korper
noch duBerliche Nahrung.’
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healthy). Moreover, opposites do not always mutually nourish each other: fire may be
fed by moisture, but not the other way around. At least this point seems to be true of
the simple bodies. These points restrict what can count as first nutriment in general, but
they say very little about what the activity of nutrition does. The first nutriment seems
to be determined rather in the manner of the materials of a process. The strictures on
first nutriment are comparable to the limitations to what can serve as building materials:
you cannot make a house out of butter, only bricks and such-like. But this is just the
starting point for building, and the limitations on the materials are in a sense only to be
understood in relation to the finished product. Once we know what a house is and is
supposed to do, we see why it can’t be made out of butter. We need then to turn to the
product of the nutritive process, the final nutriment, to understand why there are these
limitations on the first nutriment. We might to some extent include the materials in the
account of the nutriment, but clearly what will differentiate the nutriment properly
speaking is the final nutriment.

In articulating the process of nutrition, Aristotle himself employs the model of

building (416a34-b3):

Moreover, the nutriment suffers something by what is nourished, but this does not suffer
anything by the nutriment, just as the builder does not suffer anything by the matter but this
by him. For the builder only changes from inactivity to activity.

Aristotle compares the agency of the nourished body on the food to that of a builder
working on his materials. There are several aspects to this comparison: the first is that
the nutriment, clearly the first nutriment, plays the role of matter in nutrition. By
receiving a form which the agent, the nourished body, already possesses the food is
turned into something like the nourished body. Through this process the food
becomes final nutriment, which can be added to the body. Another aspect is that
just as the builder already contains the form of the house—in his soul as Aristotle tells
us'*—so the nourished body already has the form it imposes on the food; with respect
to this form the nourished body changes no more in nutrition than does the builder
when building the house. In building he simply shows in activity a form he already
possesses.

We are now ready for what appears to be Aristotle’s core notion of nutriment in DA
I1.4, the notion which will give us the proper object of nutrition:

Since nothing is nourished which does not participate in life, what is nourished would be the
ensouled body, qua ensouled, so that also nutriment is in relation to what is ensouled, and not
accidentally so. But being nutriment (froph¢) and being the cause of growth are different things:
for insofar as the ensouled is a certain quantity, the [food] is the cause of growth, while insofar as
the ensouled is a certain something and a substance, it is nutriment: for the nutriment saves the
substance and the substance exists as long as it is nourished, and it is productive of coming into

being, not of the thing nourished, but of something such as what is nourished: for the substance

" Metaph. VIL.7 1032a32-b14.
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of it [sc. what is nourished] already exists, and nothing generates itself, but rather saves itself. So
the principle of the soul is a capacity such as to save what has the capacity qua being such as it is,
and the nutriment provides the activity: for nothing is capable of existing if deprived of
nutriment . . . (DA 11.4 416b11-20)

Aristotle does two things here. First, he characterizes the nutriment as being essentially
related to what is ensouled. This point cancels out the earlier comments about fire
being nourished by water, if this is understood as a process not regulated by soul.
Second, Aristotle further specifies what the object of nutrition proper is by differentiat-
ing it from the proper objects of growth and generation. This differentiation on the
object side in turn allows him differentiate between the activities of nutrition, growth,
and generation. Nutriment maintains the substance and particular thing as such. Hereby
we are spelling out an implication in the description of the final nutriment as like the
nourished body. The nutriment, the final nutriment, that is, has the same form as the
particular nourished body. It is the function of nutriment to maintain the nourished
substance as such, and in this respect the nutriment differs from the food considered as a
source of growth. A few lines later (416b19), Aristotle describes the nutriment as what
provides the activity for the nutritive soul in saving the living being. This is a function
that clearly belongs to the final nutriment, the digested food. The proper object of
nutrition, then, is the final nutriment, in virtue of possessing the same form as the
nourished body. We can now define the activity of nutrition and capacity of nutrition
according to this object. So the activity of nutrition is the process by which nutriment
of such and such a form comes about, while, finally, the capacity of nutrition is the
capacity to engage in this activity.

Now understanding the final nutriment by virtue of its form points us on to the soul
as the proper formal cause of nutrition: for the form of the final nutriment is just that of
the nourished body, and the form of the nourished body, which makes it the particular
substance it is, is the soul. The final nutriment is isomorphic with the living body
whose form is the soul. In this way the formal cause of nutrition can be understood
both as the form of the final nutriment, the proper object of nutrition, and as the form
of the living being that is being maintained.

One issue that requires clarification here is in what way, if any, the final nutriment
has the form of the whole living being. If one takes the final nutriment to be what is
added to the various body parts, then presumably there will be one final nutriment to
replenish the heart, another for the liver, and so on. Galen ascribes specific capacities
responsible for attracting nutrition to the various parts of the body in a way that
apparently reflects the worry that the nutriment is too generic to replenish the specific
parts of the body.'” There is no evidence of this sort of move in Aristotle. He may have
deemed it unnecessary because he thinks of the final nutriment as what replenishes the
whole body. The nutritive faculty does not replenish the various body parts individually

> On The Natural Faculties XI11.
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but holistically. Aristotle refers to the nutriment as ‘what provides being for the whole
and the parts’ (GA I1.6 744b34-5). It is very clear that the matter that goes into forming
one body part is related to what goes into other body parts. In the generation of the
body, nature is like a house-keeper who distributes the best food to the best parts (GA
744b18-28). And a shortage or surplus of matter in one area of the body has implica-
tions for the composition of another area: ‘Nature gives something to one part of
the body only after it has taken it away from another part’ (PA I1.14 658a35-6).'° If
we view the nutritive capacity as working holistically to maintain the form of the entire
body, we can see why it may be appropriate to refer to the final nutriment in the
singular—as at GA 744b34-5—for the nutriment that replenishes the different body
parts, as well as thereby the whole.

The analysis I have put forward underlines the larger claim of this chapter that the
soul is the formal cause of the living beings. The additional claim that the soul is the
efficient and final causes is also substantiated. As far as the efficient cause is concerned,
it is the ensouled being that turns the first nutriment into final nutriment, and so works
as the efficient cause. When Aristotle says, as we just saw, in DA 11.4 416b11-20 that
the nutriment provides the activity, this is therefore fully compatible with saying
that the soul is the efficient cause, since it is the soul, with the assistance of the body’s
connate heat, which has turned the nutriment into the final nutriment. As far as the
final cause, the nutriment serves the end of saving the living being such as it is, but
such as it is means a being having a certain form or soul, so again the reference to the
saving function of the nutriment makes essential reference to the soul.

This account has been objected to on the grounds that it threatens to make the
account of the nutritive capacity circular.'” For if the object of the nutritive soul is the
final nutriment and this makes reference to the soul, then we are defining the soul,
namely, the nutritive part, with reference to soul. There are two replies to this
objection. One is to recall that it is a general feature of productive capacities that
they are defined with reference to the same form they able to produce. However, it is
also true of such productive capacities that they are themselves ways of possessing the
same form as that of their product. Having the same form as the product is what enables
the capacity to make the product. So architecture is a productive capacity to make
houses. The nutritive soul is then a kind of soul which can produce another soul of the
same sort, just as the art of architecture is a kind of form, that of a house, which has the
ability to produce another form, like itself. One reason why this is not circular is that
both architecture and the finished a house can be seen as different instances of the form
taken more generally, where architecture is one way of possessing the form, houses
another. It is not true to say then that the productive capacity depends definitionally on
the specific form of the product. (This difference is shown by the fact that houses are

16 See further Johansen (1997) 172—4.
17 By Klaus Corcilius in correspondence and by a member of the audience at the Southern Association in
Ancient Philosophy meeting in Oxford 2008.
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not able to make other houses.) The isomorphism between productive capacity and
product is established at a higher level than either, at the level of the form itself.

The other possible reply is to qualify the isomorphism in a different way: the
nutritive soul has the ability to reproduce the whole soul, the soul in all its capacities.
We see this already in the development of the foetus where the nutritive soul is
responsible for developing the sense-organs and with them the second-level capacity
to perceive. The process of replenishing all the organs and thereby maintaining all the
associated capacities of soul (bar the theoretical of course) is the ongoing concern of the
nutritive soul of the mature living being. To say that the product of the nutritive soul is
isomorphic with its product is true only in the qualified sense: the embodied soul qua
nutritive reproduces the embodied soul as a whole. One might use the analogy with
the art of medicine: the art of medicine comprises all of health, but one may say that it is
only one part of the art which is directly concerned with healing, there are other parts
dealing with anatomy or research into causes or kinds of diseases which are not directly
involved or may not even be relevant in therapy. This second answer may be taken asa
variant on the first kind of answer in that it highlights different ways in which the cause
and the effect instantiate the form, be it health, house, or soul. The difference means
that we do simply repeat the same information when we present the soul as part of the
final/formal cause of the nutritive capacity.

The account of the priority of the object of nutrition avoids the problem I noted at
the outset of this discussion: if we understand the priority of the object as the priority of
the efficient cause, it is hard to understand the priority of the object to the activity in
any other way than as the priority of the object to the capacity; for it is the capacity, not
the activity, on which the object acts. However, if we understand the priority in the
manner of a formal cause the problem does not arise. What it is for nutrition to take
place is for nutriment with such and such a form to be produced. Similarly, what it is for the
activity of perception to occur is for a sensible form to be received. The definitional
priority of the object lies in its being this object which specifies the kind of change that
nutrition or perception is.

So, once we understand what nutriment is we understand nutrition as the process
that leads to this object, just as we would understand house-building as a process that
brings about a house. In the case of perception, we might say that we understand what
vision is, say, once we have understood it as the process of being changed by colour.
Colour works here as part of the formal cause of vision because it defines the sort of
passive change vision is, and how it is differentiated from other passive changes, just as a
house defines the sort of productive change house-building is, as contrasted with making
sculptures. The definitional priority of the nutritive or perceptual object to nutrition or
perception can then be put in terms of the formal cause, just as the definitional priority
of a house can be expressed in formal causal terms. In the case of nutrition the formal
cause will also be the final cause (under one description) while in the case of perception
the formal cause will also be the efficient cause. The formal cause offers then a unifying
perspective on the priority of the objects principle in its application to both nutrition
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and perception. If this is right, the difference between the ‘objects’ of perception and
nutriment, that is, that the actuality of the objects of perception temporally precedes
the activity of perceiving while the proper object of nutrition does not so precede its
activity, is immaterial to Aristotle’s point in T7 that in both cases the ‘object’ needs to
be understood prior to the activity.

A final objection: the interpretation I have developed says that the object is prior in
account to the activity and to the capacity of the soul because it is their formal cause. Is
this claim consistent with Aristotle’s featuring of the soul as itself the formal cause of the
living body (DA 11.4)? One might worry that the soul cannot itself maintain the role of
being the formal cause at the same time as it also has a formal cause in the object of its
activities.'® Or put more simply, if the soul is the form it cannot itself also have a form.

However, it should be clear now that the claim that the soul is the form of the
body, and is prior in account to the body, does not preclude that other factors may
be prior in account to it. The definition of the soul at the level of second-level
capacities presupposes that there is a further activity in terms of which these capacities
are defined. So presenting the soul as the formal cause of the living body is never
meant to preclude that there may be some further formal cause for the soul. Nor
therefore does the claim that these activities have a formal cause in their object need
undermine the claim that the soul is the formal cause of the body. That Aristotle is
fairly sanguine about the compatibility of saying both that the soul is a form and that
it has forms as its objects is clear from his reference to the sensory faculty as the form
of perceptible forms and the intellect as the form of forms."”

However, part of the worry behind the objection may be the thought that the soul
as the substantial form of the body should not have further forms on which it
definitionally depends. The concern opens major metaphysical issues in Aristotle,
which cannot be adequately dealt with in a book on his psychology. However, it is
worth noting that the issue has already been indirectly touched on in the last chapter: in
so far as capacities occur in the definition (definiens) of the soul there is no presumption
that they themselves should fall in the category of substance. We need not think
therefore that the capacities of the soul on the basis of their role in defining the soul
should themselves enjoy whatever definitional priority we assign to substance terms.
Just as the definition of a substance ‘two-footed tame animal’ employs non-substance
terms (‘two-footed” ‘tame’) which are definitionally dependent on other items, so the
definition of the soul of a certain living being may refer to capacities whose definitions
themselves show their dependence on other factors, in this case their objects.”” From
the point of view of their role in the definition of a substance the latter case seems in

principle no more problematic than the former.

'8 1 am grateful to Klaus Corcilius for pressing this objection on me.
' DA 1118 432a2-3.
20 Recall also that the claim of Chapter 3 was that the capacities that were parts of the soul were

definitionally independent of each other, not that they were definitionally independent fout court.
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If the worry is still that the definitional link between soul and objects shows an
ontological dependence of the soul on other external factors, then this is hardly
surprising. The soul as a principle of change is not ontologically independent of the
world around it, but depends for its activities on a range of other causes. As we shall see
in the next chapter, the causal dependency of the soul on its environment is complex
and varied. We should not expect of it an ontological or causal independence enjoyed
only by god.

The Unity of the Nutritive Soul

Plato’s primary concern in Republic V was how we identify and distinguish capacities.
Socrates said that two capacities count as the same if they are set over against the same
thing and produce the same thing, otherwise not. Aristotle seems to follow suit: he too
takes capacities to be identified and distinguished by their objects. So in the DA
Aristotle says (422b23, 426b8—10) that each sense-faculty distinguishes differences
within one kind of sense-object. In Nic. Eth. VI he distinguishes the different kinds
of knowledge according to their objects, what is universal and necessary, what can be
otherwise, and so on. However, this procedure throws up problem cases. So difficulties
arise when delimiting the proper object of certain perceptual capacities, and I shall
shortly consider two such cases: touch and smell. But first I want to consider the case of
the nutritive soul.

If Aristotle generally thinks that it is the proper objects of capacities that differentiate
them, we may wonder how the nutritive and the reproductive capacities can consis-
tently be held to be one capacity; and, we might add, the capacity for growth, which is
also ascribed to the nutritive soul. Aristotle treats the capacities for nutrition and
generation as one when he says that it is the function of the nutritive soul to generate

and use nutriment:

its [sc. the nutritive soul’s|] function is to generate and to use nutriment: for it is the most natural
of functions for living beings, i.e. for such as are complete and are not defective or engage in
spontaneous generation, to make another thing like itself, an animal making an animal, a plant a
plant, in order to participate in the eternal and divine to the extent they can. For all living beings
desire that thing, and do all the things they do by nature for the sake of it. (415225-b2)

And at 416a19-21 he explicitly states that the nutritive and the reproductive are the
same capacity of the soul:

Since the nutritive and the generative are the same capacity, it is necessary first of all to determine
what nutriment (trophé) is; for it is by this work (ergon) that it is marked off from the other

capacities.

That by trophé Aristotle means the nutriment rather than the act of nutrition seems to
be confirmed in the next sentence where he says that one opposite is nutriment for
another. Indeed, in this part of the chapter Aristotle seems consistent in using trophé for
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the object of nutrition.”' I take the work (ergon) of this capacity to be to produce
nutriment, just as one might say, with Republic I (335d), that it is the ergon of heat to
make something hot. This explains the awkwardness of using ‘this work’ to refer back
to ‘nutriment’: the work just is making this thing. What is quite clear from the passage,
however, is that Aristotle relates the unity of the capacity of nutrition and generation to
their having a single object, the nutriment. This is of course what we would expect
given the priority of objects.

The problem is that, as we saw, Aristotle also determines the proper object of
nutrition, the nutriment, in distinction to the objects of growth and generation (II.4

416b11-16):

being nutriment (trophé¢) and being the cause of growth are different things: for insofar as the
ensouled is a certain quantity, the [food] is the cause of growth, while insofar as the ensouled
thing is a certain something and a substance, it is nutriment . . . and it is productive of coming into
being, not of the thing nourished, but of something such as what is nourished. . .

So, the food is the object of nutrition qua preserving the ousia of the living being; it is
the object of generation qua causing another living being; and it is the object of growth
qua causing an increase in the size of the living being. The problem of how such
different objects can correspond to the same capacity seems particularly pressing when
we compare nutrition and generation, on the one hand, and growth, on the other,
since here the object is specified in categorically different terms: nutrition and genera-
tion preserving or bringing into being a substance, and growth causing change in the
category of quantity.

To say that the object is still the same even if it 1s specified in different ways is clearly
no answer here. For the same sugar cube may be both white and sweet, yet it is qua
white a proper object of vision and qua sweet of taste. It is, then, the specified attributes,
what follows the ‘qua’, which serve as the proper defining objects of the various
capacities, not whatever happens to have the attributes, what precedes the ‘qua’.

The answer lies rather in the point I have been stressing so far, that the nutritive
capacity is defined in relation to nutriment by virtue of its having a certain form.
I want to suggest that nutrition, generation, and growth can all be seen as sharing the
same formal cause, despite their differences, and therefore can be seen to be activities
of the same basic capacity. Let me say how this helps us understand the unity of the
generative and the nutritive capacities first, before proceeding to the apparently more
difficult case of growth.

The unity of the objects of generation and nutrition emerges clearly if we consider

the process by which the nutriment is formed, concoction (pepsis). Aristotle assumes in

21 T think commentators have generally made too much of the possible ambiguity in Aristotle’s argument
between frophé as meaning ‘nutriment’ as meaning ‘nutrition’. While the juxtaposition of trophé with gennésis
at 415a23 makes it tempting to think of frophé as the process of nutrition, line 26 shows that Aristotle may just
be speaking loosely of the nutriment in the context of its use.
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DA 11.4 that we understand what is meant by pepsis. It is one of the points where we
should bear in mind Aristotle’s warning at the end of the chapter that his account of
nutriment is an outline (fupos), no more, to be clarified in the proper works for this
subject, that is not in the DA.** It is likely that Aristotle has in mind primarily, though
not exclusively, the GA.> For in the GA, more than any other extant work, Aristotle
gives a detailed account of the formation of the nutriment. This account is called for in
the GA because the semen and the menstrual blood that go into generating the
offspring are essentially residues of nutriment. This residue is produced by concoc-
tion.”* The story, in brief, is that the food when ingested is cooked up—Aristotle’s
analogue to digestion—by means of the animal’s internal heat. The food then turns
into blood, which replenishes the various parts of the animal’s body. The blood is finely
differentiated to suit the particular animal concerned—dog blood differs from cat
blood. It is this stage of concocted blood that is referred to in DA 1.4 as ‘the last
thing that is added’. Now when the animal is healthy and well fed there is further blood
left over from the concoction. This residue when concocted becomes semen. As a
further concoct, the residue contains even more heat, the formal principle, and is
therefore able to generate another living being. It is an important point for Aristotle
that the semen is a residue of nutriment since it explains why the offspring resembles
the parent: as a residue of nutriment the semen has the same form as the nutriment used
to replenish the father’s own body, and so it has the form required to make another
being like the father:>

Aristotle’s account of concoction in the Meteo., captures well how concoction

essentially works towards the production of a certain form:

Concoction is a process in which the natural and proper heat of an object perfects the
corresponding passive qualities, which are the proper matter of any given object. For when
concoction has taken place we say that a thing has been perfected and has come to be itself. . . In
some cases of concoction the end of the process is the nature of the thing — nature, that is, in the
sense of the form and the essence. (Mefeo. IV 2 379b18-26)

It is clear by such ‘cases’ that Aristotle has in mind concoction as it takes place in living
beings. Concoction leads to the realization of the form that defines the living being, the

22 416b30~1: téme wev oty 1) Tpodn 1{ éoTw elpyTar SwacagnTéov & éotiv ToTepov mepl abti)s v Tois
olkelots Adyous.

% Ross ad 416b31 suggests Aristotle is referring to a lost work ITepi podis or ITepi adétoews rai rpodis.

** That the GA seems to have the status for Aristotle as the primary reference for detailed discussion of
nutrition is confirmed (twice) by the PA: ‘the manner in which the parts grow because of blood, and indeed
the whole question of nutrition, will find a more suitable place for exposition in the treatise on generation,
and in other writings’ (650b8—11, cf. 674a19-20). The PA can refer to the GA for an account of the nutritive
soul’s role in formation of the parts of animals since this is fundamentally the same role that nutrition plays in
forming the embryo’s parts. Similarly, the DA can refer to the GA for a more detailed account of nutriment.

25 Cf. 738b1—4. The mother’s menstrual blood, meanwhile, provides the matter and nourishment for the
embryo’s growth; since this too is a concoction of the mother’s blood, similarity between mother and
offspring can be explained as the result of the father’s semen failing to master fully the mother’s menstrual

fluid.
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essence.?® The form is, as we saw also in DA I1.4, the final cause of the nutritive
process. Both the nutriment and the semen, as stages of the same process of concoction,
contain the form that defines the living being in question. Nutrition and generation
have the same object then, if we understand the object as the residue of concoction qua
having the specific form of the living being. From this point of view, the point of view
of the formal/final cause, it is reasonable to say that the activities, which serve to
produce this object, are the same and correspondingly that the capacities to engage in
these activities are also the same. However, saying that nutrition and generation are the
same capacities in the sense of having the same formal/final object allows Aristotle also
to say that the two differ in that the object of nutrition is this form as that of the living
being itself, whereas in generation it is the form of another living being. Indeed, we may
say that this difference only makes sense against the background of the larger claim that
nutrition and generation produce the same form.

At 416b23-5, Aristotle is explicit that he thinks it is justified to refer to the nutritive
soul as the generative soul because ‘it is right to call all things by their end and the end
of nutrition is the generation of another thing such as oneself’. At first glance, this
statement may look like giving an alternative to the answer I have offered whereby
generative and nutritive souls are unified by having the same formal cause. For does not
Aristotle here bring the two together from the point view of the final cause rather than
the formal cause? The question assumes a false contrast between formal and final cause.
As we have seen, Aristotle takes the formal cause to be the final cause in those changes
natural beings undergo as such. The end product of nutrition which defines it as this
kind of change is the form of the living being in question. What underlies the
teleological subordination of nutrition proper to generation is the sameness of form:
generation perpetuates the same form, ‘another thing such as oneself”, which nutrition
maintains for the living being itself. The point was apparent already in Aristotle’s
remarks at the beginning of DA I1.4. Here he said that since a living being cannot
participate in the eternal and divine by remaining one and the same individual it does
so by remaining such as it is, meaning one in form or kind (eidos). One might say that
generation aims at perpetuating the form, nutrition aims at perpetuating the form of
the individual. Generation, then, is concerned with reproducing the form quite
generally, whereas nutrition is more narrowly concerned with reproducing the form
for oneself. Nutrition maintains the numerical sameness of oneself, as, say, one human
being, whereas generation maintains the sameness of the kind. Since generation aims to
maintain the form simpliciter, and nutrition only in a qualified way, it makes sense to

subsume the goal of nutrition under that of generation.

% Lloyd (1996) points to the variety of uses of concoction in Aristotle’s biology as evidence of its
indeterminacy. Nonetheless, he still (101) presents this as an indeterminacy in the Meteo.’s notion of
concoction, the notion of ‘bringing something to perfection or completion achieved through heat operating
principally on the wet’ (85). My point here is not that all the different applications of concoction are of one
kind, but that Aristotle sees explanatory advantages in tying the concoction of nutriment and semen closely
together in a way accommodated by the Meteo.’s description.
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This account may seem too easy. As Aristotle’s account of reproduction shows,
there are a great many parental features that are inherited by the offpring, and
Aristotle thinks that optimal cases of reproduction maximize the likeness between
the sire and the offspring. There is a question therefore whether and, if so to what
extent, we can distinguish the general form transmitted in reproduction from the
particular features of the parent.”” There are far-reaching metaphysical issues at play
here to do with the relationship between the universal and the particular form.
However, for my purposes it may be enough to make two observations. One is
that if the realization of the final cause of reproduction depended on the reproduction
of individual formal features, then the final cause could not be realized over time,
since over time no one of the particular features of the parent need survive in the
descendants. The second point is that there need be no conflict between saying that
generation seeks to reproduce the species and saying that the sire in generating also
seeks to do so in a way that maximizes the likeness of the offspring to himself. It may
indeed be the best way of ensuring that the offspring does have the features of the
human species at a high level of perfection to try to approximate all the features of the
sire, since the more similarity there is between sire and offspring the more likely the
offspring is to have optimal human features.

In the Symposium (208b1-2) Plato had effectively identified nutrition and genera-
tion, using the phrase ‘leaving behind another thing such as itself” for nutrition too, not
just generation. Aristotle, however, makes it clear that nothing properly speaking
generates itself since it already exists; so nutrition cannot be described as ‘generating
another thing’. On the other hand, the focus on the reproduction of the same form as
the object of both nutrition and generation allows, I have suggested, Aristotle to see the
two as having fundamentally the same object, despite the different modalities under
which they reproduce form. From this point of view, Aristotle agrees with Plato: both
nutrition and generation are essentially concerned with perpetuating the same form
or type.

What about growth? The sameness of nutritive and generative capacities can, I have
argued, be defended if we understand the object of both in terms of their common
form, the form defining the living being as such. By implication, both generation and
nutrition are here understood as processes to do with the category of substance.
However, this move seems unavailable in the case of growth since, as we saw, Aristotle
takes the object of growth to be what has the ability to increase the size of the living
being. In other words, the growth seems to be a process within the category of
quantity.

However, this is a simplification. Growth, properly understood, stills implies a
reference to the specific form of the living being. In DA I1.4 Aristotle admittedly
only says ‘for insofar as the ensouled thing is a certain quantity the food is capable of

27 This sort of worry lead Balme (1987a) to deny that Aristotle’s biology was essentialist. For discussion of
the literature and the issues, see Gelber (2010).
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causing growth’ (416b12-13), which may look like growth is merely a matter of
adding bulk. However, again we need to remember the outline nature of 1.4 and look
elsewhere for the fuller picture. In this case it is the account of growth in GC 1.5. Here
Aristotle is explicit that growth is not just a matter of adding to the size of something
but adding to the size while maintaining the thing’s form:

Insofar as [the acceding food] is potentially both these things, i.e. a quantity of flesh, it will
produce growth (for it has become both a quantity and flesh): insofar as it is potentially just flesh,
it will nourish. This is how nutrition and growth difter in definition. Accordingly, a thing is
nourished as long as it is maintained in existence even if it gets smaller but is not always in process
of growing. Nutrition is the same as growth, but its being is different. For qua potentially a
quantity of flesh, that which accedes is what makes flesh grow; but qua potentially just flesh, it is
nutriment. (GC L5 322a20-3, transl. C. Williams)

Aristotle is clear here that it is not simply as a quantity that food produces growth butasa
potential quantity of flesh, for it is when the flesh to which it is added becomes more flesh

that growth occurs. He goes on to compare the form of the matter to a kind of pipe:

This form, like a pipe, is a sort of power in matter. If some matter accedes to it, which is
potentially a pipe and which also has potentially the required quantity, these will be larger pipes.
(GC 1.5 32222931, transl. C. Williams)

To consider the food as the cause of growth is then to offer a double determination: to
see it as a potential form, as potential flesh, a pipe, but also as a certain potential quantity
of flesh, a bigger pipe. While determining food as a potential quantity of flesh differ-
entiates it from the objects of nutrition proper, flesh, in this example, there is still the
essential reference to the same form, that of flesh. It again makes sense therefore to see
growth as an exercise of the same basic capacity to reproduce the form of the living
being, that is, as an exercise of the nutritive capacity.

To take stock: I have been concerned in this chapter to characterize the proper
object of nutrition in a way that allows for a consistent overall notion of the priority of
the objects in relation to the various capacities and activities of the soul, both the passive
ones like perception and the active ones, like nutrition. My claim was that the object
should be understood in the first instance as the formal cause of nutrition, which
supported the idea that the object was prior in definition because the form was the
primary object of definition. In the second part of the chapter, I argued that under-
standing the object of nutrition in this way also helped explain the unity of the nutritive
soul, as responsible for both nutrition proper, generation, and growth, in that these
three activities, despite their differences all made essential reference to the same form,
that of the living being in question. In this way the account of nutritive activities led us
back to the primary notion of soul as the form and final cause of the body. It is the job
of the next chapter to see whether these conclusions about the nutritive capacity can be

generalized so as also to apply Aristotle’s account of perception.
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Problem Cases

Before that, I turn to two further problem cases for the object criterion. The challenge
in the case of nutrition, generation, and growth was to see how the three, despite the
different descriptions of their objects, could on this criterion still be thought of as
belonging to the same capacity. Here the implicit threat was an unwanted proliferation
of capacities. The sense of touch might seem another such case. Aristotle says that the
object of touch (haphé) is the tangible (to hapton), as we might say that the object of
vision is the visible, or of hearing the audible (DA 424a12). However, when we specify
what the tangible is there emerges a range of different qualities, whereas in the case of
vision it was, apparently, just colour, and in hearing sound. By touch we perceive hot
and cold, dry and wet, hard and soft, and other qualities. So why is touch not really a
conglomerate of capacities rather than one? It is a question Aristotle himself raises (DA
I1.11 422b18-19). Today the general view would be that touch is not a single sense but
rather a system of mechanisms employing difterent kinds of receptors for difterent kinds
of tangible input. So what are Aristotle’s reasons for taking touch to be a single sense,
despite the difficulties he himself notices? We can see a general motivation for Aristotle
to treat touch as a single capacity, if he is, as I am suggesting, seeking to explain the
varieties of psychological behaviour by reference to the fewest possible number of
psychological capacities. But it is clear that he also needs specific arguments to maintain
this position vis-a-vis problem cases such as touch. Aristotle’s opening gambit is to
soften the contrast between touch and the other senses. Hearing too registers a range of
different opposite qualities, we hear a voice, for example high or deep, loud or soft,
smooth or rough. And something similar may hold true of differences in colour: we can
think of differences in hue and illumination, for example. The key point is that these
are all difterences of sound or colour, which are then the unitary proper objects of
hearing and sight. But Aristotle confesses that it is not all as clear what the tangible
differences would be differences of (423a33). The answer comes a bit later in DA I1.11
when Aristotle says that ‘the tangible difterences are [differences] of the body qua body,
I mean the differences which define the elements, hot and cold, dry and wet, about
which we have spoken earlier in the work on the elements’ (423b27-9). The reference
is to GC I1.2. Here Aristotle argues that tangible qualities and tangible qualities alone
are constitutive of body as such, and amongst these the four just mentioned are basic.
The parallel with the other senses seems to be back on then: just as we can say that the
various auditory differences are constitutive of sound as such, so we can say that the two
pairs of tangible differences, hot and cold, dry and wet, are constitutive of body as such,
and we can take body as such to be the unitary proper object of touch. It is Aristotle’s
physics then, which shores up the unity of the object of touch, by relating the various
tangibles as essential to body as such.

An added advantage of viewing touch as related to body as such is that it helps
provide a basic premise for Aristotle’s argument in DA III.12 about why we have
touch: ‘Since the animal is an ensouled body, and every body is tangible [and what is
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perceptible by touch is tangible], it is necessary [also] for the body of an animal to have
the sense of touch (haptikon), if the animal is going to survive’ (434b11-1 4).%® As bodies
in the world, we need a sense that allows us to perceive other bodies in the world, and
that is what touch represents. For touch picks up on the tangible and every body is
tangible, since, as we now know, every body is constituted of tangible qualities.

The case of touch is complicated by the fact that Aristotle seems to also employ
another criterion to single out this capacity, namely the way in which touch operates
by contact between the perceiver’s body and the objects. It is this observation which
makes Aristotle sometimes treat taste, despite its different object, as being a form of
touch. However, I would urge that we take the claim that taste is a form of touch as not
implying that taste is an aspect of the capacity of touch, properly defined. First of all,
taste has its own proper object, flavour, which while it is caused by a combination of
the wet and the dry, tangibles, is still a distinct quality. It is ‘an affection (pathos) arising
by the dry in the wet’ (Sens. 441b19). Neither of the tangibles, the dry or the wet, is
then as such flavoursome or tastable. Second, the claim that the taste is a form of touch
is generally made in the context of contrasting touch and taste as contact senses with
vision, hearing, and smell as distance senses. ‘Contact’ here translates the same word as
touch, haphé.** While Aristotle is clear that we call the sense of ‘touch’ so because we
touch things when using it,>” it is not thereby implied that every sense, including
taste—which works through contact with its object—is the same sense as touch. We
need not take calling touch and taste ‘touch’, that is contact senses, to imply that they
are the same, just as there is no identification of vision, hearing, and smell implied by
our calling them all ‘distance senses’.”!

I have suggested that Aristotle’s claim that taste and touch are different capacities can
stand its ground both against the objection that taste and touch somehow have the
same object in the dry and the wet, and against the claim that the way they operate by
contact leads to an identification of the two. However, there is another threat to the
distinction between the five senses involving taste, this time coming from smell. Smell,
as Aristotle recognizes, is closely related to taste. One sign of their closeness is the way
in which we call the various odours by the same names as flavours: pungent, bitter,
sharp, or oily, are Aristotle’s examples.32 Often, but not always (421a29), the object that

tastes bitter will also smell so, but the range of odours and flavours themselves overlap.

2 Ross (1961) 323 takes the text he puts within square brackets to be spurious, and reconstructs the
argument as follows ‘Since an animal is a living body, and every body can be touched, an animal’s body must
be capable of perceiving by touch, if the animal is to survive’. However, unless it is made clear the tangible is
essentially such as to be perceived by touch it may not seem necessary that fouch be required to make sure that
animals perceive other bodies. It is not impossible that other senses could pick up on tangible qualities, so it is
worth labouring the point that the tangible is essentially what is registered by touch. Having touch in this way
ensures that you will perceive the tangible, even if it is accidentally perceptible by other senses.

*’ See DA IIL1 424b27-30.

% DA I113 435a17-18.

31 For further discussion of the relationship between touch and taste, see Johansen (1997) 178-215.

> DA 19 421a26-b3.
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The reason for this is that the same elements, the dry and the wet, which as we saw
produce flavour, are also involved in the perception of odour. As Aristotle explains in
the Sens.: ‘For what the dry produces in the wet [i.e. flavour], this the flavoured wet
produces in another kind, in air and water equally’ (442b28-9).

The lines are by no means clear, and present us with two interpretative options.
Either odour arises by the action of the flavoured dryness on air or water, or it arises by
the action of the flavoured wetness on air and water. This choice has repercussions for
how we see the relationship between odour and flavour, since on the second reading
odour seems to arise from a further action of the flavoured wetness, which would
already be flavour. On the first reading, meanwhile, we can take flavour and odour to
share an element, the flavoured dry, but then distinguish them in terms of whether the
flavoured dry acts on the wet or the dry to create odour or if it acts just on the wet to
create a flavour proper. If the second reading is right, we shall have more problems
with keeping smell and taste apart on the object criterion, since on this reading the
object of smell is essentially flavour in some manifestation.

Fortunately, I think there are reasons to favour the first reading,33 the one that takes
odour to be the result of the action of flavoured dryness. For it becomes clear that the
action on the wet or the dry that Aristotle is referring to in the lines just quoted is the
action of the flavoured dry on the medium of smell. While flavour arises only in
water—that is why we need moisture on the tongue—odour, we are told, exits both in
water and air. Aristotle continues from the lines cited:

We were just saying that the transparent is common to these [i.e. air and water], but it is
smellable, not qua transparent, but qua being able to wash or cleanse the flavoured drynesss. For
the object of smell exists not only in air but also in water. (Sens. 442b29—-443a3)

The comparison with the transparent suggests that Aristotle is thinking of air and water
in a mediating role: what corresponds to the way in which the transparent mediates
colour in vision is the way in which air and water mediate odour by being able to
‘wash’ the flavoured dryness. But if so, we should not confuse the action of the flavour
dry on the wet in creating flavour with its action on air and water in odour: in the first
action the dry is mixed with the wet to create flavour, in the second the flavoured dry is
mediated to the perceiver through the air and water, insofar as these have the ability to
‘wash or cleanse’ the flavoured dry. It is this difference which explains why the
flavoured dry is tasted only in a liquid state, whereas odours can be smelt either
through the air, as by humans, or through water, as by fish. While there is an important
common factor in flavour and odour, that is, the flavoured dry, which explains why we
relate them to each other, there is also a significant difference between the two which
ensures that the definition of odour differs from that of flavour. Given this difference,
we can maintain, on the object criterion, that the definitions of the capacities of smell
and taste difter.

3 For a full account, see Johansen (1997) 231-7.



THE PRIORITY OF THE OBJECTS OVER CAPACITIES OF THE SOUL 1II§

One might have thought that given his concern with explanatory economy Aristotle
would have pushed more strongly to identify smell and taste, by bringing the accounts
of their objects even more closely together. However, explanatory economy has to be
weighed against empirical adequacy. Aristotle has learnt from the fishermen that fish
have a good sense of smell: when the fishermen put out fresh and savoury bait fish will
come at once from long distances.”* Fish however have a poor sense of taste. The
difference in perceptual performance reflects the difference in the object of the two
senses: since the flavoured dry is mixed with liquid in forming flavour it is subject to
dilution in the sea. There is therefore little opportunity to savour flavours in water, and
water animals have accordingly been allotted a short tongue, if any.”> Luckily fish can
detect the flavoured dry by smell instead. Since the flavoured dry is not mixed with the
wet but rather mediated by it in smelling, the problem with dilution does not arise.
Man also illustrates the difference between smell and taste, since humans have the best
sense of taste,”® but a poor sense of smell.>” The postulation of five senses, not four, has

empirical evidence on its side.

> See HA V.8 534a12-b11, and especially 534b3-5.
3 pA .17 660b17-22.
36 PA .17 661a12-30. 37 DA 421a10-11.
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The Importance of Nutrition

Aristotle emphasizes the connection between having life and being ensouled: he takes
it to be the essence of soul to bring about life and he, therefore, takes the ability to
explain life to be a crucial test of a successful definition of soul. Aristotle is therefore also
particularly sensitive to the variety of kinds of life that a successful account of the soul
has to explain. So he complains at the beginning of the DA that his predecessors have
limited their investigations to the human soul (402b3-5). The consequence is that they
have tended to define the soul narrowly in terms of reason and perception (cf. 410b22),
rather than through the wider range of capacities characteristic of other life forms. But,
if like Aristotle, we take our starting point in investigating the soul in terms of what
explains the varieties of life, it is clear that any adequate account of the soul has to be
one that also explains how non-human animals of all sorts as well as plants are alive.
Accounting for the variety of life forms means, for Aristotle,' in the first instance
accounting for the sort of soul that makes plants alive, that is, the soul which is
responsible for nutrition, growth, diminution, and reproduction. For this is a capacity
that all living beings (bar god) have, and it is the only capacity in virtue of which plants
are alive. So by starting out our account of the capacities of the soul by looking at the
nutritive soul we are investigating a kind of soul that is basic to all life, and, we might
think, a kind of soul that as the minimum condition for any life has a strong claim to
being constitutive of life as such. As Aristotle says in DA I1.1, his first attempt to define
the soul, ‘we call life the nutrition and growth and diminution by means of oneself”
(41221415, cf. 413b1-2). If we take soul, then, to be a cause of life, and life is in its
most basic form a matter of being able to sustain oneself through nutrition, then it is
clear that nutrition will have a fundamental role to play in the account of soul. In
Aristotle’s survey of earlier thinkers, however, there is not a single one who appears to
have accounted for the nutritive soul. The impression is created that Aristotle is
innovating the study of the nutritive soul in a way which makes up for a major

shortcoming in his predecessors’ approach to psychology.

! Plato too had insisted in the Timaeus 77a—c that plants were alive and therefore ensouled, but had
accounted for their souls in terms of the lowest of the three kinds of soul developed in the context of human
soul, thus lending credence to Aristotle’s claim that his predecessors had an overly anthropocentric approach
to psychology.
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By defining the soul in its capacity to cause nutrition, Aristotle will have defined a
kind of soul that all living beings have. Could one say, then, that by defining the
nutritive capacity Aristotle will have defined soul for all living beings? This suggestion
may seem attractive in light of two aspects of Aristotle’s ‘most common’ account of the
soul in DA IL.1 as ‘the first fulfilment (entelekheia) of a natural body having life in
capacity (dunamei) (412a27-8), namely ‘life’ and ‘first’. So, as we saw, Aristotle has just
presented life as a matter of nutrition (‘we call life the nutrition and growth and
diminution by means of oneself’). Meanwhile, ‘first’” in ‘first fulfilment” has just been
understood as first in coming-into-being, where the nutritive capacity is the first
capacity that living beings acquire in their development. So it may seem that for
Aristotle the nutritive capacity plays a privileged role in the common account of
soul, as that in terms of which we generally understand living beings to be alive.?
If this were true, we would have to revisit the earlier analysis in Chapter 3 which left us
without any generic or core homonymous notion of life.

Against the suggestion that nutrition provides the basic concept of life, I would argue
that the claim that life is a matter of nutrition is best read as a minimal condition of life.
In DA I1.2, as we have seen, Aristotle says that ‘life is said in many ways’ and we say that
something is alive, and has a soul, as long as it has at least one of understanding,
perceiving, the ability to move around, or nutrition. Nutrition is in fact the one
capacity that all mortal beings must have to stay alive, but that does not mean that
living is not said with equal reference to the other capacities. If soul is defined as a cause
of life, and any of these kinds of capacities is sufficient for us to ascribe life, then a
definition of soul must apply to all of these capacities. It is, then, one thing to define a
kind of soul that all living beings have, quite another to define soul for all living beings.
To use an analogy, even assuming that all ice cream cones come with a scoop of vanilla,
we cannot define all ice cream by reference to vanilla ice cream. It is one thing to be a
common constituent of the soul, another to be a common denominator.

One might rightly think, however, that this point allows for a range of different ways
in which the nutritive soul can enjoy definitional priority in relation to the other kinds
of capacity. As we saw in Chapter 3, one standard way for Aristotle to allow that a term
is said in many ways while still ascribing definitional priority to one of them is what is
known as ‘focal meaning’, or what Christopher Shields calls ‘core homonomy’. This is
the notion illustrated in the Metaph. by the example of healthy: it is one thing for a man
to be healthy, another for food to be healthy or activity to be healthy, but they are all
said in relation to the health of man as the focal or core case, in that ultimate reference
has to be made to the health of man in order to understand the way in which these
other things are healthy. Similarly, one might think that while moving around or
perceiving is an expression of life, the central case is that of taking nourishment. The

problem with this suggestion is that it is quite hard to see how perceiving, say, could be

2 Cf. King (2001) 40-8.
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definitionally related to nutrition. Aristotle in DA I1.3 compares (as we saw) the
relationship of the different kinds of soul to that of a series of geometrical figures.
The upshot was that each kind of soul had to be defined individually (kath hekaston,
414b33), not that each kind had to be defined in relation to the previous kind. Even if
accepted, with Shields, that the homonymy of ‘life” allowed for core dependency,” it is
hard to see, then, how nutrition could be the core.

There is, however, a way in which one might still want to insist on the primacy of
the nutritive capacity in relation to the others. Consider Aristotle’s account of the
growth of an embryo: the embryo grows in a way that is specific to the kind of living
being it is. To be sure, Aristotle does compare the embryo of an animal to a plant,
because it as yet only possesses the nutritive soul, not the perceptual or locomotive
capacity; however the key point is that the nutrition of an animal embryo works
towards the formation of specifically animal parts.* From this point of view, we might
want to insist that the nutritive soul is properly constitutive of life in that it works to
build up and maintain the specific kind of substance that each kind of living being is.
The strategy here might be called a non-reductive prioritization of nutrition: nutrition
means different things in different living beings in such as a way that nutrition
incorporates perception, say, in animals. We say, then, for all living beings that what
it means for them to be alive is to have a nutritive capacity, but when we look at each
kind of living being we find that the nutritive capacity works in a way specific to its
overall psychic constitution.

The problem with this suggestion is that it still ascribes too much definitional priority
to the nutritive soul in relation to the other capacities. We say that an animal is alive as
an animal specifically because it has a perceptual soul, and the nutritive soul is in the
context of an animal definitionally subordinate to the perceptual capacity. Living for an
animal means primarily to perceive, secondarily to take nutrition. Aristotle said in DA
11.3 that for an animal the nutritive soul is potentially present in the perceptual soul. But
the claim that the perceptual soul is contained in the nutritive soul of an animal seems
to get this relationship the wrong way around. It is true that in the development of an
animal the nutritive soul is temporarily prior, but for Aristotle the end which is
temporarily posterior is definitionally prior. So the perceptual capacity takes priority
over the nutritive soul in the definition of an animal soul. And since the message of DA
I1.3 is that each kind of soul has to be defined separately, the soul cannot be generally
defined at the level of nutritive soul. There is then an important difference between, on
the one hand, saying something that is true of all souls insofar as it is true of the nutritive
kind, and, on the other hand, saying something that is true of all souls because it is true
of all kinds of soul, nutritive, perceptual, locomotive, and so on. For an account of soul
to be truly general it would have to be true of all kinds of soul in the latter sense, and
this cannot be achieved simply by defining the nutritive soul.

* Cf. Chapter 3 pp. 50-1.
* Cf. King (2001) 201, who stresses this kind of point.
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Defining nutrition cannot serve to define soul in general nor can nutrition serve as a
focal point for defining the other capacities. Yet I want to hold on to the insight that
the nutritive soul plays a special role in relation to the definition of soul which leads
Aristotle to devote his first chapter on the capacities of the soul to nutrition. The
suggestion I shall make is that Aristotle gives priority to nutritive soul in his account of
the soul because nutrition serves as a paradigm of how the soul works as the nature of
living beings. The nutritive soul thus has a special status among the capacities of the soul
by illustrating how the soul works so as to bring about life. It is of course of great
importance that the nutritive soul is one that all living beings have. But the paradig-
matic status of the nutritive soul lies in the extendibility of the causal analysis to the
other capacities.

I take my cue from Aristotle’s claim in DA I1.4 that the nutritive capacity is the most
natural (phusikdtaton) of all the functions of living beings. The claim is a nod to Plato’s
Symposium, where it was suggested that it is in the nature (phusis) of mortal beings to
perpetuate themselves through generation, that is, by leaving behind another thing like
themselves, either by nourishing themselves or by having children.” The reference is
turther developed when Aristotle says that since it is impossible for the same living
being to remain one in number it participates in the divine and immortal by being the
same kind, by remaining not itself but such as itself, using the key phrase from the
Symposium. Later in DA 11.4, as we saw in the last chapter, Aristotle distances himself
from Plato’s merging of nutrition and generation, but at this stage he is content to
follow Plato in presenting generation and nutrition as a single function (ergon).

But there is much more to Aristotle’s use of ‘most natural’ than a Platonic echo. For
the claim directly relates to Aristotle’s own idea of nature. I suggest that the reason why
the nutritive soul has such prominence in the account of soul is the way the nutritive
soul in particular shows the soul to be nature in Aristotle’s sense. To recall, for Aristotle
nature is an inner principle of change and rest. Natural beings are distinguished by
having such an inner principle from other beings which owe their changes to external
causes. Since the notion of a principle is articulated in terms of the four causes, Aristotle
understands natural beings as those which have within themselves all four causes.
Aristotle’s view of nature is developed in opposition to a materialist view of nature
which takes the material cause to be the sufficient cause of natural phenomena. For
Aristotle nature includes not just matter, but final, formal, and efficient causes.
A natural philosopher will only have done his job when he has shown all four causes
to be at work. In contrast, the materialist, as Aristotle presents him in DA I.1, holds that
the material cause is sufficient to explain a range of life activities without reference to

form. So matter may be viewed on its own as the nature of living beings.
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This is the view illustrated by the example of a bed in Phys. II.1: if you plant a bed
what will grow up is not another bed but some more wood, so it is the matter which is
the underlying causal principle in the generation of natural beings. Later in Phys. 1.8
Aristotle discusses a similar view that takes matter, without reference to final causes, to
be a sufficient cause of the functional arrangement of natural phenomena such as teeth.
The argument of Phys. I is consistently concerned with showing how material causes
are inadequate to account for natural beings because they ignore the roles played by
formal, final, and efficient causes.

Now the fact that the soul is to be studied in the context of natural philosophy has
been emphasized, as we have seen, from the beginning of the DA. Aristotle advertised
the study of the soul by saying that it was of great importance to the study of nature
since the soul was like a principle for animals and therefore, it was implied, an
important instance of nature. Later in II.1 he offered the common account of the
soul as ‘a first fulfilment of natural body having life in capacity’, or again as a ‘first
fulfilment of a natural instrumental body’ which suggested more strongly that that the
soul would play a final causal role in relation to the body. ‘Natural’ was shortly
afterwards spelt out in terms of ‘having the principle of motion and rest within itself”
(412b16-17). The claim was applied specifically to the nutritive soul in DA II.2 when
he says of plants that they all seem to live, ‘for they clearly have within themselves (en
hautois) a capacity and principle (dunamin kai arkhén) of such a kind, through which they
take growth and diminution in opposite places’ (413a25-7).° The soul qua nutritive
here was seen as a cause of life in plants, in a phrase that clearly recalled the conception
of nature as an inner principle of change and rest.

The basic claim that the soul is the nature of living beings in the sense of their inner
principle of change and rest has, then, already been established before the discussion of
nutrition in DA 1.4, and it is a claim that has also already been made with specific
reference to nutrition. But the articulation of this claim in terms of the four causes,
which we would expect from the Phys., is left for I1.4. This in itself is noteworthy and
has caused some commentators concern. Hicks, for example, viewed the passage
from 415b8-416a18, where Aristotle relates the ways in which the soul is a cause, as
a ‘digression’. How, he wondered, can 1.4 be dedicated to nutrition and also offer a
general analysis of how soul works as a cause? If we can answer this question, I submit,
we shall have good idea of why Aristotle forefronts nutrition in his psychology.

The account of nutrition in I1.4 should be read in extension of the polemic against
materialism. It aims to show how the soul is responsible as final, formal, and efficient
causes for the most basic and necessary life phenomenon and how, therefore, matter is
not sufficient to account for the phenomenon of life. If materialism fails to account for
nutrition, then a fortiori it fails for the other life functions. For the materialist seems to

have a stronger argument in the case of nutrition than in those of the other capacities,
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particularly perception and intellectual thinking. So in Plato’s Timaeus (80d—81e), a
theory is propounded which explains nutrition wholly in terms of the interactions of’
the constituent material elements, the triangles out of which Timaeus thinks all body is
constituted, according to the principle of material necessity that likes moves towards
like. Fire plays a special role in this process by cutting up the ingested food. No
reference to soul is made in accounting for nutrition, and the process is not subject
to teleological necessity.7 If Plato, no materialist, can explain nutrition without refer-
ence to soul, others might well think that nutrition can be explained as purely bodily
process. That is the background against which Aristotle’s introduction of a nutritive
soul stands out.

Now already in DA 1.5 Aristotle argues against the materialists’ accounts of thinking
and perception. Empedocles, to mention one, sought to explain perception on the
principle that like is grasped by like, for example, it is by the earth in you that you
perceive earth. Aristotle musters a range of objections, but the two to make note of for
our purposes are these. First, what is missing from this account is the formal principle,
which for Aristotle, first of all the causes, defines the soul in its capacity to take on the
perceptible or intelligible form. Second, as he says, the bodily elements are not unified,
whereas the soul is a unity and unifying principle of the body.

Now in DA 11.4 Aristotle particularly refers to Empedocles’s theory of nutrition,
according to which plants send up shoots because of the lightness of the fire within
them, and set roots because of the heaviness of their earthy component. Plant growth is
explained exclusively in terms of the properties of the plant’s matter; no mention is
made of the form of the plant as a whole. Aristotle objects that without a formal
principle there is nothing to explain what keeps the plant together, what structures the
plant’s growth. It is clear that Aristotle’s objection is closely parallel to his general
objection to Empedocles in Phys. II: Empedocles explains the constitution of natural
beings the way one might explain a wall by saying that the base is made of earth because
it is light and sinks down, while the upper parts are made of wood because it is light and
ascends to the top. Such an account patently fails to explain the constitution of the wall
because it does not relate the materials to the overall function of the wall: the reason
why the materials are placed where they are is to contribute to the function of a wall. In
both cases, then, what is lacking is the overall structuring principle which explains why
the plant or the wall has the shape it has.®

A correlative of the claim that material causes are sufficient to explain the formal
outcome of nutrition is the idea that matter also plays the role of efficient cause, as

Aristotle understands it. So earth is such as to move down, fire to move up, and

7 This point is compatible with the role of the appetitive part of the soul in keeping us alive (Tim. 70d—e),
since the question is here how nutrition operates. Aristotle does not see nutrition as a function of appetite
cither.

8 If we take the formal principle to make reference to the function of a wall, we can see immediately why
Empedocles also fails to provide a final causal account.
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therefore the elements of the plant are such as to move its roots down and its shoots up.
This is the claim that Aristotle next addresses:

The nature of fire seems to some to be the cause without qualification of nutrition and growth.
For in fact this is clearly of all the bodies the only one which is nourished and increased,
which is why somebody might think that this is the efficient cause both in plants and in animals.
(41629-13)

Fire on its own burns out of control as long as there is fuel. But nutrition is a regulated
process. While fire can be seen as an instrument in nutrition, causal primacy goes to the
soul which regulates its burning. The soul is required to impose unity on fire and earth
which would otherwise disintegrate. The matter on its own, then, is insufficient to
explain how nutrition occurs; this is the job of the formal principle, the soul, which
regulates the behaviour of the matter. Aristotle’s objections to the materialists’ account
of nutrition echo his refutation of their account of perception in Book 1.

Aristotle’s account of nutrition reads, then, first of all as a rejection of materialism. In
the polemic with materialism, Aristotle shows the causal role of the soul as the efficient
and formal cause of nutrition. The account of nutrition serves then as a paradigm versus
the materialist of how the soul acts as a cause in those ways required for soul to
constitute the nature of living bodies.

The argument I have presented can be summed up as follows:

Phys.:

Nature is an inner principle of change and rest.

Living beings have an inner principle of change and rest.

(Indeed, according to Phys. VIIL.4 only living beings properly have an inner
principle of change and rest.)

The inner principle of change and rest is a formal, final cause and efficient cause, not
just material (and efficient) cause as claimed by materialists.

DA:

Thesis: The soul is the inner principle of change and rest.

Materialism: matter is the only principle of change and rest of living beings, and thus
their only nature.

The soul is the formal, final, and efficient cause of nutrition.

The soul is an inner principle of living beings.

The soul is the nature of living beings.

Therefore, materialism is false.

On this reading, then, nutrition is Aristotle’s tool in refuting materialism by showing
how the soul is required to explain the most basic kind of life activity as its final, formal,
and efficient cause. If the soul as form is responsible for nutrition, and nutrition is the
minimal condition of life, then any account of life that does not focus on the soul as the
formal cause of life will be mistaken. But that is exactly what the materialists attempted.
Aristotle uses nutrition to establish the soul as the causal principle of life activities, rather
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as he uses the example of the teeth in Phys. II to establish the priority of formal and final
explanation over material explanation in nature as a whole. This explains why Aristotle
brings up the general causal status of the soul in the context of a chapter specifically
devoted to nutrition. It also explains Aristotle’s otherwise surprisingly weak formula-
tion that nutrition and perception do not happen without soul. His target is the
materialists, who claim that the various life processes do happen without soul, simply
by the workings of matter.” It is sufficient to show the necessary contribution of soul in
the efficient causation of nutrition and perception to refute the materialist.

This interpretation also, I think, gives us a way of explaining the prominence of
nutrition in relation to the common account of the soul in DA II.1. Aristotle started
this chapter by saying that the soul was substance. The question arose whether it was
substance in the sense of form or matter. He claimed that living beings were natural
bodies and that such bodies were composites of form and matter. He argued that the
soul could not be the body because the body was said to have life and body is not said of
anything. It appeared therefore that the soul was substance in the sense of form with the
body as its matter. Since matter was potentiality and form fulfilment, either first or
second, this claim could also be expressed by saying that the soul was the first fulfilment
of a natural body potentially having life. At this point he added that the body was also

an instrument and exemplified this claim by reference to the parts of plants:

The parts of plants too are instruments, but completely simple ones, for example the leaf is a
cover for the peel, the peel for the fruit; and the roots are analogous to the mouth: for they both
draw in food. (412b1-4)

The reason for making reference to plants here is not that Aristotle thinks the common
soul is the nutritive soul; it is rather to show that the definition applies even to the
minimum case of having soul and therefore a fortiori to the other kinds of soul. That’s
why Aristotle says concessively of the parts of plants ‘but completely simple ones’, since
one might think that complexity is a characteristic of tools. The analogy with the
mouths of animals serves to show how despite their simplicity, the roots are still related
to the soul in fundamentally the same kind of way as the more complex animal parts.
Without making the point explicit—that is the job of Il.4—there is here an implied
final causal explanation in terms of the body being for the sake of the soul, just as a
hammer is for the sake of its function, a final causal explanation that of course goes
hand in glove with the notion of the soul as the fulfilment of the body.

Again in DA 11.2 nutrition was singled out after Aristotle had made a general claim
about the soul: we say that what has soul is distinguished from what hasn’t by being

alive.

That is why all plants seem to be alive: for they clearly have within themselves such a capacity and
principle through which they achieve growth and diminution in opposite directions: for it is not

? Compare Plato’s Timaeus 37¢ (with 46d) where a similar materialist opponent is in view.
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the case that they grow up but not down, but they grow equally in both directions and all
around, those that are always taking nourishment and live their lives to the end, as long as they
are able to take nourishment. (DA 413a25-31)

The emphasis here is on explaining the way plants live on the basis of their having a
psychic capacity, the capacity to take nourishment. We say that plants are alive, and if
the soul is to explain life, then it has as a minimum to explain plant life. And so it does,
because the nutritive capacity is a capacity of the soul, not of matter as such. For if it was
explained by matter we could not explain why it grows both up and down and all
around since the elements tend to move only in one direction. We know the
significance of these points from our analysis of DA I1.4.

These prominent references to the nutritive soul in the common account of the soul
support an a fortiori argument of the sort: if it even works for the nutritive soul, then we
should expect it to work so much the better for the other kinds of soul. For, as we saw,
nutrition is the life phenomenon which seems most likely to be explained by reference
solely to the body.

Now when Aristotle says that the generation is the most natural function for living
beings I take this to mean that the nutritive soul is a paradigm example for all the
different kinds of soul of how the soul works as a final, formal, and efficient cause of the
body. It is of course true that by showing the claim that the nutritive soul is the cause of
the body he will have shown that the soul is a cause in a way that applies to all living
beings, since all living beings have the nutritive soul. But it is also clear that Aristotle in
DA 11.4 does not want to limit this claim to the nutritive soul: he wants to show it also
for other kinds of soul. So he says quite generally that the parts of an animal are the
instruments of the soul, showing in this way that the soul is the final cause of the body.
So he mentions both the capacity to move spatially and the capacity to perceive in the
context of claiming that the soul is the efficient cause of the body, before focusing on
the nutritive capacity (415b26—416a18).

However, there are patent difficulties in establishing the other capacities of the soul
to be both an efficient, formal, and final cause of the body. In perception, the sense-
object acts on the sense-organ qua ensouled. The sense-object is here the efficient cause
of actual perception. There is, as I shall argue in the next chapter, still a sense in which
the perceptual soul can be said to contribute to the efficient causation of perception,
but it is a highly qualified one.'” Moreover, it is a sense we can best appreciate once we
have understood the less complicated central case of soul as efficient cause of the
nutrition of the body.

Perception is further complicated by the fact that it only counts as a change in a
qualified sense. We need to understand the unqualified sense in which change happens
before we can appreciate the niceties of perceptual change. Nutrition here serves as

19" 1t is this contribution that Aristotle refers to at 415b24-5 by the modest claim that nothing perceives

which does not have a soul.



THE IMPORTANCE OF NUTRITION 1I2§

Aristotle’s explanatory template for articulating in general terms what change is.
Theoretical thought meanwhile is complicated by the fact that there is no organ of
thought: it is therefore unclear in what sense if any there is a material side to theoretical
thinking, and therefore in what way theoretical thinking falls under the study of nature.
Consider also this passage from the PA 1.1:

However, it is not the case that all soul is an origin [principle, arkhé] of change, nor all its parts;
rather, of growth the origin is the part which is present even in plants, of alteration the perceptive
part, and of locomotion some other part, and not the rational; for locomotion is present in other
animals too, but thought in none. So it is clear that one should not speak of all soul; for not all of

the soul is a nature, but some part of it, one part or even more. (641b5-9, transl. Lennox (2001))

While Aristotle does apply his causal analysis to theoretical thinking in the DA, by
analogy with perception, it seems—as we shall see in Chapter 11—that this account
only applies to the passive intellect, not to the active theoretical intellect. It seems then
that the cognitive capacities of the soul are much less suited than nutrition to Aristotle’s
purposes of setting out a paradigm for how the soul acts as a cause of the changes the
living body undergoes. There remains locomotion, but Aristotle’s worry (415b21-2)
that this capacity is too specific to a certain kind of animal to be illustrative of the
efficient causal role of the soul clearly favours nutrition as our starting point.

There is a loose end. I have argued that Aristotle uses nutrition because it shows,
against the materialists, the soul as working as an inner principle of change and
therefore as nature, while it avoids some of the complexities of establishing this claim
for the cognitive capacities. However, Aristotle seems to make the claim that the
nutritive soul is the most natural of the soul’s capacities with particular reference to its
contribution to our immortality.

Now in one way it is easy to explain this claim. What does the nutritive soul do? It
preserves one as the sort of living being one is; it preserves oneself as an individual qua
nutritive, and it preserves the sort of thing qua generative by producing another thing
like oneself. What do all living beings desire? To continue living in whatever way
possible. So the nutritive soul does exactly what we all desire as living beings. There is,
however, a reductive and non-reductive way of understanding the role of nutritive
soul here.'" On the reductive reading, the end of the nutritive soul is the end of all the
other capacities of the soul: in that sense the capacities are instrumental in bringing
about an end that is most proper to nutrition. This brings up the spectre of the reading
we considered earlier according to which the nutritive soul is properly constitutive of
the substance of a living being and the other capacities of the soul are established and

"' It looks like there is simpler explanation of this claim than the one I have offered: natural beings are

mortal, therefore they can only preserve themselves through generation; therefore it is most natural, that is
most in accordance with their nature as mortal, that they seek to reproduce. However, Aristotle does not refer
to what is most natural for mortal beings, but what is most natural to living beings. The account I have offered
exactly picks up on what is characteristic of their nature as living beings, namely, having an inner principle of
change and rest.
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maintained in the process of nutrition. On the non-reductive reading, in contrast,
nutrition shows the most basic way in which living beings seek to preserve themselves,
but there are others, perception and reason included, through which the living being
maintains the sort of thing it is. On this view the ends of perception and reason are not
subsumed under those of nutrition, but are distinct. However, all ends can in different
ways be seen as ways of achieving immortality. So when Aristotle says that ‘all living
things desire that [i.e. ‘to participate in the eternal and divine as far as possible’] and do
everything they do according to nature for the sake of that’ (415b1-2, my emphasis), he
means to offer a general description of what living beings aim for when exercising not
just nutrition as such but also the cognitive and locomotive capacities. This claim can
be supported by Aristotle’s description of the other capacities elsewhere. Locomotion is
a way of imitating god: the heavenly bodies move round so as to maintain continuous
actuality, while sublunary motions are in imitation of those circular motions (GC
11.10)."* So the locomotion of animals imitates those of the divine and immortal
heavenly bodies. Famously in the Nic. Eth. X contemplation is for humans a way of
being like god. This claim is extended to perception in animals in GA II.1: Perception
and intellectual thinking fall under the common genus ‘cognition’ (gndsis) and are
nobler and more divine than mere nutrition. What makes this argument work is that
imitating the divine means primarily imitating what is best and noblest. Living is better
than not living,"” so by staying alive living beings imitate the divine; but mere survival
is not the best or noblest: perceiving is better than merely being alive, and knowing
better than perceiving.'* So the exercise all of these capacities qualify as ways of
imitating the divine as the best. Nutrition is again the minimal and basic way of
doing so, but not the only one. What makes the nutritive soul most natural in relation
to this end is then not that it has a monopoly on it, but that it realizes this end in a way
that is particularly perspicacious: it is just obvious that an animal by having offspring is
trying to prolong its existence. As Diotima points out in the Symposium (207b, 208b),
why else would parents make such extraordinarily sacrifices for their protection?

To conclude, Aristotle’s introduction of the nutritive soul at the forefront of
his psychology is an innovation in relation to his predecessors, who tended to

explain nutrition materialistically even when they did not explain cognitive processes

'2 “The cause of this [perpetuity of coming-to-be], as we have often said, is circular motion; for that is the
only motion which is continuous. That, too, is why all the other things—the things, I mean, which are
reciprocally transformed in virtue of their “passions” and their “powers of action” e.g. the “simple” bodies
imitate circular motion. For when Water is transformed into Air, Air into Fire, and the Fire back into Water,
we say the coming-to-be “has completed the circle”, because it reverts again to the beginning. Hence it is by
imitating circular motion that rectilinear motion too is continuous.” (GC 337a1-8; revised Oxford transl.)

¥ GA L1 731b30-1.

" Cf. also Metaph. A.7 1072b14-18: ‘On such a principle, then, depend the heavens and the world of
nature. And its life is such as the best which we enjoy, and enjoy but for a short time. For it is ever in this state
(which we cannot be), since its activity is also pleasure. (And therefore waking, perception, and thinking are
most pleasant, and hopes and memories are so because of their reference to these.)’ (after revised Oxford
transl.).
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materialistically. This materialistic background, I have tried to show, is strongly present
in Aristotle’s account of the soul: he is continually aware that he is redrawing the map
of the soul in a way that requires him to show how nutrition matches his account of the
soul in its essential characteristics. Nutrition has appeared as Aristotle’s star example of
the soul working as nature in the sense of the final, formal, and efficient causes. But, as
we shall see when we look more closely at soul as the efficient cause in the next
chapter, even here matters are not so simple.



7

The Soul as an Efficient Cause

For Aristotle living beings are natural beings and they are to be explained as such. So in
DA 1.1 he recommends that we approach the soul physikds in the manner of the natural
philosopher. Since natural beings are composites of form and matter, studying living
beings as natural beings means studying them as composites of form and matter.
Aristotle’s ‘most common account’ of the soul is accordingly that of the natural
philosopher: the soul is ‘substance in the sense of the form of a natural body potentially
having life’ (DA I1.1 412a19-21). Soul, then, stands to body as form to matter.

Because living beings are composites of form and matter they are subject to
change. However, as we learn in Phys. II, natural substances are not simply subject
to change. They also determine some of their own changes, for they have within
themselves principles (arkhai) of change and rest. It is this feature that sets them apart
from other composite substances such as artefacts. The inner principle by which plants
change themselves is thus a nutritive capacity, whereas for other living beings the inner
principles include also other capacities for perception, locomotion or thinking."

We have here an application of the Phys.s’ notion of nature as an inner principle of
change: for living beings the soul is an inner principle of change. What makes living
beings natural is that they have such an inner principle of change. What makes them
living is that for them their inner principle is a soul or part of a soul: to be a living being
is to have an inner principle of change and rest, where that inner principle does at least
one of the things that only souls do. It is worth stressing that where Aristotle’s
naturalism about the soul properly begins is not with the claim that living beings are
composites of form and matter, nor with the claim that living beings are subject to
change, but with the claim that they have within themselves an inner principle of
change and rest and that the soul serves as such a principle.”

' DA 413a33-b2: 008epia yap adrois Stvauis dGANy huxis. 76 v odv iy Sut i dpyijy TavTy Smdpyel

Tois {@at, 70 8¢ {@ov Sua Ty alcbnow mpdiTws.

2 This point was brought out particularly well by the passage quoted above from the PA I.1: ‘However, it
is not the case that all soul is an origin [principle, arkhé] of change, nor all its parts; rather, of growth the origin
is the part which is present even in plants, of alteration the perceptive part, and of locomotion some other
part, and not the rational; for locomotion is present in other animals too, but thought in none. So it is clear
that one should not speak of all soul; for not all of the soul is a nature, but some part of it, one part or even

more’ (641b5-9, transl. Lennox (2001)).
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Natural beings have an inner principle of change; artefacts do not. Aristotle reminds
us of the point in DA I1.1. He has himself used the analogy of an axe to illuminate the
relationship between form and matter in living beings. But he then added that the soul
is not the formula (logos) of such a body, that is the body of an artefact, but rather of a
natural body, which, he says, is a body ‘having a principle (arkhé) of change and rest in
itself” (412b15—17). Soon afterwards, it emerges that he understands such principles as
capacities (dunameis) for change. So he says of plants that they all seem to live, ‘for they
clearly have within themselves (en hautois) a capacity and principle (dunamin kai arkhén)
of such a kind, through which they take growth and diminution in opposite places’
(413225-7).°

In the Phys. I1.3 Aristotle gave a fuller explanation of the difference between natural
beings and artefacts in terms of the ‘four causes’. To be a natural being is to have a
principle of change within oneself not only as the material cause is a principle of change
but also as the formal, final and efficient causes are principles of changes. All material
beings have gua material the potential for change in Aristotle’s universe. So a slab of
marble has the potential for change, the potential to be turned into, say, a statue or a
bench. For this potential to be realized, however, the marble requires an efficient cause,
an artist, say, who brings to bear the form of statue on the materials. For artefacts the
efficient cause is external. That is why no slab of marble left to its own devices will ever,
except by accident, become a statue. Natural beings are different: they are able to
initiate changes to themselves because, it seems, they have the efficient cause within
themselves. For it is the efficient cause that sets things moving. It is responsible for
actualizing the potential of any given matter to have such and such a form. Aristotle
thus refers to the efficient cause not just as ‘that from which the change originates’ but
also as ‘that which moves’ and ‘that which produces the actuality or activity (energeia)’.*
When we are asked why this slab of marble was turned into a statue, whereas that slab
was not, given that both had the potential, we appropriately point to the efficient
cause, the sculptor who initiated a change in the one slab but not in the other. The
main reason why natural beings are capable of initiating their own changes but artefacts
are not seems to be the fact that natural beings have the efficient cause within
themselves. Note, however, that the efficient cause is capable of actualizing the
potentiality of the matter to have a certain form because it already itself has that
form.” In this way, having the efficient cause within oneself also points to having the
formal cause within oneself.

However, we also know from Phys.VIII.4—6 that the claim that natural beings

initiate their own changes has to be qualified in view of their dependence on the
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* Cf. e.g. Phys. 194b29-32, APo 94b7-8, GA 778b1, DA 417b20.
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environment. In these chapters, Aristotle argues that everything that is changed is
changed by something. But if natural beings are able to initiate their own changes, do
they change without being changed by something? Aristotle, in response, clarifies how
natural beings are changed. He distinguishes between two kinds of natural being: living
beings such as animals and other natural beings such as fire and earth. The motions of
both kinds of natural being are, indeed, caused by something, but in the case of living
beings the moving cause is internal whereas in the simple bodies it is external. In
animals ‘that which causes motion is separate from that which suffers motion, and in
this way the animal as a whole causes its own motion’ (254b31-2). The simplicity of
the simple bodies, in contrast, does not allow for a distinction within them between a
moving and a moved part, and so they cannot initiate their own motions. However,
we are still free to think of the motions of the simple bodies by an external cause as
natural to them, if it makes them actually what they are potentially (255228-30). For
instance, it may require a push for a stone to move down, but the motion still counts as
natural because stones as heavy naturally tend to move downwards.

At the end of Phys. VIIL.4 we may feel entitled to conclude that even if the simple
bodies are not really self-movers, at least living beings are. However, in Phys. VIIL.6
Aristotle seems to go back even on this. For here he maintains not just that everything
that moves is moved by something, but also that it is moved by something other than it.
Or more precisely, he claims that the motion of all perishables is caused by something
else. His motive for making this claim is that he wants to show that the continuous and
eternal motion amongst the perishables requires the existence of something imperish-
able which always and continuously causes motion without itself being moved.® But
Aristotle now (259b3—-6) faces the objection that, by his own account, living beings are
capable of moving themselves, without, it seems, being moved by others. So perhaps
we do not, after all, need a first unmoved mover to guarantee the continued motion of

perishables? In reply, Aristotle denies that animals strictly speaking move themselves:’

We must understand that animals change themselves with respect to only one change [sc.
locomotion|, and even this one not strictly. For the cause is not from (ex) the animal itself.
Rather, there are other changes natural to animals according to which they are not changed
through themselves (dia hautén), such as growth, diminution, and respiration, according to which
each of the animals is changed when it is at rest and not being changed according to a change by
itself. The cause of this is the environment and many of the things entering from without. Thus

in some cases the cause is nourishment—when it is being digested animals sleep, and when it is

© GC 1.3 318a2-8 makes it explicit that Aristotle takes this argument specifically to concern the efficient
causation of motion.

7 1 fail to see why Graham (1999) 11215 thinks the argument could be clarified through the distinction
between voluntary and involuntary action. The contrast that is relevant for the overall argument is clearly that
between changes initiated by oneself and those initiated by external factors or, put differently, between those
changes where the actualizing or efficient cause lies within oneself and those where it lies outside of oneself.
Voluntary actions would form only a small subset of those changes that one initiates oneself, and would
properly only apply to humans, whereas Aristotle begins the passage quoted by referring to the motions of
animals. In fairness to Graham, it should be said that he offers this reading as only one option.
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being distributed they awake and move themselves, the first principle being external. Therefore

animals are not always being changed continuously by themselves. (Phys. VIIL6 259b6—15)

Aristotle appears to be saying here that locomotion is not strictly speaking a case of self-
motion since locomotion is triggered by other changes in which the animal is passive,
that is in which the animal does not initiate the change. So when the food enters from
without it sets off digestion which puts the animal to sleep, a state that continues until
the food has been digested. The efficient cause, the ‘the first principle of motion’, of
the nutritive changes is thus external and since the nutritive changes make us stop and
start moving the efficient cause of locomotion in this case also counts as external.

Read in this way, however, this passage clashes not just with DA I1.4’s claim that the
soul is the efficient cause but also with another passage in GC 1.5 where Aristotle is
explicit that the efficient cause of nutrition (including growth) is not the food but the
nourished living being:

Flesh is said to have been altered if, while it remains flesh and its essence remains, there is present
some per se affection which was not there before; on the other hand, that whereby [hdi: dative] it
has been altered has sometimes not been affected, though sometimes that too has been affected.
But what does the altering and the principle of the change is in what grows and what is being
altered, for what does the changing is in these things. . . but this [sc. the food] having undergone
the change has passed away and what does the changing is not in it. (321b2-10)°

Aristotle could hardly be clearer that he takes the efficient cause in nutrition to be
found in the living being and not in the food. It seems, then, that if Aristotle in Phys.
VIIL.6 meant to use nutrition as an example of changes of which animals are not the
efficient cause, then he is adopting a position which undermines his own claims both in
the GC and, most worryingly for us, in the DA. I suggest therefore that we return to
the Phys. passage to see if another reading is possible.

Let us begin by pointing to some terminological distinctions that Aristotle himself
carefully sets up in Phys. VIIL6. Given that all things that move are moved by
something, he distinguished between (a) what is not moved because of itself (di’
hauto) and (b) what is moved because of itself. Group (b), in turn, allows for a
distinction between (i) what is moved because of itself immediately and (ii) through
several things (dia pleiondn), like the stone which is moved by (kineitai hypo) the stick
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which is moved by the man.'” Aristotle also expresses the same notion of instrumen-
tality by means of the dative: the man moves the stone with the stick (téi baktériai)."'
With these distinctions in hand let us return to our passage in Chapter 6. It now
appears significant that nutrition is here used to illustrate changes that are ‘not through
the animals themselves’ (dia with the genitive). For, as we now know, this does not
mean that nutrition does not happen ‘because of the animals themselves’ (dia with the
accusative).'? It means that nutrition happens by means of an instrument. So Aristotle is
not denying that nutrition is a case of self~-motion, only that it is a case of self~motion by
means of the animal itself. For nutrition happens by means of something external, food.
We can compare the food with the stick in the example: the nutrition happens through
or with the food, much as hitting the stone happens through or with the stick.
However, the difference is that the instrument of nutrition acts on the animal itself
rather than on some external object, like the stone. To understand better how the
animal moves itself by means of the food we need to bring in Aristotle’s distinction

between the soul and the body, as does Aristotle himself in the following lines:

For the mover is distinct (allo), and it is itself moved and causes change by interacting with each
self~-mover. In all these cases the first mover and cause of the thing moving itself is moved by
itself, but accidentally. For the body changes place, so that what is in the body also changes place,
moving itself through leverage. (Phys. 259b15-20, transl. after D. Graham)"?

Aristotle here continues to call the animal a ‘self-mover’ and the soul the ‘first mover’,
notwithstanding the reference in the previous sentence to the food as ‘the first
principle’. “The mover’ referred to here as ‘distinct’, that is distinct from the self-
mover, I take to be the food, which not only changes but is also changed in nutrition.
The soul, meanwhile, is not moved, except accidentally, insofar as it is in the body,

. . 14 . . . . .
which is moved. ™ Animal motion counts as self~-motion even when the animal is
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Contrast Furley’s translation: ‘but there are other natural motions in animals, which they do not have
because of themselves’, Furley (1994) 6 (my emphasis).
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The focus on locomotion here might suggest an alternative reading whereby it is only with respect to
locomotion that the animal remains a self~mover. The nutritive changes would then be entirely passive with
the food as their first mover, with the soul as the first mover at the point where those nutritive changes ceased
to impede locomotion. However, this makes for a strained reading of the quoted lines. Taking ‘each self-
mover and again ‘the thing moving itself” to refer to the animal, the mover that is ‘distinct’ (allo) can only be
something external to the animal, which in the context is most naturally read as the first external principle



THE SOUL AS AN EFFICIENT CAUSE 133

affected by external factors such as food, first, because the living being also in these
motions moves the food which moves the body,' and, second, because it is only the
body that is properly speaking moved by the food, while the soul is only moved
accidentally insofar as it is in a body which is moved.

As an illustrative comparison one might use the case of my hitting a tennis ball
moving towards me. The ball moves towards me, I swing my racket, make contact
with the ball, and send it towards my target. The motion of the ball coming towards
me is here first in the sequence of events in the sense that it precedes the motion of my
racket: I respond to it. However, the motion of my racket is not caused by it, but by
me, and the outcome, my sending the ball towards its target, is the result of the impact
of the motions of my racket on the motions of the ball. My hitting the target thus
presupposes the prior motion of the ball but it is the motion of my racket which makes
it hit the target. Similarly, we might say that the motion of the food, as it enters the
body (cf. polla ton eisionton, Phys. 259b11—12), precedes my digesting it, but it is the
action of my nutritive soul on the food that makes it nourish the body. If this is right,
we may read ‘first’ in a temporal way when Aristotle says that the first principle of the
change leading to the cessation and resumption of locomotion is external. The
ingestion of the food (like the oncoming tennis ball) clearly precedes my digestion of
it, and any subsequent changes, but it is what the soul does to the food that makes the
change to it in digestion and consequently the change in the body.'® The motion of the
food may be temporally first but the motion brought about by the soul is first in terms
of the efficient causation of nutrition, imposing its form on the food in digestion so that
it may nourish the body.

This interpretation of the passage as a whole differs significantly from our first
reading: it presents an interactive picture of the changes in nutrition as being caused
both by external factors and by the soul. However, the primary agency clearly remains
with the soul rather than the food: for whilst the food both changes and is changed, the
soul remains the ‘first mover’ and is essentially unchanged."” This conclusion is the one

mentioned in the previous sentence, that is the food. But then when we are told that this distinct mover is
itself changed and is changed by each self-mover, it is most natural to take the movement referred to as that of
nutrition, in which the food whilst acting on the self-mover is also, as we have just been told, digested and
distributed around the body. That the body as a consequence of nutrition also changes place is of course the
point that Aristotle seeks to establish, so for him to go on to say ‘for the body changes place, etc.” is to be
expected.

'S Cf. DA 1.3 405b31-406a12.

16 Sleep and awakening happen, after all, as a result of what the organism does with the food, digesting and
distributing it in the body (cf. the passives werrouérns and Siaxpwouévns 259b13-14). Graham (1999) 114
aptly notes, “The fact that some factor from outside the animal plays a role in the animal’s behaviour does not
by itself prove that the related behaviour is not self~caused. A robin eats a worm, becomes drowsy, and sleeps.
It is true (assuming Aristotle’s account of sleep) that without the worm the robin would not have slept. But
we must also consider the contribution that the robin’s digestive system makes; we could put the same worm
in the stomach of a herbivorous animal, and that animal would not go to sleep.’

17 Notice also that this ‘interactive interpretation’ fits much better than the first reading with Aristotle’s
other example at Phys. VIIL.6 259b9, respiration. Iuv. 27 (21) 480a17—12 makes it clear that the inhalation of
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Aristotle needs for his overall argument in Phys. VIII. On the one hand, it shows that
animals are not absolutely (kurids) self-movers, but require for their continued motion
the temporarily prior agency of external movers, and ultimately the first unmoved
mover. On the other hand, however, the conclusion maintains a clear sense in which
animals are self~-movers, and a sense in which the simple bodies are not, exactly because
animals in these motions display the distinction between a moving part, the soul, and a
moved part, the body, and because the soul remains unmoved, except accidentally, in
the motions whereby the animal is nourished.

In the GC, as we saw, Aristotle says that the moving cause of nutrition lies in the
living being. Whilst he does not call the food ‘a cause’ of nutrition, he does use the
instrumental dative (321b5) for the role of the food, the same construction that we saw
Aristotle use in the Phys. VIILS5 for the stick by which the man hit the stone. If we take
it that the food both acts on the body and is acted on by the soul in nutrition it seems
possible to make the two works consistent. There remains a difference of emphasis
between the two texts: in Phys. VIII.6 Aristotle puts the emphasis on the agency of
food in nutrition because his overall argument requires him to show the way in which
locomotion depends on changes initiated by the environment. However, the interac-
tive reading suggested that this point was compatible with ascribing to the soul the role
of first mover in nutrition and subsequent spatial motions. I want to argue now that
Aristotle’s account of nutrition in the DA gives us a more nuanced version of the
interactive picture I have suggested for Phys. VIIL6.'®

The Nutritive Soul as an Efficient Cause in the DA

Here in brief'is what Aristotle has to say about the efficient causation of nutrition in DA
I1.4. Nutrition, like change in general, is a case of one thing being acted on by another
such as to become like it, having previously been unlike it. In nutrition ‘what is
nourished’ (to trephomenon) first acts on the food so as to make it like itself.'” The
change is all in the food. What is nourished changes no more than does the builder

air is caused by the expansions of the animal’s lungs, which in turn allows the cold air to cool down the
animal’s internal heat.

% Anybody writing on this topic has the benefit of Gill and Lennox (1994). Many of the articles in this
illuminating volume, beginning with D. Furley’s classic ‘Self-Movers’, take their starting point in the
problems posed by Phys. VIII for the claim that living beings are self~movers. Perception and intellectual
thinking receive extensive treatment from the contributors. However, it is noticeable that none of the papers
discusses Aristotle’s account of nutrition in the DA in any detail, despite the fact that Aristotle’s prime
example in Phys. VIIL6 of an apparently passive change is nutrition. M. L. Gill (1994) ‘Aristotle on Self-
Motion’, 21-2, has a paragraph on the efficient causation of nutrition in DA II.4, which, however, only
discusses the relationship between the soul and the inner heat, and not that between the soul and the
nutriment.
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GAns, dAX U7 éxelvov aliTy: 6 8€ TékTwv petaBdAer pdvov els vépyeiav é¢ dpylas. (416a34-b3)
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when he builds; there is merely a switch from inactivity to activity in what is nourished.
The efficient cause of nutrition is thus ‘what is nourished’ and not the food.

The body is nourished qua ensouled. It is qua ensouled, then, that the living body
acts as an efficient cause on the nutriment. This formulation allows for a more nuanced
picture of the efficient causation of nutrition. For, on the one hand, it is body qua
ensouled which—by means of our natural heat—digests the food. This preserves the
claim made earlier in the chapter that the soul is the efficient cause of nutrition. On the
other hand, the ensouled body may qua body also be said to be acted on in nutrition: it
is nourished by the soul. The ensouled body, then, acts qua ensouled on itself gua body
so as to nourish itself. More precisely (416b20-3),%" the soul is what nourishes
(to trephon) and the body what is nourished (fo trephomenon).

Where does this leave the nutriment (hé trophé)? Aristotle uses the language of
instrumentality to describe the nutriment. It is that by which the body is nourished
(hoi trephetai) and later (416b25) it is that by which the soul nourishes the body (hdi
trephei). The latter expression Aristotle says is used in two ways, comparable to the hand
and the rudder on a ship, the hand moving whilst being moved, the rudder simply
being moved. He suggests that the hand is like the natural heat, changed by the soul
and in turn changing the food, whereas the food is like the rudder being changed,
whilst not itself changing another thing. This again makes the nutriment look entirely
passive. However, what Aristotle describes here is specifically the process of digestion
(pepsis), the process that leads up to the body’s assimilation of the final nutriment. He is,
in other words, not concerned with the entire nutritive process.”’ For at DA 11.4
416b3—7 Aristotle distinguished between the undigested first nutriment and the
digested nutriment which is the final thing that is added to the body (fo teleutaion
prosginomenon, 416b3).>> We may take it that the first nutriment is passive in the process
of digestion, being moved by the natural heat without moving anything else in turn.
This nutriment seems to play the role of matter in nutrition.>

The imputation of agency to the nutriment at 416b11-17 makes best sense as
referring to the final nutriment, which serves not just as matter but also as an instrument
of nutrition. The sense of agency appears when the food is referred to as ‘capable of
producing growth’ (auxétikon, 416b13) insofar as the ensouled body is a certain
quantity (poson ti), while insofar as the ensouled body is ‘a certain kind of thing or
substance’ (fode ti kai ousia, 416b13), the nutriment qualifies as nutriment (trophé). In its
capacity of nutriment, the food is referred to as ‘saving’ the substance of what is

20" Albeit not entirely precise, cf. 416b30. Burnyeat’s warning (2002) 51-3, about the interim status of the
discussion of perception in DA IL5, applies also to the discussion of nutrition in DA 11.4.

2! Similarly, the moving of the rudder is hardly the end of the causal process, for the rudder moves the
ship, which is surely the proper end of the entire process!
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nourished, whilst in generation Aristotle says that it is ‘capable of producing generation’
(geneseds poiétikon, 416b15), that is, capable of producing another substance like the one
nourished.** The view of the food as in some sense active in growth and nutrition fits
better if we think of the final nutriment. For the final nutriment may be thought of as
acting on the body as the final step in the efficient causation of nutrition, as the last
instrument that the soul uses in nourishing the body.” Finally, Aristotle says at
416b17-19 that the nutriment furnishes (paraskeuazei) the nutritive capacity with the
activity of saving the living body. Here again a reference to the final nutriment seems
more appropriate since it is only insofar as the food has been digested and is added to
our bodies that it contributes to our survival.*®

Where does this account leave us with respect to the argument of Phys. VIII.6? The
account clearly confirms the causal efficacy of the soul in nutrition. But does it do so to
such an extent as to undermine Aristotle’s suggestion in Phys. VIIL6 that the nutriment
moves the living being? Not on the interactive reading I suggested for Phys. VIIL.6. On
this reading the soul acted on the body in nutrition by the agency of the food, which
was thereby both moving and moved. The food was thus understood as the instrument
by which or through which the soul nourishes the body, along the lines of the example
of the man moving the stone by means of the stick in Phys. VIIL.5. DA I1.4 similarly
presented the nutriment as ‘that by which’ the soul nourishes the body. It seems
appropriate, indeed, to understand Aristotle’s three-fold distinctions in DA 11.4 be-
tween the soul as ‘what nourishes’, the body as ‘what is nourished’ and the food as ‘that
by which the body is nourished’, as a direct application of Aristotle’s three-fold scheme
in Phys. VIIL5 of the mover, the moved, and the means by which the mover moves.
The account of nutrition in DA II.4 thus left room for ascribing a kind of causal efficacy
to the nutriment as an instrument used by the soul to act on the body.

I argued, furthermore, that when ascribing instrumental agency to the nutriment
particularly, Aristotle had in mind the final nutriment. To be sure, it was hardly

nutriment in the sense of final nutriment that Aristotle had in mind when talking

24 The suggestion that the food somehow produces change or rest in the nourished body is echoed by the
Sens., which identifies specific causal properties in the food (heat and sweetness) as responsible for growth and
nutrition: ‘Now, among the perceptible elements of the food which animals assimilate (mpoopepouévys), the
tangible produce (mototvra) growth and decays; it is qua hot or cold that the food assimilated (mpoopepduevor)
produces (moet) these; for heat and cold produce growth and decay. It is qua tastable, however, that the
assimilated (mpoogepduevov) food nourishes. For all organisms are nourished by the sweet, either in simple
state or in a mixture.” (Sens. 4, 441b27—-424a3, Oxford revised transl.)

% In his commentary on 416b25-9 Ross seems right to say that the food, as ‘that by which the body is
nourished’, has to be the same as one of the things ‘by which the soul nourishes’. It is less clear, however,
given that Aristotle has said now that the food is only moved, how he can also mean to say that the nutritive
soul, as Ross puts it, ‘acts on the food. .. and in turn the food acts on 76 Tpepduevov, i.e. on the body (1.22)° (my
italics). My suggestion is that the first nutriment is passive in the digestive part of the nutritive process, yet the
final nutriment can also be seen as acting instrumentally in maintaining the body. On this reading, we can
preserve the impression given by & Tpéperar that the food in some sense affects the body.

26 The verb mapackevdlw is naturally used of the role of an instrument, cf. MA 702al7: 7a peév yap
Spyavika uépn mapackevdle émndelws Ta maldy. ..
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about the first external mover in Phys.VIIL.6. But this difference is at least partly
explicable by the fact that Aristotle in Phys. VIIL.6 was not so much interested in
nutrition as such but in a byproduct of nutrition, the cessation and resumption of
locomotion, which is not clearly related to the formal changes that the food undergoes
in digestion from first to final nutriment.”” Insofar as we worry about whether the
account of nutrition in DA I1.4 presents the living being as too much of a self-mover
for the liking of Aristotle in Phys. VIIL6, the point seems worth making that the
nutriment has some instrumental agency also in DA 11.4, even if it is only that of the
final nutriment. On the other hand, insofar as we worry that the ascription of any
efficacy to the nutriment is too much from the point of view of the GC, we may point
out that the agency is only as an instrument and therefore not strictly as a first moving
cause, a role reserved for the soul. Moreover, the instrumental agency was primarily
that of the final nutriment, which has already been affected by the soul in the manner
suggested by the GC. In DA I1.4, then, we seem to have a version of the interactive
picture of the efficient causation of nutrition, which goes a considerable way towards
relaxing the tension between the Phys. and the GC.

The Soul and the Efticient Cause of Perception

The account of nutrition ultimately bears out Aristotle’s general claim in DA II.4 that
the soul is a moving cause of the activities of the living body. Perception, however,
appears to be an exception to the general claim. In DA 1.3 Aristotle says that ‘if the soul
is moved, the most plausible view is that it is moved by the sensible objects’ (406b10—
11). What makes this view ‘the most plausible’ is no doubt Aristotle’s own belief
that the animal is somehow affected in perception by the sense-objects. Again, in DA
I1.5 Aristotle is explicit that the sense-objects produce the activity of perception.
There seems little initial hope, then, for any argument to the effect that the soul is
the efficient cause of perception. Nonetheless, I shall suggest that even in the case of
perception we can see the soul involved alongside the sense-objects as an efficient cause
in a manner that allows for the general claim to also apply, in a suitably qualified way,
to perception.*®

Two differences from nutrition stand out immediately when we turn to perception
in DA IL1.5. One is that perception is a kind of alteration, that is, a change of quality,
whereas growth and nutrition were changes in the categories of quantity and substance

27 At Phys. 259b12-13 we are told that locomotion ceases when the food is digested and restarts when the
food is being distributed. This may be an echo of the distinction between the first and final nutriment, but we
are given no indication what it is about the different stages of food that would cause sleep and awakening. For
an account of how food relates to the processes that bring about sleep and awakening we have to wait until
Somn. 3.

2 As Klaus Corcilius pointed out to me, the perceptual capacity is an efficient cause of phantasia and
animal locomotion, as we shall also see in Chapters 10 and 12. My concern in this chapter, however, is with
the question whether the soul, and in particular the perceptual capacity, can be seen as the efficient cause of
perception proper, which I take to be Aristotle’s primary concern at DA I1.4 415b21-8.
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respectively. Another is that whereas the nutritive soul was described as active in
relation to its proper object, making the nutriment like the nourished body, the
perceptual part is said to be passive in relation to its proper object, the sense-objects,
suffering (paskhein) in perception so as to become like the sense-object.”” Later in the
chapter (417b19-21) Aristotle seems explicitly to identify the sense-objects as the
efficient causes of the activity of perception by calling them ‘the producers of the
activity’ (fa poiétika tés energeias).

Perception, then, is a passive change in the perceiver caused by an external efficient
cause, the sense-object. This claim seems to rule out that the soul is also the efficient
cause of perception. But if so, perception also fails to exemplify Aristotle’s general claim
in DA I1.4 that the soul is the cause of the changes of living bodies as their final, formal,
and efficient cause. I want to resist this conclusion, however, by focusing on two
points: first, that the nutritive soul is responsible for developing the capacity to
perceive, where having this capacity is understood as in a way already perceiving;
second, that the sensory capacity given the high level to which it is already informed by
the sense-object prior to perception can reasonably be seen as contributing to the
activity of perception. Neither point undermines taking the perceptual object as the
primary efficient cause of the activity of perception, but they both assign contributing
roles to the soul, and so support Aristotle’s modestly phrased claim in DA I1.4 that the
soul is the efficient cause of perception in that ‘nothing perceives which does not have
soul’ (415b24-5).

In DA 11.5 Aristotle, as we have seen, distinguishes between two kinds of alteration.
It is one thing to undergo the sort of change that the child experiences when he learns
arithmetic. It is another thing to change into being active with respect to knowledge
that you already have, in the manner of the working mathematician. From these
examples, Aristotle generalizes:

Being affected is not a simple thing, but in one case it is a kind of destruction by the opposite, and
in the other it is rather a preservation by what is in actuality of what is in capacity and is in
capacity thus as a capacity is to activity. For what has the knowledge comes to be contemplating
(thedroun), something which is either not being altered (for the transition is into itself and into a
fulfilment)®” or another kind of alteration. (417b2-7)>!

Having distinguished between the alteration from first to second potentiality and that
from second potentiality to actuality, Aristotle goes on to make further distinctions.

Not only is actual thinking not an ordinary alteration, an ‘o-change’, as I call it, neither

% DAIL5 416b33-5: % & alofnois év 76 kiveiofar re kai mdoyew cupBaiver, kafdmep el pyrar Soxei yap
dAolwoats Tis elvar.

% I take it as no accident that Aristotle uses the word entelekheia here: contemplation is the state in which
knowledge has reached its end.

> Odk dori & dmhodv 008¢ 76 mdoxew, GANG 76 uév hopd Tis 7S Tod evariov, 76 8¢ cwrnpla pallov Smd
T00 évrelexela SvTos Tob Suvduel SvTos kal Spolov olTws ws Svvauis €xel mpos évredéyear Pewpoiv yap
yiverar 76 €xov Ty émoTiuny, 6mep 1) 0vk €oTw dAotoiobal (els adTo yap 1) émiSoais kal els évTedéxelav) 7
érepov yévos dAowdroews.
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is learning. Learning also contrasts with the sort of alteration whereby one quality is
destroyed by another, say hot in favour of cold. We might say, of course, that when
you learn your ignorance is being destroyed, and in that sense the alteration would
count as a change to a state of privation, just as the change from hot to cold is a change
to a state of privation of heat. But two considerations should discourage us from
assimilating learning to such alterations. First, by learning you develop your own
nature, your rationality as a human being.** Learning is a development or fulfillment
of what one already is in capacity, an ‘f~change’, as I call it. Second, by learning you
develop a hexis, a ‘fixed dispositional state’ in Burnyeat’s paraphrase,” rather than a
temporary condition (diathesis) of the sort ordinarily associated with privations.

How do these distinctions apply to perception? Aristotle tells us:

The first change of the sense faculty comes about by the parent, but whenever one is born, one
already possesses (ekhei) perceiving (fo aisthanesthai), similar to the state of knowledge. Perceiving
in its activity is spoken of similarly to thinking, but is different in that in its case what produces the
activity is external, the visible and the audible, and likewise also the other sensibles.”* (DA 11.5
417b16-21)

Aristotle refers to the state one is in at birth with regard to perception as already
possessing perceiving (ekhei édé to aisthanesthai). Aristotle uses a grammatical form to
refer to ‘perceiving’, namely, the articular infinitive, which he elsewhere reserves for
the activity of perceiving (DA 415a18, cf. 402b13). However, earlier in the chapter
(41729-12) he had warned us that aisthanesthai is used in two ways, for the activity of
seeing and hearing and for the capacity of seeing and hearing in the sort of state we are
characterized by when we are asleep. So he told us that also what is asleep is said to be
hearing and seeing. We now know that the potentiality of the sleeper should be
understood as a second potentiality, and we can therefore appreciate that, when we
say that she who sleeps is perceiving there is good reason for our saying so, given how
close second potentiality perceiving is to actual perceiving. Somebody who is in a state
of second-potentiality perceiving is in a sense already perceiving. For as a perceiver she
needs to develop no further in order actually to perceive: she already (édé) has
perceiving, as Aristotle puts it at 417b18.

2 One may perceive a tension between this denial that learning is a change to privative temporary
conditions and the earlier claim that the learner alters many times and often chances from an opposite state,
hexis (417a31-3). However, two points should reduce the tension. First, Aristotle at 417a31-3 does not refer
to the repeated changes as ‘changes to privative states’, as at 417b15. Taking a leaf from Burnyeat (2002) 53,
we may understand the process as a repeated series of changes from ignorance in respect of particular items of
knowledge within a body of knowledge a whole, for example you learn arithmetic by first changing from a
state of ignorance with respect to addition, then with respect to subtraction, and multiplication, and so on.
Second, as Burnyeat shows, Aristotle is marking a contrast between diathesis and hexis at 417b15-16, which
specifies the sense of hexis here as ‘a fixed dispositional state’, whereas hexis at 417a33 is left vague.

33 Cf. Bumnyeat (2002) 62-3, 77.

M 100 8 alofnTucod 1 wev mpdty perafoln) yiverar vmo Tob yevvavros, 6Tav 8¢ yevvnhy, €xel 16n, domep
émoTiuny, kal 76 alofdvecbar. 76 kat évépyeiav 8¢ Suolws Aéyetar 7 Bewpeiv: Sradéper 8¢, ST ToD pev Ta
momTika T1is évepyelas éwlev, 70 Spatov kal T6 drkovoTdy, Suolws O€ kal Ta Aovma TAV alodnTdv.
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If having the capacity to perceive counts as perceiving at a level of fulfilment, it is
relevant to ask what the efficient cause of this capacity is. Aristotle’s language at
417b16-18 suggests that he sees two stages in the acquisition of the capacity.” The
first change is that initiated by the male parent at conception. The second is the
development that the foetus undergoes from conception until birth.

For more information about these stages we turn to the GA. Here it emerges that
the first change referred to in DA IL5 is the change that happens at the point of
conception when the male semen first acts on the female menstrual fluid to form the
conception. At this stage the father acts as the efficient cause, transmitting through the
motions of the semen the animal form to the female’s matter. Aristotle explains in GA
I1.1 (735212-25) that the movements of the semen are those of the nutritive soul.”®
The effect of the action of these movements on the menstrual fluid is the formation of
the nutritive part, for blooded animals situated in the heart. Once formed, the nutritive
part continues to propel the process of growth culminating in the formation of a baby
possessing sense-organs. That the sense-organs (in particular the eyes)®” should develop
later in the formation of the animal is appropriate since perception is the end for which
animals live qua animals.”®

In this story, the efficient cause of the perceptual faculty appears in the first instance
to be the father, because he sets up the first change. Recall here Aristotle’s description
of the efficient cause in the canonical statement of the four causes in Phys. 11.3: the
efficient cause is ‘the first principle of change or rest, e.g. the man who deliberated is a
cause, the father is cause of the child, and generally what produces of what is produced
and what changes of what is changed’.* However, it is also clear that Aristotle assigns
an important role to the offspring’s own nature in the formation of the senses. It is the
foetus’ own nutritive soul that propels the development of the sense-organs. It is
important to observe the role that the offspring’s own soul plays in its development
because it is this role that genuinely offsets the efficient causation by which living
beings are produced from that of the production of artefacts. Both in artistic and in
natural production the movements of the efficient cause contain the form, but in art,
Aristotle says in GA 1.1 (735a2—4), ‘the movement exists in something else, whereas
the movement of nature exists in the product itself”. The movements of the offspring

* Note the wév. .. 8¢ contrast in 1) uév mparty peraBold. .. STav 8¢ yevvnbh.

¢ Cf. GA 737218-20. Thus the embryo grows to have the perceptual parts by the agency of its nutritive
soul which, because it is the nutritive soul of an animal, is such as to produce or preserve a being with a
perceptual soul. This explains why the perceptual part does not have to be formed at the same time in the
embryo’s development as the nutritive part. Cf. also GA 740b29-34: ‘As later on in the case of mature
animals and plants this soul causes growth from the nutriment ... ., so also from the beginning does it form the
product of nature’ (revised Oxford transl.).

7 Cf. GA 743b33-744b11.

% Cf. GA 742a19-742b17 with PA L1.

3 194a29-32: 11 80ev 75 dpyn) Tis peraBolis 1 mpdsTn 7} Tis Hpepiicews, ofov 6 Poveboas aiTios, Kal 6
marnp 700 TéKkvov, Kal SAws TO ToLolY ToU molovueévoy kal 76 peraBdAdov Tot weraBallouévov.
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may derive from those of the semen but once the embryo has been formed the
movements are internal to the offspring in its development.

The point is clarified in Metaph.0.7,*" in a passage we considered in Chapter 1.
Aristotle discusses here the question when and when not to say that something is in
capacity (dunamei) such and such. Aristotle argues (to recapitulate) that we talk
differently about a seed being in capacity a man from the way in which we talk
about the building materials being in capacity a house. In the case of the seed we say
that it is in capacity a man if it itself is such as to become a man if nothing external
hinders it, whereas in the case of the building materials we say that they are in capacity a
house when nothing infernal prevents an external cause, a craftsman, from making them
into a house. The reason for the difference is that we think that the seed has a principle
of coming into being in itself. Or rather the seed has this principle not at first on its
own, but when it has been placed in another thing—presumably the female menstrual
fluid—and there undergone a further change. Once the seed has changed in the female
matter, it has within itself the motive principle, that is the efficient cause. From then on
its development into a mature human being is a matter of nothing external interfering
with it.*!

The crucial point for my purposes is that the animal’s own nature, particularly its
nutritive soul, is the efficient cause of the development of the second-level capacity of
perceiving. The father instils the movements of the nutritive soul in the female matter
which brings about the formation of the foetus, but the motions of the foetus’ own
nutritive part then bring about the sense-organs and with them the second potentiality
of perceiving. When we read therefore in DA II.5 417b17 that the father is the
efficient cause of the first change (prdte metabolé) that leads to the activity of perception,
the qualification ‘first’ is significant. The movements of the father’s semen lead to
the formation of the nutritive part in the foetus. But the foetal animal is itself the

efficient cause of the subsequent changes that specifically lead to the formation of the

40 It is necessary to be clear about when each thing is potentially, and when not, for it is not at any time.
For example, is earth potentially a man? Or not, but rather when has already become a seed, and perhaps not
even then? So just as not everything would be healed by the art or medicine or even by luck but there is
something which is capable, and this is what is healthy potentially. And the definition of what comes by
thought to be actually from being potentially, is that it comes to be when it is wanted and nothing external
hinders it. And there in the person being healed, it is when none of the internal conditions prevent it.
Similarly, there is potentially a house, if nothing in the thing acted on—i.e. in the matter—prevents it from
becoming a house, and if there is nothing which must be added or taken away or changed,; this is potentially a
house, and the same is true of all other things for which the source of their becoming is external. And in the
cases in which the source of the becoming is in the very thing which suffers change, all those things are said to
be potentially something else, which will be it of themselves if nothing external hinders them. E.g. the seed is
not yet potentially a man; for it must further undergo a change in a foreign medium. But when through its
own motive principle it has already got such and such attributes, in this state it is already potentially a man;
while in the former state it needs another principle, just as earth is not yet potentially a statue, for it must
change in order to become bronze’ (Metaph. 1X.7 1048b37-1049a18).

1 Cf. GAIL1 734b36-73524.
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sense-organs.** It is those changes that lead to the formation of the animal’s second-
level capacity of perceiving. The contribution that the offspring’s nature makes to its
own formation offsets the efficient causation of perceiving from the motions of
artefacts which, as we saw, required continued external impetus.*’

If we consider the second-level capacity and the activity of perception as stages of
perceiving (both, as we saw, referred to as aisthanesthai), the first change is that brought
about by the parent, whilst those leading to the formation of the sense-organ and thus
the second-level capacity of perceiving are specifically due to the animal’s own nature.
The action of the sense-object actualizes or completes the process initiated by the father
and continued by the animal’s own nutritive capacity. For this reason, it is wrong to call
the sense-object the efficient cause of perceiving without qualification. It may be no
accident that Aristotle refers to the sense-object at DA 417b20 as ‘what produces the
activity’ rather than as the ‘moving cause’. For the sense-object only brings to the final
stage of activity a series of changes in the animal of which the animal has itself, from
conception on, been the efficient cause.

One might object that this account overplays the contribution of the foetus’ own
nutritive soul to the formation of the perceptual capacity. When explaining the
different contributions of the parents to the generation of animal, Aristotle says that
the mother’s matter provides the nutritive soul, but the father is responsible for the
perceptual soul. He cites the case of a wind-egg which contains within it the nutritive
principle, but does not develop into a chicken because it has not been successtully
trodden by the male, in such a way as to give it the perceptual ability necessary for an
animal. This division of labour may suggest that the nutritive soul, provided by the
mother, is insufficient for the generation of the perceptual part in the offspring, but this
is caused rather by the motions of the father’s contribution. The objection is answered
by observing the difference between what is true of the matter prior to conception and
what is true of it afterwards: while the maternal blood does contain the nutritive soul
prior to conception, and not the perceptual, once it has been set by the male semen,
and the foetus has, as Aristotle puts it, become separated from its parents, then the

42

Cf. GA 735a13-15: ‘of course nothing generates itself, though as soon as it has been formed a thing
makes itself grow’ (transl. Peck). Code (1987) 57-8 argues succinctly for seeing the development of the
embryo as a natural change in the sense of change caused by the soul as an efficient cause: “The active
principle is now [i.e. upon the formation of the embryo] present not to menstrual fluid but rather to a
rudimentary fetation, and belongs to this new entity in its own right. (The menstrual fluid has become a
fetation.) The fetation is a genuine per se unity of matter and form, and contains within itself (and in its own
right) the active causal principle responsible for its own natural development into a complete animal. The
generation of the animal is thus a natural change taking place in the universe of Aristotelian physics.’

3 Tt also distinguishes the efficient causation of perceiving from that of the motions of non-living natural
beings such as air. In Aristotle’s own example (Phys. VIIL4), when the water acquires the second-level
capacity of moving upwards by turning into air, it does so because something else turns the water into air, say,
something hot makes the water evaporate. The simple bodies do not acquire second-level capacities as a result
of internally caused changes. Indeed, the lack of an inner differentiation between a mover and a moved
within the simple bodies seems firmly to exclude the possibility that the simple bodies could orchestrate their
own development.
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foetus itself has acquired the motion of the male semen. From that point on the
motions that are required to generate the perceptual parts are internal to the foetus,
and not external to it. The motions that inform and direct the growth of sense-organs
are from then on the embryo’s own motions.

If this account of the nutritive soul as the efficient cause of sensory capacity is correct,
and of significance for the claim that the soul in general is an efficient cause of living
bodies, why does Aristotle not make the account explicitin DA I1.5? At most, as we saw,
he hints at it through the distinction between the first change brought about by the
parent and the completed state of the sense-organ at birth. One reason may be that
the account belongs to the discussion of the nutritive capacity, and so not to the chapter
on the perceptual capacity. However, more fundamentally, the account also presupposes
an explanatory viewpoint on living beings which is holistic, in that it shows how the
capacity of nutrition works for the sake of the capacity of perception in animals. This
viewpoint is appropriate to the biological works’ investigation of concrete livings beings,
which is why the account is developed in the GA. In DA, in contrast, Aristotle generally
adopts a modular viewpoint on the capacities of the soul, explaining each separately in
the context of defining them as parts of soul.

We can, however, given the resources of just the DA make an argument for the
perceptual capacity’s involvement in the efficient causation of the activity of perception.
The basic idea is that the higher the level of potentiality the patient brings to an activity,
the more plausible it is to involve the patient in the efficient causation of the change. We
might think of at least three kinds of case to illustrate the last point. First, there are cases
where the activating cause simply removes an obstacle to the activity. To use Aristotle’s
example from Phys. VIII.4, someone who moves the stone which holds a wineskin
down under water is only accidentally the cause of the wineskin’s ascent: the per se cause is
surely the wineskin itself. For the wineskin would have moved out of the water on its
own if it did not happen to be held down by a stone. However, there are also cases where
we think that the external cause is essential to the activity’s occurring, where nonetheless
the patient is very close to manifesting the activity. We might think of a patient who
would not become well on his own but who just needs a little medicine to recover.
Clearly, here what is required from the agent cause is a little nudge to help the patient
fulfil a process which he is almost but not quite capable of achieving by himself. This case
seems a promising comparison with perception, given Aristotle’s emphasis in DA I1.5 on
the way in which the activity of perception merely completes a development which on
birth is already so advanced as to qualify the animal as already perceiving.

On the other hand, the comparison with the convalescent is limited in that it does
not reflect the role of the efficient cause in determining also the precise character of the
perception. After all, the sense-object does not just make us see, for example, but also
we see red rather than blue on a given occasion.* This point is not fully captured by

** I am grateful to Lindsay Judson for stressing this point.
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the comparison with the convalescent: to be sure we can say that the medicine in some
sense confers the form of health on the patient, but this is the same health that the
patient almost has within his reach prior to treatment. In the perceptual case, in
contrast, the efficient cause decides which form vision, say, will take, whether it will
be vision of red rather than blue. Here we cannot say that the perceiver was already on
his way to perceiving red rather than blue since his sense of sight is equally primed for
both. A better comparison for perception, therefore, would be a third kind of case
where the efficient cause while triggering the activity in doing so also determines the
specific way the capacity is activated. We might think of the way a Greek sculptor
completes an almost finished statue of a god by adding touches that will make the
statue, say, an Apollo rather than a Dionysos. This shaping of the statue will make it a
complete statue of a god while also making it a representation of a specific god. (Here
we do not say that it is a representation of a god before it is a statue of a particular god,
as there is no generic god.) In this model, triggering the activity of seeing involves
initiating not just seeing but a particular kind of seeing, seeing red as opposed to blue.
Unlike the medicine in the example of the convalescent, the efficient cause of
perception has a role in selecting the specific form the activity takes. That said, we
may move to reduce the difference with the recovering man further by pointing to the
way that seeing red or seeing blue are just instances of seeing colour, which the sense of
sight may already be said to manifest at a high level of potentiality. This is the important
point since it s, after all, seeing colour which defines the capacity of sight as its proper
end, and not seeing red or blue. From this point of view, the analogy between the
recovering man and the sense of sight seems after all to hold.

The way the senses endow us with a high-level capacity to perceive makes it plausible,
then, to involve the perceptual capacities in the efficient causation of actual perception,
rather in the way that the advanced stage of recovery of the convalescent makes it
reasonable to see his condition as co-responsible for his return to health. As Sarah Broadie
puts it ‘restorative activity is already an exercise of (not merely for) health since recovery
assumes that the diseased creature is healthy enough to recover’.*> In Aristotle’s thinking
about efficient causation, there is no fundamental contrast between seeing the patient’s
degree of health and the medicine as contributing to the healing, since both ultimately
are manifestations of the form of health, and thereby both have the ability to produce
health.** Going back to Aristotle’s claim back in DA I1.4 (416a24—7) that in perception
also the soul is an efficient cause, it is therefore not implausible to say that even the
perceptual soul, the second capacity to perceive, is part of the efficient causation of
the activity, for it is by virtue of this high level of readiness for perception that it takes
simply the stimulus of a sense-object for the activity to occur.

This point should not be reduced to the earlier point that the soul, in its nutritive
capacity, is responsible for developing the sensory capacity, since it is the already

45 Broadie (1993) 338. 46 Cf. Metaph. 1.3 1070b28-35.
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developed sensory capacity which can be seen as contributing to the activity of
perception. The nutritive capacity is not responsible for the sensory capacity’s ability
to respond to sense-objects, though it is responsible for this ability having come about.
It is the fact that the animal is already in some manner perceiving that explains why it
perceives the sense-object just as, in the analogy, it is the fact that the patient is already
quite healthy that explains why he fully recovers when given the medicine.

To conclude, there is a double line of defence for Aristotle behind the claim that the
soul is an efficient cause of perception: it is, qua nutritive soul, the efficient cause of the
development of the second-level capacity to perceive, but it is also by virtue of
possessing this capacity, and thereby the sensible form to a high level of fulfilment,
part of the efficient causal story of why the activity of perception happens in the
presence of sense-objects.*” As in the case of nutrition, the efficient causation of
perception has turned out to be a complex interaction between us and the world,
with an irreducible role for the soul, but not one strong enough to threaten the need

for external movers.

47 Parts of this chapter have been revised from Johansen (2007).
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The Matter of the Soul’s Activities

In Chapters 56 I argued that the account of nutrition serves as a paradigm of how the
four causes are all at work in bringing about the characteristic activities of living beings.
The soul, as we saw, worked as an inner principle of nutrition, in being a formal and
final cause, and, with qualifications, an efficient cause, with the body as the material
cause. In this way, the account of nutrition also provided a paradigm of how the natural
philosopher would use the soul in explaining life activities by reference to all four
causes. I argued more specifically for the soul as being the formal and final cause of
nutrition, by way of being its proper defining object. In the last chapter, I argued for a
view of the soul as an efficient cause in nutrition and in a limited way in perception. It
is time now to see how the soul in these roles is related to the body as the material
cause. I shall start with Aristotle’s discussion of this question in DA 1.1, before turning
to the particularly thorny and disputed case of perception. I shall finally ask whether
the accounts of perception and nutrition allow for general picture to emerge of the
relationship between the body and the soul’s activities.

In DA 1.1, as we saw, Aristotle indicated that before we could define the capacities of
the soul we had to consider their activities (erga, 402b12). Now, given that many of
these activities in one way or another seem to involve the body, one question that arises
is whether the activities of the soul can be considered simply as activities of the soul or
whether the body also has to be brought into the account of them. Even if, as on the
common account of the soul, we end up understanding what the soul is at the level of
second-level capacities and the body as first-level capacity for these, we can see why the
question about the relationship between the soul and the body in the activities of those
capacities matters. One point here is that the soul’s activities are the fulfilment of its
capacities. So if the activities involve the body then we would expect the capacity too
to be realized in the sort of body that helps explain just why the capacity can engage in
those activities. If the activities of the soul’s capacities require certain bodily activities,
then the body too has to be of a character such that it enables the soul to engage in
those activities. Otherwise, the second-level capacities would not qualify as such since
they would not be realizable. To use Aristotle’s analogy of an axe, if chopping involves
high-velocity impact on wood, then the axe’s head and handle had better be of a
material that can resist such an impact. Otherwise the axe will not have the capacity to
chop. Similarly, if there are certain bodily affections necessarily involved in the
soul’s activities, or better the living being’s activities qua ensouled, then these are an



THE MATTER OF THE SOUL’S ACTIVITIES 147

important factor in determining how the body of a living being must be composed, if
the capacity is to be present. So even if we take the ultimate target of the DA’s account
to be the soul’s capacities, as the first fulfilment of a certain sort of body, we can see
how considering any necessary bodily activities feeds into determining these capacities.

Aristotle has good reason, then, for worrying already at an initial stage of accounting
for the soul about how the activities of the soul relate to the body, and how this
relationship is to be reflected in the sorts of account we may or may not give of the
soul. One possibility that further complicates the question is whether there is a unitary
answer for all the different kinds of activities of the soul. It could be, as Aristotle says
(DA 403a5-8), that some of the affections of the soul are shared with the body while
others are peculiar to the soul. If so, it may be appropriate to mention the body in the
accounts of the first kind but not in those of the second kind. Now it is clear that
Aristotle not only thinks that there are some affections that are, in a phrase to be
disambiguated, ‘common to the soul and the body’, but also that this is a view that will
be shared by others. In fact, Aristotle can rely even on Plato to agree that there are some
affections that are common to the soul and the body, since it is he who first explicitly
identified this category of aftections in the Philebus (34a3-b8). Aristotle’s examples of
such affections appear to have been chosen exactly to reflect this Platonic background:
‘being angry, taking courage, feeling appetite, and generally perceiving’ (403a7),
together with joy, love, and hatred (403a18). Most of these are examples of the
affections the soul undergoes when it is embodied, according to Plato." In contrast,
knowledgeable thinking (noein) also has a Platonic heritage as an affection which the
soul undergoes prior to embodiment.” Aristotle is choosing examples even his philo-
sophical opponents will accept in order to build the strongest initial case for there being
a category of affections which, in some way to be clarified, involve both the soul and
the body.

This dialectical point explains the otherwise puzzling fact that—with the possible
exception of perception, which, however, is omitted in the second list (403a17-18)—
none of the affections mentioned are discussed elsewhere in the DA. This has raised the
suspicion of some—Simplicius for one—that the affections Aristotle has in mind in the
subsequent discussion are only a subset of the affections of those we experience qua
ensouled. In that case Aristotle’s point about the relationship between the soul and the
body made on the basis of the relationship in these affections need not generalize.

The suspicion may be increased by Aristotle’s use of pathos, which could be taken to
mean just a passive affection, contrasting with the soul’s active experiences, and so

could be pointing us in the direction of the more specific psychological case of

U Timaeus 42a—b, 69c—d.

% Cf. Phaedo 75b-76e.

> I say ‘possible exception’ because if holds aisthanesthai at 403a7 is meant to generalize over orgizesthai,
tharrein, and epithumein, then aisthanesthai is used in a distinctly Platonic way which has little to do with
Aristotle’s own conception of perception. See Timaeus 43¢ where all the disturbances of the soul through the
body are referred to as aisthésis.
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passions,4 as shown by the examples, joy, love, hatred, and so on. However, for three
reasons, at least, this suspicion is unwarranted. First of all, Aristotle begins the discussion
by casting his net widely: he raises the question whether all (panta, 403a3) the affections
of the soul are common to the body, and he mentions rational thinking (fo noein), no
emotion, as a case of an affection that might be peculiar to the soul. Secondly, Aristotle
is careful to use poiein (‘making’, 403a6) and erga (‘activities’, 403210, 403b11) together
with paskhein, pathos, and pathéma to show that passivity is not the issue. Finally, the
chapter results in general methodological conclusions about how we as natural philo-
sophers should study affections that are common to body and soul, with the mathe-
matician and first philosopher taking care of the other affections. If Aristotle did not
mean by these methodological reflections to cover all of the aftections to be discussed
in the DA, then the question of which science should approach these, and how, would
be left seriously unclear at the end of the chapter. It might even be that affections other
than the passions, such as nutrition and locomotion, were left to be studied by another
discipline than natural philosophy.’

It seems, then, that pathos is wide enough to also include the active doings of living
beings. However, there is reason to believe that the term has even wider scope in
DA 1.1. When the term was first used in the chapter, in pathé tés psukhés at 402a9, it
seemed to mean ‘attributes’.’ An expectation has been created therefore when
we come across fa pathé tés psukhés again at 403a3, at the beginning of the passage we
are now discussing, that it will mean the same thing. And later in our passage there
are instances where it has to refer to attributes, quite broadly and not specially doings
or sufferings. For Aristotle says (403b15—16) that the mathematician studies the pathé of
bodies by abstraction, for example line, and that the first philosopher studies the pathé
that are separate from body. Since a line is an attribute of body, but not a doing or a
suffering of body, pathos, at least in these contexts, must allow for the general scope of
‘attribute’. The flexibility of scope may be one that Aristotle himself exploits, since he
wants to explain the relationship between the soul’s passions and doings (pathé) and

those of the body by subsuming it under what is true more generally in nature about

* Cf. Burnyeat (1995) 433.

> Burnyeat (1995) 433, n.38 draws a different conclusion: ‘I prefer “passions” [sc. for pathé] but need only
insist on the point that at 403*3 pathé has the wide sense of sumbebékota in contrast to fo ti estin (402°25-403"2
with 402'7-10), but by 40316 these pathé have been divided into erga and pathémata (403*10-11; cf. paschein
oude poicin, 403°6=7; erga kai pathé, 403°12). Hamlyn translates, very sensibly, “properties” at 402°9 and 4033,
and “affections” at 403*10 and 16. It follows that the famous affirmation at 40325 that pathé logoi enuloi eisin
does not take an explicit stand on the erga of soul.” Even if the conclusion is right, it still leaves us with
aisthanesthai mentioned as paskhein at 403a7, as something to be studied as a logos enulos. If we limited the scope
of the discussion to passive affections, we would be leaving out nutrition and locomotion, and an odd
mismatch would emerge between the quite general recommendations of the chapter about how a natural
philosopher should proceed (cf. hapath’ hosa. . . erga kai pathé at 403b11-12) and a very selective approach to
psychology, which purposes that only passive affections should be addressed in the manner recommended for
the natural philosopher. Active and passive activities belong of course equally the domain of Aristotelian
physics.

© 402a8-9: ... €0 Soa cuuBéBnie mepl adriy: v 76 uév idia wdn Ths Yuxds elvar Sokei . ..
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the relationship between a thing’s formal attributes (pathé) and its material attributes.
The term pathos facilitates this subsumption.

Now if Aristotle has Plato in his rear-view mirror when he talks about affections
common to the body and soul, we can explain why he chooses the examples he does,
anger, love, joy, and so on. These were the sorts of affections Plato referred to when
talking of affections common to the body and soul. On the other hand, we can still see
the examples as serving to illustrate what Aristotle thinks holds true also of all those
aftections to be discussed in the rest of the DA: nutrition, perception and locomotion,
again with the explicit possible exception of theoretical nous. However, given its
Platonic provenance it is clear that Aristotle also needs to clarify the notion of
‘common to body and soul’. Like the phrase ‘not without the body’, the phrase, at
least at this early stage, is left artfully vague: it stakes out a range of affections which
involve the body but without taking any position on just what this involvement is. The
notion is meant to exclude that the affections of the soul can be separated from the

body, but this in turn raises the question of what is meant by being ‘separated’:

If, then, there is any of the soul’s activities or affections that is peculiar, it would be possible to
separate it [sc. the soul]; but if none of it is peculiar, it would not be separable, but just as many
things belong to the straight qua straight, such as touching the [bronze] sphere at a point, but
something straight will not touch it in this way if it has been separated. For it will be inseparable if
indeed it is always with some body. (403a5-16)

The example of the line suggests that the notion of being with a body serves to rule out
that the affections of the soul can exist or occur without a body. But the example does
not exclude that the aftections of the soul can be accounted for without reference to
the body. On the contrary, the thought that there are many affections of the line that
are true of it simply qua line suggests that we can give such accounts. And this is the way
Aristotle thinks that mathematicians talk of the properties of the natural bodies: they
talk about what is true of the line simply in terms of having a certain mathematical
property such as straight, ignoring the fact that the line is a line belonging to some body
or other, and must so belong in order to exist.

The mathematical example may reflect the fact that at this stage of the exposition
Aristotle 1s still presenting the notion of affections common to soul and body in a way
that is meant to accommodate a Platonic audience. For while Plato wants to say that
the affections of the soul will only exist in conjunction with the body, he may also
appear to think of the affections of the soul as separable in account from those of the
body in a similar way to the mathematical case.” That is to say, Plato may be taken to
think that while the body must undergo some aftection in order for the soul to be
affected one need not in accounting for the soul’s affection as such make reference to

the body’s affection. For the soul to be changed a change has to arrive at it ‘through’

7 As suggested by Charles (2008) 27.
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the body, as Plato sometimes puts it,® but the change that defines the affection as such
would be of the soul alone. That the body is affected would, then, on this reading of
Plato, merely be a precondition of the soul’s being aftected, but not part of the aftection
as such.

Whether or not this is a plausible reading of Plato, we shall shortly see that Aristotle
rejects the view. But notice first that he also seems to reject a view of the dependency
of the soul’s affections on the body which, while allowing for the body to be an
existential precondition of the soul’s affections, would not require that the body itself
somehow changed as a precondition of the soul’s affections: ‘For at the same time as
(or ‘together with’: hama) these, the body suffers something (or ‘somehow’: fi)’
(403218-19). It is not simply the case, then, that the body is required as a static
background condition for the affections of the soul: it has to be the case that we can
identify some respect or some way in which the body suffers when the soul is
affected. Nor therefore can we reduce the body’s involvement in these affections
to that of providing the material basis for the second-level capacity. For Aristotle is
referring to what happens to the body insofar as the soul is active in anger, fear, love,
hatred, and so on, where the infinitives (philein, misein 403a18, cf. 403a7) seem
specifically chosen to direct us to the activity rather than the mere capacity
(cf. 402b13). In order to specify what the body undergoes in these affections it is
not enough, therefore, to point to a state that the body is in anyway prior to the
activity of the soul: there has to be a change of some sort in the body happening at the
same time as the soul is affected.

This condition still leaves many options open. For example, it does not exclude the
reading according to which the bodily affection in actual perception is somehow not
an ordinary ‘o-change’,” though it does require of such a reading that the respect or the
way in which the body is changed not simply be the respect or the way in which the
soul is affected, for then nothing would be added by this condition to saying that
the soul is somehow affected. However, this constraint also raises the non-trivial
questions of what for Aristotle counts as a material change, and how if at all such
changes are to be demarcated from formal psychological changes.

We should, as several commentators have warned, be wary of setting up Aristotle’s
inquiry into the relationship between the soul’s and the body’s affection as if it was the
inquiry into the relationship between two different kinds of event.'” For Aristotle, part
of the point of viewing the soul’s and the body’s affections as related as form to matter is
to see them as essential unities. It is easy for us, particularly when dealing with the
cognitive processes like perception, to slip into thinking of the mental process as

somehow a distinct type of event which has to be related in some way to another

8 For example at Timaeus 43c4-5. For further discussion of the phrase, see Chapter13 p. 261.
? As advocated most prominently by Burnyeat (1992), (1993), and (2002). In Johansen (1997) 252-80,
I also took this view.

10 See Burnyeat (1993), Johansen (1997), Charles (2008) and (2009).
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kind of physical event. One antidote to this tendency is to think of other life activities,
which, obviously, are integral psycho-somatic unities. Running, for example, is for
Aristotle an activity of the soul and the body, no less than perceiving. One may describe
the activity in different ways, one, say, as a means of propelling oneself quickly on land
in order to reach a desired location quickly and another as a fast motion whereby two
or more limbs are successively bent and stretched, or some such thing. One description
may make overt mention of body parts and motions in or of these, and may therefore
count as ‘material’, another may involve psychological factors like aims or desires, but
what both refer to is clearly the sort of spatial motion we think of as running. For
Aristotle perception and the other embodied life activities are like running, integral
psycho-somatic processes.!’ We should not think when Aristotle calls for an account of
what happens to the body that this is not also something that happens to the soul, nor
that when he describes the affections of the soul that these are not also affections of the
body. An affection ‘common to body and soul’ means, amongst other things, an
affection that occurs in the soul when and insofar as the body is affected, and vice
versa. Aristotle has thereby significantly narrowed the scope of the phrase ‘common to
body and soul’ compared to its Platonic use.'?

To proceed with Aristotle’s argument in DA 1.1, the examples that steer Aristotle in
the direction of saying that the soul’s affections are not just inseparable in existence
from those of the body but also inseparable in account from them are the examples of
being afraid and angry. So he says:

This is shown by the fact that sometimes although strong and vivid aftections take place one does
not become excited or fearful, while sometimes one is moved by small and feeble things, when
the body is upset and is in the way it is when one is angry. But this is even clearer: for when
nothing frightening is happening people are experiencing the affections of somebody frightened.
If this is the case, then it is clear the affections are enmattered accounts (logoi enuloi), so that the
definitions (horoi) will be such as ‘being angry is a sort of change of this kind of body or part of
body or capacity by this kind of thing for the sake of this’. (403218-27)

Aristotle points to three cases. One is where there are some very frightening things
happening and we fail to feel fear. The implication here is that we are not afraid
because the bodily affection is missing. The second case is where something only
slightly scary is happening but we still feel quite afraid because the body is aftected. The
last case is an extreme version of the second: here nothing frightening is happening, but
we are still somehow affected as if we were frightened. I think it is significant that
Aristotle in this last case does not say that we are actually frightened, but only that we
‘are experiencing the affections of somebody frightened’. The implication seems to be

that in this case, because of the absence of any frightening object, we cannot quite

"' Cf. also Aristotle’s comparison of the affections of the soul with weaving at DA 1.4 408b11-13,
highlighted and discussed by Charles (2009) 296—7, 302-3.

12 This narrowing is part of the story of why Aristotle can refer to some his own works as concerned with
affections common to body and soul. For the whole story see the discussion of DA II1.10 in Chapter 12.
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properly talk of being afraid. There is a difference between, as in the second case, being
easily frightened and then being frightened for no reason, and we may be inclined, as
I think Aristotle is here, to say that ‘fear’ is used in the latter case in an attenuated sense.
The qualified language serves, then, to reflect Aristotle’s view that fear, proper fear, is
caused by two main factors: the object which affects the soul as frightening and the
bodily affection. Significantly both of these factors have to be brought in to explain
how and why fear arises. But if so, it should be clear also that the account of fear has to
make reference to both the formal side, the affection of the soul, and the bodily side,
the affection of the body.

Now given the role played by the body in accounting for these affections, there is an
obvious contrast with the mathematical aftections. For we said that the line touched
the sphere at a point by virtue of being a line, rather than by virtue of any of those
things that might be true of it by virtue of being made of certain kind of matter, say,
bronze. Here the expression ‘by virtue of” (héi) points to the explanatory feature. In
contrast, the explanation of anger relies on there being both a formal and a material
element, since without the material element we could not explain why anger, or
something like it, also occurred in important cases where the formal side was abnormal.

The other, related, difference between the two cases is that the material condition of
fear or anger’s occurring is a very specific bodily affection. Aristotle says that anger arises
when the body is agitated and is in the way in which it is when one is angry. The
impression that this refers to a particular kind of bodily condition is confirmed by the
outline definition of anger. Being angry is a change of ‘this kind (fou toioudi) of body’,
where the deictic singular suggests one determinate kind of thing. In contrast, it made
no difference to the line’s touching the sphere at a point what material it was made of.
As we might say with a nod to the principle of sufficient reason, if there is no reason
why a particular kind of matter should explain why the line touches the sphere at a
point, there is no reason in general why matter should explain it. The absence of any
particular material causal explanation indicates the general absence of any material
causal explanation.

The case of anger is quite different. We have seen that both the soul’s and the body’s
affections need to be brought into the account. The involvement of the body’s
affections, like the reference to change (kinésis) is enough for Aristotle to say that the
material account is in the domain of the natural philosopher. However, we have not
yet said how the two are related within the account. This relationship will determine
how we are to study the soul. For by saying that the soul and the body both have to be
brought into the account we have not yet excluded that while the natural philosopher
will investigate the bodily side, it falls to another to investigate the soul, a mathemati-
cian-like character who specializes exclusively in the formal side of natural phenomena.
In that case we could think of the explanation of anger as being a joint scientific project
involving an account of the formal element provided in the manner of mathematics
added to an account of the material element only, provided by the natural philosopher.
Aristotle seems to acknowledge this possibility when he says that the natural philoso-
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pher and the dialectician would define anger differently: the natural philosopher as a
boiling of the blood and the hot in the area of the heart, and the dialectician as a desire
for retribution or some such thing. However, it is conspicuous that he whose approach
we would now associate with the mathematician is referred to here as a ‘dialectician’.
The term resonates with its negative use a few lines back (403a2) for somebody offering
an ‘empty’ (kends) or, as Simplicius paraphrases, ‘superficial’ account. It would in fact be
inappropriate to refer to this character as a mathematician since the mathematician is
quite justified in treating his properties as separate from matter—there is nothing empty
about explaining mathematically how a line touches a sphere at a point—whereas the
affections we are dealing here cannot be properly be explained in abstraction from the
matter.

This point suggests that the reason why there cannot be a division of labour between
a mathematical-style account of the soul’s affections and a merely material account of
the body’s is that such accounts would misrepresent the form. Consider how Aristotle
specifies the form. In the account of anger there is an explicit mention of the material
cause and the efficient cause, but not of the formal as such. In its place we find the final
cause: ‘for the sake of this’. That this is deliberate is confirmed a few lines down:
For this account is of the actual thing (fou pragmatos)," and it is necessary for this to be in matter
such as this, if it is going to be. Just as one account of a house is of this sort, [saying] that a house is
a covering which prevents destruction by the wind and rain and heat, and another will say that

the house is stones, bricks and wood, while [yet] another other will say that it is the form in these
[materials] for the sake of these things. (403b2-7)

The phrase ‘the form in these [materials] for the sake of this” does not so much add the
specification ‘for the sake of these’ to the form as it specifies what sort of form it is,
namely, the form that is the final cause. This is because in nature the formal cause is
generally the same as the final cause, as we saw in Chapter 5."* Mathematical forms, in
contrast, are not also final causes. The difference is crucial from the point of view of
understanding the way in which accounting for the form of natural beings involves
accounting also for their matter.

A major criticism of Plato (Phys. 11.2 193b35)"? is that he treats natural forms as if
they were mathematical forms, like shape or figure, rather than as functional attributes
where the form works as an end.'® But in nature the form is not just the form of the

matter, it is also its final cause.

'3 Following Ross’s text: 6 pév yap Adyos 68¢ Tob mpdyparos .. .

4 Phys. 199a30-2: ‘Since nature is two-fold, the matter and the form, of which the latter is the end, and
since all the rest is for the sake of the end, the form must be the cause in the sense of that for the sake of
which’; GA 1.1 715a8-9: “for the account (logos) of a thing and “that for the sake of which” as an end are the
same. .. .

'S . .and of Empedocles and Democritus, cf. Phys. 194a2-21 with 199a30-2. The relationship between
the two texts is well explored in Lennox (2008) 171-80.

1% Cf. Johansen (2010).
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Having the form as a final cause has certain implications for the matter. For the final
cause, as Aristotle puts, renders certain features of the matter hypothetically necessary.
That is, if the form is to obtain, then the matter has to be such and such. It is this point
that Aristotle adverts to at 403b2-7. Contrast again the mathematical case. For a
mathematical form to exist it has to be the property of some matter, but which matter
plays no role. Nothing about the character of the matter is entailed by saying that a line
meets a circle at a point. We cannot say then that if the line is going to meet the circle at
a point, the matter of either has to be such and such. Aristotle treats mathematical truths
as characterized by a different kind of necessity.

The difference is explained in Phys. I1.9. Aristotle argues that in nature material
attributes are hypothetically necessary, necessary for a certain end, just as in art it is
necessary that a saw be made of iron, or some such specific matter, if it is going to be an
instrument for sawing. He contrasts hypothetical necessity with necessity in mathe-
matics. There is a similarity between the two cases of necessitation, namely that if the
conclusion is not true, the premises will not be true either; however, while in
mathematics nothing about the truth or falsehood of the premises follow from the
truth of the conclusion, in hypothetical necessity it also follows from the truth of the
conclusion, expressing the end, that the premises, expressing the means, are true. He
uses the example of a house, the same example as in DA 1.1, to illustrate the difference

and similarity between the two cases:

If, then, there is to be a house, such-and-such things must be made or be there already or exist, or
generally the matter relative to the end, bricks and stones, if it is a house. But the end is not due to
these except as the matter, nor will it come to exist because of them. Yet if they do not exist at all,
neither will the house, or the saw — the former in the absence of stones, the latter in the absence
of iron — just as in the other case the premises will not be true, if the angles of the triangle are not
equal to two right angles. (200a24-30)""

The difference from the mathematical case is that we can infer something quite specific
about the nature of the matter given the hypothesis of the form. Given the existence of
the natural form, certain material conditions must obtain. The earlier example of the
saw, which Aristotle refers to here, makes the point vivid:

Why is a saw such as it is? To eftect so-and-so and for the sake of so-and-so. This end, however,
cannot be realised unless the saw is made of iron. It is, therefore, necessary for it to be of iron, if
we are to have a saw and perform the operation of sawing. (Phys. 200a9-13)

The end of a saw is sawing. But if one thinks about what sawing is, that is, cutting and
cutting of a certain sort, it is clear that such cutting will only take place if what does the
sawing is made of certain materials. It is therefore also clear from thinking of a saw as
something that serves the purpose of sawing that a saw will be made of a certain kind of
matter. It has be matter which can be thin, sharp, flexible, durable, and hard. The

"7 Translations of the Phys. are here and elsewhere in the chapter from the Revised Oxford Translation.
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example of a house in DA 1.1 makes the same point. Aristotle makes it explicit that the
end of a house is a certain function, providing shelter against the elements, and that this
is a function which, like sawing, has specific implications for the material composition
of'a house. The matter has to be highly determinate: hule toiadi (403b3). Again, nothing
like this was true of the mathematical case we considered: nothing specific followed
about the matter of the circle or the line from saying that they met at a point.

Now it follows also from this way of looking at natural entities that the matter has to
be explained from the point of view of the form. For we understand why the matter
has the characteristics it does from the point of view of their contributing to the form. It
is the job of the account of matter to spell out then the way the matter serves the form
as its end.

However, we can also now see more clearly why the job of accounting for the soul’s
affections cannot be divvied up between separate formal and material accounts. On the
side of the form, the form has to be accounted for as the final cause in a way that
supports through hypothetical necessity a certain specification of the matter. On the
other side, the matter has to be accounted for in a way that offers just this specification
of matter and shows how it contributes to the realization of the form.

The formal and material accounts are, in this way, implicated in each other. But it is
important to note that neither account reduplicates the other. It is one thing to say, as
I am saying, that the account of the form has certain implications for the sort of matter
that can carry that form, because the form is the final cause. It is another thing to
introduce the matter into the account of the form itself.'® By doing its job the formal
account is not also doing the job of the material account. Rather it is creating another
job with quite precise specifications for the material account. Compare the closing lines
of Phys. 11.9:

Perhaps the necessary is present also in the definition. For if one defines the operation of sawing
as being a certain kind of dividing, then this cannot come about unless the saw has teeth of a
certain kind; and these cannot be unless it is of iron. For in the definition too there are some parts
that stand as matter. (200b4-7)

What Aristotle is considering here is not whether the matter enters in the definition of
the form or function of sawing, but whether it may enter into the definition of a saw.
The reason why it may enter into the definition of a saw is that the account of the form
makes it necessary also to account for the matter in order to explain how a saw can do
what it does. The guarded language should be read in the light of Aristotle’s suggestion
in Metaph. Z.10-11 that the proper definition of sensible substances is of the form, not
the matter.'” If there is an argument for bringing the matter into the definition, it is an

argument for bringing it into the definition of the composite, not for the form as such.

'8 Charles (2008) has significantly influenced this chapter, but I differ from him on this point in not taking
the matter as part of the form, cf. Charles (2008) 9-10.
1% See Frede (1990).
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Let’s see whether this analysis of the relationship between form and matter in

psychological explanations is borne out by Aristotle’s conclusion in DA 1.1:

Or is there not one who is concerned with the affections of matter which are not separable nor
qua separable, but the natural philosopher is concerned with all such functions and affections as
are of this kind of body and of such matter, and another is concerned with things that are not of
this sort. Is it then that a craftsman, perchance, such as a carpenter or a doctor, will be concerned
with some things, but the mathematician is concerned with those affections which are not
separable but are taken as not being of such a body and abstracted, while the first philosopher
studies affections insofar as they [really] are separate? But to return the argument to its starting
point, we were saying that the affections of the soul are inseparable from the natural matter of
animals in this way, in the very way in which affections obtain such as anger and fear, and not in
the way that a line or a surface does. (403b9—1 6)%°

The passage marks distinctions between kinds of affections and kinds of study of those
affections. First, there are the affections studied by the natural philosopher. These are
not separable from matter, and the natural philosopher treats them as not separable. His
interest is in all of these affections. Now some of the affections that are not separable
from matter are dealt with by the craftsman. Though this is not explicit it is fair to think
that he also treats them as not separable, but what distinguishes him from the natural
philosopher is that he is only interested in some of the affections, presumably the
particular ones that are useful for his production. Thus a carpenter may be interested in
the affections of wood just to the extent that they serve the purpose of making a table,
while the natural philosopher will be interested generally in the affections of wood.
Another subset of the affections that are not separable from matter are those studied by
the mathematician. These are aftections which may be treated as separable. This way of
reading the passage allows for the natural philosopher and the mathematician to study
some, but not all, of the same properties, lines say, while studying them in different
ways. An example would be the way optics studies lines as compared to the way
geometry considers them. Finally, there is the first philosopher, who studies affections
that are separate from bodies as such.

The aftections as studied by the natural philosopher are referred to as ‘all such
functions (erga) and affections as are of this kind of body and of such matter’
(403b11-12). The reference to the affections as ‘functions’ supports their role as final
cause, while the qualification of the matter as ‘of this kind’ (foioudi) recalls the earlier
determination of the matter by hypothetical necessity (toiaidi, 403b3). The final lines
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(403b17-19) confirm that psychology will study affections of the soul in this way: as
natural rather than as mathematical forms.

Now if this interpretation is right, then it helps us also understand how Aristotle,
on the one hand, can insist that the affections of the soul be explained in the manner
of a natural philosopher, where that implies that the soul and the body are both
accounted for, while on the other hand, proceeding in the DA with an account of the
soul as such, rather than an account of the soul and the body. To account for the soul
as a final-formal cause of the activities of the living being will have quite specific
implications for the sort of matter the living being is made of, since it will have to
provide material means for those activities. To experience anger a living being must
have the ability not just to conceive of and desire revenge, it must also have blood in
the area of the heart capable of heating up, or at least some analogous matter capable
of contributing to the realization of anger. However, to define the soul as the final-
formal cause, which has such-and-such implications for the composition of the body,
is not itself to mention the material cause in the definition of the soul. Indeed, we
may think that is important that it should be possible to define the formal-final cause
without mentioning the material cause, if the formal-final cause is to maintain
definitional priority over the material cause. It is perhaps significant that even while
Aristotle urges us in DA 1.1 to account for the soul’s affections in the manner of the
natural philosopher he still refers to the account of the form as that of the logos
(403b8),?! as if the formal account of psychological phenomena is still the definition.
Given the priority of form from the point of definition, Aristotle might therefore feel
entitled to proceed in the DA with the definition of the soul as the formal, final, and
efficient cause of living being without providing full material accounts of the various
affections caused by the soul. This helps explain a feature of the DA which has been
widely observed by commentators, namely, that its account of the soul and its
activities in some way is focused on formal definition. But when making this kind
of point, what one must crucially add in view of DA 1.1 is that the formal definition is
supposed to serve as a starting point for a full natural philosophical account of the
activities of living being, and that the form therefore is specified in a way that implies
specific material accounts of those activities, in contrast to the sort of formal definition
offered by a mathematical style account.*® To say that the DA offers an abstract
account of the soul is therefore misleading if this is taken to mean that the formal
account is one that does not heed the material conditions of realization. On the
contrary, the account of the soul as a formal account is, by the criteria of Aristotle’s
natural philosophy, only successful if the form is defined in such a way that a specific

account of the matter is necessitated by it.

21
See Lennox (2010).
2 Frede (1990) 120 makes the crucial distinction, though not in terms of hypothetical necessity and final
causation.
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The Matter of Perception

Is the programme announced by DA 1.1 of accounting for the affections of the soul as
common to the body borne out by Aristotle’s own practice in the rest of the DA? The
account of nutrition, as I have presented it, provides a fairly clear confirmation. The
body of the living being is maintained in nutrition by the addition of nutriment which
the soul prepares as the formal, final, and efficient cause. There are necessary material
changes in the first nutriment as it is cooked up and turned into serviceable blood and
body parts, and there is a material process on the side of the nourished body whereby
the final nutriment is added to and integrated into the living body. Again Aristotle is
not developing any particular account of these material changes in the DA; that is a job,
as we have seen, which is left for the GA. Nor is it is to be expected that he would
provide a particular account of the material changes of nutrition, if I am right that the
DA aims to provide an account of the soul’s capacities as the formal, final, and efficient
causes of the characteristic activities of living beings.

The situation in the case of perception seems much less clear. Indeed, the question of
what, if any, are the material affections that the perceiver undergoes insofar as he or she
perceives has been hotly contested in recent scholarship.”> My aim here is not to
arbitrate in this debate. Nor shall I offer any specific accounts of the various material
changes that might be necessitated by the formal or final cause of the various kinds of
perception. If I am right in my reading of DA 1.1, we should not expect Aristotle to
develop specific material accounts of perceptual activities in the DA, though we would
expect the formal account of perception to be such that specific hypothetically
necessary material changes could be seen to follow from this account. What I would
like to show is that the account of the soul as a formal and final cause of perception is on
this point consistent with my analysis of DA I.1.

There is nothing in DA I1.5, as sometimes thought,24 to contract the claim that there
are necessary material changes in perception. Aristotle offers, as we have seen, two sets

of distinction between kinds of alteration in DA I1.5:

1) between the alteration from first-level to second-level capacity and the alter-
ation from second-level capacity to activity (417a21-b1);

23 There is a distinction to be made, and insisted on by Heinaman (2007) 163, between the question of
whether the change to perceiving involves a material change, and if so what it is, and whether the continued
perceiving involves a material change and if so what it might be. (So we might distinguish between the
changes in the aeroplane required to make it take off and the ones required to make it stay in the air.)
However, the change required to perceive an object seems to be the same as the one required to continue
perceiving it, namely the action of the sense-object on a suitably disposed sense-faculty; to make itself
perceived the sense-object has to affect one’s sense-faculty and continue affecting it. One might raise questions
about the conditions of continued attention (the fridge stops being noticed after all although it keeps making
the same sound); however, there is no indication that Aristotle was concerned with these. For more on
Aristotle’s alleged conflation of perception with the transition to perception, see Bowin (2011) 156-7.

2% Also by me in Johansen (1997) 274-80.
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2) Dbetween a kind of alteration that involves a destruction of one attribute by the
opposite, and a kind which is rather a preservation of what is in capacity by what
is in fulfilment (417b2-5) and an advance to the thing itself and to its fulfilment
(eis hauto hé epidosis kai eis entelekheian, 417b6-7).

(2) is the distinction I referred to in Chapter 1 as the distinction between an o-
change and an f-change. However, he also offers a third distinction:

3) Dbetween two kinds of alteration: ‘a change to privative dispositions’ (epi tas
sterétikas diatheseis metabolén) and (a change) to states and nature’ or ‘natural state’
(tén epi tas hexeis kai tén phusin) (417b14-16).

This distinction seems in the first instance to capture the way in which the subject of
learning does not change, that is, the way in which the subject moves from a first-level
capacity to a second-level one by fulfilling an attribute it already possesses rather than
divesting itself of it. However, the similarity between the notion of ‘an advance to the
thing itself and its fulfilment’ and the notion of a change to ‘the natural state of the
thing’ suggests that Aristotle is now reapplying the dichotomy of alterations referred to
in making distinction (2). The teleological conception of fulfilling what one is,
adverted to in (2), seems well suited to capturing what is also involved at the level of
moving from a first-level to a second-level capacity when the attributes developed, like
one’s knowledge, are ones that relate to what one naturally is, in the way man is a
natural knower (417a24). In (3), then, Aristotle is reapplying the notion of an advance
to the thing itself, referred to in (2), to the alteration from first-level to second-level
capacity in learning and perception, to offset this alteration from the change to
privative disposition. In the earlier case (2) he was applying this notion to the alteration
from second-level capacity to activity, to offset it from destructive changes. But in both
cases the positive alteration counts as fulfilling at diftferent levels of potentiality the
nature or being of the thing in question, that is, both alterations are f-changes.”

It is clear, from distinction (2), that Aristotle wants to say both that actual perception
is a fulfilment and that it is a kind of preservation rather than destruction. However, it is
not clear that the distinction in (1) lines up with (2) in such way that a change from

> This is denied by Bowin (2011) 149, who writes: ‘Burnyeat claims that a destructive affection should be
neutrally characterized as merely “the loss of one quality and its replacement by another”, while Heinaman
thinks that the word ¢fopd at 417b17 makes destructive affections unnatural because the same word is used at
Metaph. H 5,1044b33 to describe the loss of a natural disposition. But this hardly proves that every ¢fopd 7is
976 Tov évavriov is unnatural, and the fact that Aristotle says that a contrary is destroyed by a contrary,
without suggesting that one or another of the contraries is either unnatural or natural, seems to confirm
Burnyeat’s view on the neutrality of destructive affections. But if destructive affections are neutrally
characterized, and privative alterations and unordinary alterations are characterized as unnatural and natural,
then neither Everson nor Burnyeat nor Heinaman can be correct in identifying the classes of destructive
affections and privative alterations.” Bowin seems to ignore the way the description of the preservative
affection segues into the description of the latter fulfilment as ‘an advance to the thing itself and to its
fulfilment’. The subject of change is also significant: Aristotle speaks at 417b5 of what contemplates (to thedroun)
as not altering (‘for the change is an advance to the thing itself and to its fulfilment). If the preservation of the
quality in this kind of alteration is such as to fulfil what the subject is, it can hardly be described as ‘neutral’
with respect to being natural or unnatural.
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first-level to second-level capacity is always a destructive alteration. For, as Aristotle
himself points out both here in DA I1.5 and in Phys. VIL.3, learning, the move from
first-level to second-level capacity of knowledge, is not a destructive change but rather,
like a preservation, an advance to the thing’s own nature (417b14-16). But then it
cannot be true to say in general that changes from first to second-level capacities are
destructive changes. A similar point could be made about the change from first-level
capacity to second capacity perception, since, as we saw in Chapter 7, in the GA this
change is properly understood as part of the coming into being (genesis) of the animal
as such, that is, as part of a coming into being of the sort identified by Phys.VIL.3 as a
completion (teleidsis). Conversely, it may be that there are alterations from second-level
capacity to activity that count also as destructive changes. So in Phys. VIII.4, Aristotle
illustrates the three stages of potentiality and fulfilment by what is light: water is in
capacity light in the sense that it can be turned into air which is not yet actually light
in the sense that it may still be prevented from rising up. Only when it is moving up
to its proper place would we say then that it is actively light. Here, rising up seems to
involve exchanging one opposite spatial attribute for another. It seems, then, that
neither the alteration from a first-level to a second-level capacity, nor that from
second-level capacity to activity, is incompatible with being an o-change or an
f-change.

In Phys.VIL.3 Aristotle argues that all alteration happens in terms of perceptible
qualities. It is important to this argument that perception itself should be an alteration.
Aristotle contrasts completions such as learning or contemplation with alterations, such
as perception. At first inspection DA I1.5 seems inconsistent with this contrast.*® For if
the point is to characterize perception as a completion and preservation, like contem-
plation, rather than as a change of qualities, then he can hardly maintain the contrast
between the two in terms of perception being an alteration and contemplation a
completion. However, Aristotle says carefully in DA II.5 that he is using alteration
by extension in the case of perception and contemplation. We need a further distinc-
tion, then, between perception and contemplation which can explain both how
perception can be said to be an alteration, yet not an alteration in a way that disqualifies
the assimilation to contemplation as a form of completion.

It is hard, at first, to see what this distinction could be, since there seems to be little
conceptual space within Aristotle’s argument for actual perception not to be either an
o-alteration, as I have called it, that is an alteration of the sort whereby one opposite is

exchanged for another, or a completion like contemplation whereby what is in

26

Compatibility between Phys.VIL.3 and DA is not universally accepted. So Menn (2002) 89-90 sees
Phys. VII as an earlier text, propounding an instrumentalist view of the soul-body relationship, revised by the
DA. For a response to Menn, showing the compatibility of the hylomorophic and the instrumentalist
perspectives, see Charles (2009). Moreover, even if one thinks that Aristotle has developed his views between
Phys. VII and the DA, the claim that perception is an alteration remains a constraint on the DA account, for,
amongst others, the reason given by Burnyeat (2002) 81: if perception is not an alteration, then ultimately
there will be no alteration in the natural world.
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capacity is preserved in the activity. These are the two options given us at 417b2-5 in
distinction (2). Having offered reasons why neither learning nor actual contemplation
is an o-alteration, Aristotle compares actual perception to contemplation at 417a19.
This creates the impression that actual perception is a sort of completion, since this was
how actual contemplation was referred to at 417b6—7 (eis hauto gar he epidosis kai eis
entelekheian).

On the other hand, however, at 417b20 Aristotle contrasts actual perceiving with
actual knowing in terms of their different relationships to their objects. Contemplation
is up to us because its objects, universal intelligibles, are already in our souls, while
actual perception requires the action of a particular external object. We can say that
because the intelligibles are already in us—we have been informed by them through
learning—we are already qualified by them. DA II1.5 suggests that they come to our
attention by being activated by active intellect, as if it was illuminating objects already
within us. In contrast, the sensible forms are not already in the sense-faculty, nor could
they be as features of external particulars, and so we require the action of the external
object on us to perceive it. Now Phys.VIL.3 brings up the point that the objects in
contemplation are universals, while perception of particulars merely prompts us to
think of them, as a point in favour of saying that contemplating is not alteration. But by
the same token, it seems a reason for saying that perception is an alteration.

Now Aristotle concludes DA I1.5 as follows:

The sensory capacity (fo aisthétikon) s in capacity such as the sense-object already is in fulfilment,
as we said. So it is affected insofar as it is not similar, but when it has been affected it has become
similar and such as that thing (sc. the sense-object). (418a3—06)

Why is being made similar from not having been similar not a case of one opposite
being destroyed by another? It does not help to say that what is dissimilar need not be
opposite, since Aristotle tends to bracket dissimilarity with opposition when he treats
change schematically in GC1.7. To say that the sense-faculty is already in capacity what
the sense-object is in activity does not seem an adequate answer since also in ‘destruc-
tive” changes the patient is already in capacity what the agent already is in activity. The
cold water is in capacity hot.

We have then considerations for and against saying that perception is an alteration
rather than a completion. The compromise solution is to take a leaf from our discussion
of the common account in Chapter 1: what characterizes fulfilments, ‘f~changes’, and
sets them apart from ordinary changes, ‘o-changes’ is that in the change the subject
does not lose the property with respect to which it f-changes.?’” So the learner does not

7 As suggested also by Caston (2004) 296. Lorenz (2007) 186 n.14 objects ‘this is inadequate since
learning is also a case of both exercising and preserving a capacity, namely the capacity for knowing that
comes with being a rational animal’. Lorenz has previously argued that learning is a destructive change, in
view of the characterization of learning at 417a30—1. He accordingly takes the distinction at 417b15-16 used
to characterize learning ‘as a transition to one’s own states and nature’ to be a distinction within destructive
changes rather than a reiteration of the distinction between f-changes and o-changes at 417b2-5. However,
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lose the property by virtue of which he is capable of learning, namely being human,
and in exercising his knowledge he does not lose his capacity to exercise his knowl-
edge. This is what Aristotle is referring to when he says at 417b3—5 that f-changes are
‘rather a preservation of what is in capacity by what is in fulfilment’.

Through this reading, actual perception as an f-change is relevantly similar to the
completions mentioned in Phys.VIL.3. It is no accident after all that f-changes are
picked out as a state of fulfilment (entelekheia), while contemplation is a completion or
fulfilling (teleiésis). They are both descriptions of the state in which the thing in
question reaches or has reached its goal (telos). However, actual perception remains
appropriately different from these changes in that the fulfilment of the capacity relies
on the actualization of a quality, while the completions referred to in Phys.VIL.3 were
completions in the categories of substance or state or relation. One might say that DA
I1.5 refines the account of Phys.VIL.3 by allowing that a completion may itself fall
within the category of quality, an option Phys.VIL.3 understandably left out given
Aristotle’s concern in that chapter to show that alterations are generally all in terms of
perceptible qualities. Perception ought to be an example of alterations since the
qualities are indeed perceptible and are therefore in themselves such as to bring
about perception. It remains true that not all changes in terms of perceptible qualities
are perceptions: heat causes perception, but it also makes pokers hot, bread in the oven
go brown, the air in the balloon expand, and so on. However, Aristotle’s argument
would be needlessly complicated if he were to bring in the point that perceptual
alterations are also completions, since the crux of Aristotle’s argument is that being
concerned with perceptible qualities makes alteration distinct from other kinds of
change. To distinguish those alterations in terms of perceptible qualities that are like
completions from those which are not would, as the complexities of DA I1.5 show, be
to overload the argument.*®

One might still worry about the coherence of the idea of a perfective change which
is also an alteration, albeit in some attenuated sense of ‘alteration’. For does not
‘perfection’ have to mean perfection of a substance so that a perfective change would
necessarily fall in the category of substantial change? Certainly, Phys. VIL.3 emphasizes
the categorical contrast between alterations and perfective changes. However, first of
all the fact that perfections are relative to a substance does not mean that the perfection
itself belongs to the category of substance. So some states (hexeis) which are perfections
are said to be relations. Health, for example, is a relation, namely the proper proportion
of hot and cold elements in the body (246b3—5). We might say in these cases that the

as indicated above, I take it in view of Phys. VIL3 that both learning and exercises of knowledge are
completions and so fall on the side of f~changes. (I agree, however, with Lorenz’ critique of Caston’s further
use of this point.) For learning being an f-change (‘unordinary alteration’ in Bowin’s terminology) but not a
destructive change, see further Bowin (2011) 147-8.

2 One may compare the simplification of Aristotle’s account of pleasure in Phys. VIL3 as a kind of
alteration compared to the more sophisticated account of pleasure as a perfection in Nic. Eth. X. Wardy
(1990) 225 sees Phys. VIL.3 as in both cases performing ‘an excusable simplification of more subtle ideas’.
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perfection is a certain state predicated of the substance but it does itself belong to the
category of substance. Moreover, it is not clear that changes that perfect a substance
have to be changes that perfect it qua the substance it is, that is in terms of its defining
attributes. Aristotle speaks rather of perfections as ‘natural’ (kata phusin, 246a14)
conditions or conditions with regard to a being’s ‘proper affections’ (oikeia, 246b9).
While states such as bodily fitness might be said to be a natural state of man, it does not
appear to relate directly to a man’s essence. If so, we may take there to be a range of
different affections that can be perfected as natural or proper to a kind of being, but do
not relate to perfecting it as the specific kind of substance it is.

Second, while it is not envisaged in Phys. VIL.3 that alterations could be perfections,
this point can, at least in part, be explained by the extraordinary narrowing of this
chapter’s conception of a quality.”” We may contrast Cat. 8 where qualities include
states like knowledge and conditions like health, and so alterations would include
changes to and away from such qualities. If, then, one broadens the notion of quality to
include alterations which in Phys. VII count as perfective changes, there seems no
principled reason why some of the specific alterations that Phys. VII does recognize
should not also count as perfective. Of course, for them to be perfective we would
want to add that they are changes to the perfect and best state of the subject.” But this
seems to be exactly how Aristotle in DA 115 presents such ‘alterations’.*’ One way of
tying the two texts together is to say that the very aspect of alterations that seems to
disqualify them from being perfections in Phys.VIL.3, the fact that they involve the
subject’s attaining a different quality, is the aspect that Aristotle seems to accommodate
in DA I1.5 by his notion of an ‘alteration’ into the thing’s own nature and fulfilment.
Based on a broadening of the notion of quality and a qualification of the notion of
attaining another quality in alteration, DA IL5 can include the activity of perception
under the notion of perfections.””

Now Aristotle’s accounts of the various sense-faculties seem fully in line with the
description of actual perception as an f-change rather than an o-change. The senses in
general are described as a mean in relation to the sense-object. The perceptual mean in
vision, for example, is itself without colour, just as the eye is colour-less and transpar-
ent. It does not have its own colour, rather it comes to realize its own nature as

2 As remarked by Wardy, Viano, and Natali in Maso, Natali, and Seel (2011) 6, 93.115.
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2 Another concern one might have is about including perception as an activity under perfective changes,
since both in the case of substantial changes and changes towards an excellence, Aristotle seems to have in
mind changes that lead to a certain stable state of a substance rather than activities which already presuppose
the acquisition of such a state (that is, changes from first to second potentiality, in DA I1.5’s terms, rather than
changes from second potentiality to fulfilment). However, the comments on pleasures and their relationship
to the activity of perception (Phys. VIL.3 247a—18) show that activities are within the purview of the
discussion of perfective changes.
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transparent by taking on the colour of something else, the transparent having the ability
to do this. It would therefore be wrong to say that in actual perception, by taking on
the colour of the sense-object, the sense of sight became other than what it was.
Specifically, it is not the case that in seeing the sense of sight loses one colour in order to
gain an opposite colour. The sense of sight acquires a colour but by acquiring a colour
it is fulfilling a potential to take on the colour of something else. It is not misleading
then to describe actual vision as the perfection of the eye’s proper capacity, but it would
be misleading to describe it as a case of acquiring an attribute through the destruction of
its opposite. The capacity of sight to take on colour is after all retained even in vision,
whereas in the case say of a cold object becoming hot, the ability to become hot that
was a characteristic of being actually cold is lost when something is heated up. It is true
generally of the perceptual capacities that they become actualized without losing their
defining capacity.

The comparison between actual perception and contemplation is, as it should be,
now finely poised: on the one hand actual perception, like contemplation, counts as a
fulfilment of a capacity rather than a destructive change in that the action of the sense-
object on the perceptual capacity does not involve the loss of that capacity but rather
raises it to further level of completion. On the other hand, the sense-object does make
the sense-capacity acquire a property, the sensible form, by which it was not previously
characterized, whereas in contemplation the intellect is already possessed of the intelli-
gible form. In this sense, there is a stronger case for saying that something happens fo the
perceptual capacity in actual perception than to the intellect in contemplation, though
in neither case does what happens mean a loss of any attribute of the capacity as such.

I have argued that the activity of perception should be understood as an f~change,
and as a perfective change by extension of the analysis of Phys. VII.3—4. This charac-
terization has implications for how we view the relationship of actual perception to any
changes in the perceiver’s body. Aristotle in Phys. VIL.3 illustrated the perfections
(teleidseis) by the shaping of the statue or the completion of a house by placing the
coping stone. If we take the example of completing a house (246a17) it is clear that
there is a number of necessary material changes involved in placing the coping stone.
Aristotle would not want to say that these accompanying changes define the sort of
change that completing the house is. These changes are material causes, rather than the
final-formal cause of house. Nonetheless it is clear that some such changes are necessary
if a house is going to come about. The case is parallel to the hypothetical necessity
whereby there had to be timber, stone, and so on in order for there to be house, in the
example of DA I.1. Given that the account of the form is distinct from that of the
matter and takes priority over it, we can accommodate both the claim that the material
changes are necessary and the claim that they are not defining of the change as
perfection, since it is the formal-final cause that so defines the change. By parity of
reasoning, describing the activity of perception as a completion is quite compatible

with its requiring material changes in the perceiver, by hypothetical necessity. We
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cannot infer from the characterization of actual perception as a perfection that there are
no necessary material changes.>

Nor can we infer that such material changes are not o-changes. In the case of the
completion of the house there are clearly necessary material changes that involve the
transition from one opposite to another: the raising of the roof, or the placing of
the coping stone, and so on, are clearly changes from opposites, not to mention the
planing, welding, chiselling, and so on, that may also be required. Similarly, the material
cause of anger, the boiling of the blood, surely involved a change from cold to hot in
the blood.”* So when we say the activity of perception is an f-change rather than an
o-change, then this seems fully compatible with there being necessary material o-changes
involved. For when we say that perception is an f~change we are considering the change
insofar as it fulfils the formal and final cause of perception.

For all this, it is also true that we cannot infer from the fact that actual perception is
an f-change that there positively are necessary material changes in perception, let alone
that they are o-changes. For in the case of contemplation, where there is no organ of
thought, there is no matter proper to reason which could be seen as altered in actual
contemplation. That there may be other accompanying material changes that are
necessary for actual contemplation to take place, say material changes involved per-
ception and phantasia,” does not undermine this point. For, as Aristotle indicates in
Phys.VIL.3,>® whether there is a certain alteration happening in connection with a
change is a distinct point from whether the change itself should be considered an
alteration of that sort. So Aristotle thinks that in learning, the cessation of bodily
commotion is required, and in actual contemplation, the cessation of certain bodily
obstructions—sleep, drunkenness, and disease—may be required. But Aristotle pre-
sents these changes not as part of contemplation as such but as accompanying changes,
removals of external preventing circumstances, rather than changes internal to what
contemplation itself is. We cannot say, then, that the necessary material changes
required for contemplation to occur stand to contemplation as matter to form. The
option that there are material changes necessarily accompanying the activity of percep-
tion 1s therefore open given an understanding of perception as a perfecting change. It is
open, however, either in the manner in which certain specific material affections are
hypothetically necessary for a house to be perfected as a house, like the placing of the
coping stone, or in the manner whereby material affections of sobering up may be

3 These points are powerfully made by Charles (2008), to whom I am indebted.

** In case one insists on the distinction between getting angry and being angry, and on the difference
between those material changes involved in initiating and those maintaining the affection, I repeat the earlier
point made about perception, that the alteration required to initiate the change in these cases also seems
involved in maintaining the change. You need to keep the kettle on the stove both to heat it up and to keep it
boiling.

¥ As we shall see in Chapter 11.

% See 246a4-9.
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necessary for contemplation to take place. The notion of a perfecting change itself is
neutral on this score.

If Aristotle’s argument in DA IL5 leaves the question undecided, Aristotle’s direc-
tions in DA L1 suggest positively, as we saw, that there are material affections
hypothetically necessitated by the formal definition of perception. However, one
point of relevance to emerge from the discussion of Phys. VIL.3 is that material
affections necessitated by perfective change can belong to a wide range of kinds or
categories. More specifically, there need be no categorical match-up between the sort
of change the perfection is and the sort of change the necessitated material affection is.
Consider two of Aristotle’s examples from Phys. VIL.3, the coming into being of man, a
perfective change, will involve alterations in the embryo, that is, qualitative changes
(for a start, heatings and coolings, as explained in the GA), but is itself a substantial
rather than qualitative change. Similarly, the coming into being of an excellence such a
health is itself a perfective change to a certain state, but involves various alterations in
terms of the hot and the cold in the body. Both of these examples are directly relevant
to our understanding of the coming into being of the second-level capacity perception,
since this is a perfective change compared to a hexis that happens during the formation
of the embryo. But it also applies to the activity of perception. We should not think
then that such material changes as are hypothetically necessitated by the formal account
of perception have to be of the same category or kind as perception itself.

‘We should think of actual vision, for example, as an assimilation of the sense of sight
to a coloured object to the sense, as a kind of coloration that is. But, as has been ably
argued by Hendrik Lorenz,” this is a description on the formal level of what happens
to the capacity of vision, as such, not the sense-organ. The capacity to take on the
colour of the object is a capacity that defines what vision is as its formal cause. But,
given the view of active vision as a perfection of this form, it should be clear that we do
not need to look for a corresponding qualitative change in, let alone literal coloration
of, the sense-organ, to satisfy the need for a material change whereby the change
formally described is realized. One may object that surely the reason why the eyes are
transparent is exactly to allow for a literal coloration, since the transparent is what has
the ability to take on the colour of something else. But not only is this again to insist
that the coloration has to be of the organ as such when rather it is a description of the
capacity’s assimilation to the object; also the notion of literally colouring the transpar-
ent organ is problematic for a number of reasons, one of which is that it is hard to see
how a literally coloured organ would retain its transparency and so be able immediately
to perceive other colours without distortion. On the interpretation proposed, in
contrast, vision may involve a material change which while communicating colour
in some way does not do so by literally colouring the eye.

37 Lorenz (2007) 210.
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For more concrete examples consider Aristotle’s accounts of hearing, smell, and
taste. The proper object of hearing is sound, and the capacity to hear is the capacity to
be aftected by sound as such. Now sound is produced when one object of a certain sort
strikes another. The strike generates a motion in the medium surrounding the struck
object, some air, let’s say. The air reverberates to the motion of the struck object, and
when the air extends from the struck object to an animal, it transmits the reverberation
all the way to the inside of the animal’s ear. The inner ear, the proper organ of hearing,
contains confined air which being still is particularly prone to reverberating (420a3-5).
Now two points from this sketch should be apparent: one is that there is a kind of
spatial motion happening both in the mediation of sound and in the reception of it by
the sense-organ: the air somehow reverberates. Now as Burnyeat has made clear,®® this
does not mean that there is an object that travels through the medium. But it would be
wrong to conclude from this that there is no spatial motion. A hoop moving round
does not change its spatial coordinates as a whole, but its parts do change place.”
Similarly, the parts of the medium in sound may change place relative to each other,*
without the air travelling as a whole like a wind, in Burnyeat’s example.*'A more
appropriate analogy would be the vibration of a chord. To think of air as transmitting
motion in some such way is indeed a natural reading of Aristotle’s stipulation that ‘the
object struck must be smooth, so that the air will rebound and vibrate as a mass’
(420a25-6).*

The other point that emerges is that while sound is what is heard, the spatial motion
whereby the sound is communicated is not heard: when I hear you speak I hear your
voice not the sound vibrating in my ear (that would be rather distracting). So, while it is
the perception of sound that constitutes hearing as such, since sound as such is the
proper object of hearing, the process of hearing is one that is realized by a spatial
motion in the medium and the inner ear. This dependency of hearing on the motion in
the air reflects the fact that sound itself is produced by the air’s being struck (419b19—
27). In sum, the motion of the air in the inner ear looks like an obvious candidate for
the material affection hypothetically necessitated by the formal account of hearing.
Hearing, then, described formally, is an alteration, a change with a respective percepti-
ble quality, which necessitates a specific sort of spatial change. As hearing is a perfec-
tion, the categorical difference is no surprise.

% Burnyeat (1995) 429.

% Contrast Burnyeat (1995) 430: ‘Aristotelian physics does not recognize the movement of a wave or a
vibration as movement properly so called. Movement properly so called is the passage of a body (a substance)
from one place to another (Ph. 3. 1, 200"32—201"3; 5.2, 226“32—]31). But unlike a wind, a wave or vibration
is not (the passage of) a body or a substance.” Aristotle’s physics clearly does recognize circular motion in one
place as a form of spatial motion, as did Plato, for example, in the Timaeus and Laws X, so spatial motion does
not require that a body changes spatial coordinates.

0 cf Phys. 1.3 186a17-18 against Melissus: ‘Again, does it follow that what is, if one, is motionless? Why
should it not move, the whole of it within itself, as parts of it do which are unities, e.g. this water?’

1 Burnyeat (1995) 429.

42 R p -
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Now for taste. Flavour is a mixture of the flavoured dry with the wet. In tasting the
flavour is communicated to the sense-organ of taste by moistening it. The moistening
of the sense-organ is not preparatory for tasting, but part of the tasting of the flavour.*
Now we can make two observations, parallel to the ones just made about hearing. One
is that the moistening seems to be a material change in the organ. So the reason why
the environment around the tongue should not be too moist already seems to be that it
would not allow the tongue to be moistened in tasting. But we can also say that the
moistening is not itself what is perceived: we taste flavours, not our tongue getting wet.
(We may perceive the tongue getting wet when we taste, but this is a matter of touch.)
Flavour is the proper object of taste which defines gustation as its formal cause. So
again the material change is distinct from the change as described in formal terms.
While there is no categorical difference here, as there was in the case of hearing,
between the change described formally and materially—one is an assimilation to
flavour, the other, at least in part a wetting—there are still alterations with respect
to different qualities.

Finally, smell can be viewed much like taste. Smelling involves a drying and heating
of the organ of smell.** (That is why odours are healthy and pleasant to human beings
whose upper region tends to get too cold.)*> However, we do not smell the dryness or
the heat, but the odour. Smelling seems, then, to involve material changes with respect
to qualities that are not themselves object of smell and therefore do not enter its formal
account.

To conclude, Aristotle seems committed in DA 1.1 to finding some hypothetically
necessary material changes for those affections considered common to body and soul,
including therefore perception. Viewing perception as a perfective alteration leaves it
quite open what those material changes should be, what category the change may be in
and what kind of attribute within a given category it should be. This point was
demonstrated by Aristotle’s accounts of hearing, smell, and touch. We can see how
such necessary material changes feed into the composition of the sense-organ: so the air
within the ear should be still so that it can reverberate, the tongue not too moist so that
it can be moistened. Therefore we can also see the relevance of these changes to our
account of what goes into possessing the various sensory capacities. It is worth
emphasizing, finally, the categorical variety of the material changes that go into
perception for at least two reasons. First, it underlines that it is not the material change
that properly defines perception as the kind of change it is; rather it is the formal
description, which is a qualitative change. Second, it liberates us from the false dilemma
either of construing the material change simply in the cognitive terms of the formal

46

description,*® or of finding a material change, which implausibly, like a coloration of

43" As Bolton (2004) 2267 rightly argues, in response to Johansen (1997) Ch. 4.
* DALY 422a6-7.
* See Sers. 5 44929-b6.
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So Burnyeat (1995) talks of a physics of form without matter.
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the organ of sight, is an alteration exactly in terms of the same qualities that are
perceived.*” That Aristotle has relatively little to say about the material side of
perception in the DA is to be expected, given the work’s emphasis on defining the
soul as such, but it should be clear also from the DA that he has conceptual resources to

say more, a facility which is exploited in subsequent works.

Y7 See Burnyeat (1992)



9
The Perceptual Capacity Extended

Setting the Context for DA II11.1-3

In DA I1.2 Aristotle points out that the soul is the principle of life. There are, however,
different ways for different living beings to be alive. Some living beings have some
capacities which others do not. We therefore need to understand the different faculties
first in order to understand the different kinds of soul. The rest of the DA consequently
accounts for the faculties that distinguish the major life forms: nutrition, sense-perception,
locomotion, and the intellect (rnous). First, nutrition is tackled in Book II, ch.4, then each
of the five senses receives a chapter in the rest of Book II. In Book III.4—11 Aristotle
accounts further for the capacities of intellect (III.4-8) and locomotion (II1.9-11). The
work ends with two chapters (III.12—13) on why the various faculties belong to different
kinds of living being. Books II and III thus seem to be structured according to the plan of
explaining each of the capacities that are characteristic of the different kinds of living
being, with a conclusion showing why these capacities are required or beneficial for those
kinds of being.

I have not yet mentioned the three first chapters of book III of the DA. How do
they fit into the plan of the work? We might have thought the account of perception
complete at the end of Book II, with the account of each of the five special senses and a
general concluding chapter in DA II1.12. There is more, however, to be said about
perception than about special perception, since there are more perceptual activities
than those of the five senses taken strictly. Aristotle in the next chapters therefore sets
about explaining how these other perceptual activities can be explained in extension of
the five senses. My concern here is to show how when faced with a variety of
perceptual phenomena Aristotle seeks to establish both explanatory economy and
adequacy by reference to the five senses.

I read III.2 as a continuation and conclusion of III.1, which is meant to show how
the five sensory capacities are sufficient to account for perceptual phenomena other
than those properly defining of the five senses as such. The two main phenomena to
be accounted for are (1) perceiving that we see and hear (and smell, etc.) and
(2) perceiving the difference between the special sensibles, such as white and sweet.
Plato in the Theaetetus (185a—d) had used the difference between sensibles as an
example of the sort of phenomenon that could not be grasped by perception, but
only by the soul itself. The aim of Aristotle’s argument is to show these phenomena are
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perceptual; they can therefore be explained by reference to the perceptual faculties.
Moreover, we do not need to posit further sense faculties than the five already
acknowledged for us to explain how living beings can engage in these activities. We
do, however, need to consider how the five senses are related such that they can
perceive objects beyond those available to them as special senses. The answer to the
question, as we shall see, lies in the common sense, by which the five senses are united.

The end of II1.2 and the beginning of III.3 mark a break from the account of the
senses to that of the other faculties. Thus Aristotle ends Chapter2 by saying
‘concerning the principle (arkhé) by which we say that the animal is capable of
perceiving, let it have been defined in this manner’. Chapters 1-2 have thus dealt
with the last issues required here in order to define the principle of perception, by
which Aristotle clearly means the capacity of perception. The main business of
Chapter 3 is to prepare the account of the intellect in II1.4-5. Aristotle does this by
showing the distinction of the intellect first from perception: unlike the activities
considered in III.1-2 thinking cannot be understood as an exercise of the perceptual
faculty. On this point many of his predecessors, Aristotle claims, were wrong. Howev-
er, nor can intellectual thought be assimilated to belief or phantasia. So the intellect is a
distinct faculty of cognition, requiring separate discussion, to follow in III.4-5. Phanta-
sia, in contrast, turns out to be a function of the perceptual capacity. The contrasting
fates of intellect and phantasia in I11.3 show how in some cases we need to posit new
capacities to explain our cognitive behaviour, while in other cases the behaviour can be
explained in extension of already acknowledged capacities.

Let me end this section by stressing the importance of seeing Aristotle’s discussion in
DA 1I1.1-3 in the context of his claim the soul is composed of a limited number of
capacities, his faculty psychology, as I have called it. As we have seen, when accounting
for the capacities Aristotle takes the activity to be definitionally prior to the capacity
(DA 11.4 415a18-20). However, not all activities of the soul serve to define distinct
capacities. In the case of the perceptual activities considered in Book II, seeing, hearing,
smelling, and so forth, each of these activities clearly defines a distinct capacity. Here
Aristotle seems to have already assumed that there are five distinct sense faculties." He
has already decided, it seems, when he considers the activity of seeing that this activity
will serve to define sight as a capacity distinct from the other senses. However, in Book
III, chapters 1-3, we find Aristotle considering a range of perceptual, or quasi-
perceptual, activities with a view not to defining further distinct sense-faculties but
rather showing how the sense-faculties already accounted for in Book II are sufficient
to explain these activities. We may see this stage of the DA as motivated by a concern

with explanatory economy that is characteristic more generally of faculty psychologies.

L Aristotle is highly critical of the atomist view, which, he thinks, makes the other senses dependent on
touch (cf. Sens. 3 440a). On the other hand, there are cases, as we saw in Chapter 5, where Aristotle himself
struggles to differentiate the senses (as in the case of taste and smell) as well as cases where he struggles to
maintain the unity of a sense-faculty (touch).
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Aristotle wants to show how a variety of psychological phenomena can be explained
by reference to a few fundamental faculties. Since the explanatory power of this kind of
theory comes in large measure from positing simple causes for complex behaviour, the
guiding principle is ‘no faculties beyond necessity’. We see the principle at work when
Aristotle shows that the cognition of common and accidental sensibles should be seen as an
exercise of the perceptual capacity, when the activities of phantasia are explained as move-
ments arising from perception, and hence at least indirectly as activities of the perceptual
faculty, and when belief is shown to be an exercise of the intellect. Perhaps the culmination
of this drive to economy is Aristotle’s occasional coupling of the perceptual and the

intellectual capacities in a single discerning capacity (fo kritikon) (432a15-17).

The Completeness of the Special Senses

The first step, in III.1, is to show the adequacy of the five senses for perceiving the
various kinds of special sensible. If there are other perceptual activities they are not to
be explained then in terms of positing further special senses alongside the five we already
know about. He argues, accordingly, that there is no special perception of the common
sensibles, and hence no requirement for a further special sense for these sensibles.
Finally, having accounted for the adequacy of the five senses to perceiving the proper
sensibles and the distinctness of proper perception from common perception, Aristotle
explains why we need several senses capable of perceiving the common sensibles; III.1
has thus given us a defence both of the sufficiency and the necessity of the five senses in
relation both to special and common sensibles.

Aristotle’s argument for saying that the five senses are sufticient for us to perceive all
the special sensibles has had a bad press. This is not without reason, but the argument is
not as weak as has been suggested by some.” Aristotle himself is careful to characterize
the argument as a matter of what somebody might be persuaded by (424b24), that is, the
argument might produce belief or conviction (pistis), but there is no claim that it will
bring about anything stronger like knowledge.

Still an argument’s being ‘non-demonstrative’ is no excuse for its being bad. Here in
outline seems to be Aristotle’s reasoning. There are two kinds of special sensible, objects
of touch (including taste), which are perceived by direct contact with the perceiver, and
objects perceived at a distance, that is the objects of sight, smell, and hearing. We can
show that the senses we have are sufficient to deal both with all objects of touch and
with all the objects perceptible at a distance. All these objects are properties of simple
bodies. But our senses are composed of all the simple bodies there are, and so the senses
have by virtue of their composition the ability to take on all the properties of any of the
simple bodies, and that means all the perceptible properties there are.

2 See in particular Maudlin (1986), whose discontent with the argument motivates him to ascribe it to
Aristotle’s materialist opponents.
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As has been pointed out, this looks like a very bad argument, relying on premises which
Aristotle himself would reject. First of all, there seems to be no good reason why having an
organ made of water, say, should enable one to perceive all the properties of water. So
flavour may be an attribute of water, but we do not perceive it with our eyes, despite their
watery composition. Moreover, as Aristotle insists it is not insofar as our sense-organs are
made of certain materials, like air or water, that they enable us to perceive, but insofar as
they have certain properties: it is qua transparent that the water in our eyes enable us to see,
it is qua something equivalent, the property of being ‘transsonant’, say, that the air in the
ears enable us to hear and so on. So to infer from the fact that the senses are composed out
of the four elements that we should be able to perceive all of the possible sensible
properties of the four elements, is to miss out on the crucial point, by Aristotle’s standards,
that the sense-organs only allow us to perceive given the presence of certain specific
properties: not all air is transparent (not in the dark), not all air is ‘transsonant’ (not if there
is much commotion), and so on. The argument smacks of Empedocles,” who said that we
perceive air by air, fire by fire, and so on. Empedocles might say that by having senses
composed of all the four elements we have the wherewithal to perceive all those elements
and all their properties, but surely Aristotle should stay well clear of this argument, given
his view that the sense-organs are instrumental in bringing about perception only by
virtue of their having very specific attributes which put them in a state of receptivity to
very specific sensible properties of the sense-objects, a state of receptivity, moreover,
which can only properly be understood by reference to the soul.

These then are basic pitfalls we need to avoid if we are to attribute this argument to
Aristotle in any potentially persuasive form. Is there a better reading then? A helpful
starting point is the premise that the sense-organs are hypothetically necessary for the
sensory capacities and their activities. This means that if there is a sensory capacity there
will be a sense-organ specifically suited to this capacity. It also means that if there is no
specific sense-organ then there is no corresponding sensory capacity and so, generally,
there are only as many sensory capacities as there are sense-organs. Of course, Aristotle is
well aware that there are, in nature, organs that serve several capacities, like the
elephant’s trunk which works as a hand and a nose. We might also point out that one
can both taste and touch with the tongue, so even here one organ can serve several
functions.* However, in the case of the tongue Aristotle would want to say not that one
sense-organ performs two functions, but that one body part contains two sense-organs,
one for taste and one for touch since it is the special conditions of moisture around the
tongue that help this part to be receptive to flavours. We can still maintain, then, that
there is a specialized sense-organ for each of the special senses. Therefore if there is no

distinct special sense-organ there is no distinct special sensory capacity either.

> As Maudlin (1986) 56 points out.
* For the elephant: PA I1.16 658b33—659a36, 11.17 661a25-9; for the human tongue: PA I1.17
660a17-23.
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Can we imagine special sensibles either in the case of touch or in the case of distance
perception which are such that the sense-organs we have are not sufficient to enable us
to perceive them? Let’s start with touch. Aristotle takes the organ of touch to be
composed of all the four ‘elements’.” By being composed of all the elements the organ
of touch has all the attributes characteristic of the four elements: the hot, the cold, the
dry, and the wet. These are the primary attributes that define bodies as tangible.
Aristotle may therefore think it justified to infer from the composition of the organ
of touch that the sense of touch is able to respond to all the tangible attributes. Contrast
the case of the eyes and flavour: it was not given simply by the watery composition of
the eyes that they would have the attribute in terms of which flavour is received,
further conditions had to be in place which were satisfied only by the tongue.
However, it does seem reasonable now to say—in a way that was not apparent in
our original construal of the argument—that the organ of touch as a body has the
attribute by virtue of which tangibles are received, since it is the very attributes that
make the organ of touch a body that are also registered in touch, namely the tangible
qualities.

The case of the distance senses is more complicated:

all those objects which we perceive through media and not by touching them, but by simple
bodies, such as air and water, are such that if several of these while being different in kind are
perceptible through one medium, then it is necessary for him who has a sense organ of this kind
to be able to perceive both (for example, if the sense-organ is made of air, and air is [a medium]| of
both sound and colour), and if there are several media of the same [perceptible], as both air and
water are of colour (for both are transparent), then he who has either of these alone will perceive
what is perceptible through both, but the sense-organs are composed of only these two of the
simple bodies (for the eye-jelly [koré] is of water, and the sense of hearing of air, and the sense of
smell of either of these), but fire either belongs to no organ or is common to all (for nothing is
capable of perceiving without heat), and earth either belongs to no organ, or it is most of all and
specially mixed with touch. That is why there would remain no sense-organ apart from those of
water and air, and, as it is, these some animals have. All of the senses, then, are possessed by the
animals that are not incomplete or maimed (for even the mole clearly has eyes underneath its
eyelids). Consequently, unless there is some other body and an affection which is of none of the
bodies present here, there would be no sense missing. (424b29-425a13)

It is crucial to be clear about the role of the medium in this argument. The medium
imposes a condition on any sensible quality which is to be perceived at a distance: the
quality has to be such that it can be mediated by the existing media available for
distance perception. These reduce to air and water. Note that the condition is not just
that the sensible quality can be taken on by air and water; it has to be a quality that can
be received in the manner of being mediated. Recall that air or water mediates colour
by being affected qua transparent, that is, by allowing the colour to appear through it,

5 T use the term ‘element’ for ease of reference, but Aristotle’s considered position is that earth, fire, water,
and air are composites of more elementary qualities, the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet; c¢f. GCII.2.
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rather than by becoming an object of sight in its own right, which would defeat the
purpose of its being a medium. The question for the mediated qualities is then if there
are any other qualities which could be assumed by air and water in this way so as to
make themselves perceived. Aristotle takes the answer to be ‘no’.

The relevance of the composition of the organ has to be seen in extension of the role
of the medium: if there are only such and such qualities that can be mediated by air and
water, and our organs are composed in the same way for the same reasons as the
medium (note the reference to transparency at 425a1-2), then the only qualities
available for distance perception are those we are already equipped to perceive by
virtue of having organs composed of air and water. According to this argument, the
medium plays the key role in selecting those qualities that can be perceived at a
distance. This ensures that if the sense-organs are composed in a way to match the
possible media of distance perception, then the sense-organs will also be sufticient to
receive the range of possible distal sense qualities.

By interpreting the medium in this way as a sort of ‘filter’ for the sort of qualities
perceptible at a distance, we may have given stronger reasons for thinking that sense-
organs that are composed like the media will be sufficient for us to perceive those
qualities that can be mediated. It should also be emphasized that this is not a materialist
argument in the objectionable way mentioned earlier in that the argument focuses on
the medium’s role qua transparent (or transsonant, or whatever) in filtering the
attributes that can be perceived. Take water and air’s mediating qualities: there are
only so many sensible attributes that can be received and mediated by these, and
the sense-organs like the media have these qualities. Also we can better appreciate the
structure of Aristotle’s argument, in particular why he offers a separate argument for
the distance senses, which takes its starting point in the question of which qualities can
be mediated by which simple bodies and makes inferences on that basis about which
sense-organs can perceive which objects given their composition.

One problem with this line of argument may seem to be that Aristotle allows us to
perceive with one sense-organ all the qualities that can be mediated by the element of
which it is composed. So an organ made of air ought to be able to perceive all the
qualities mediated by air. So we ought to be able to see with our ears. The problem
arises from the strategy of inferring what can be perceived by an organ to what is
mediated by the element that composes the organ. Aristotle takes this strategy in DA
L1 to the extreme. However, elsewhere it is clear that additional constraints operate
on the sense-organ. So in Sens. 2 Aristotle considers why the organ of sight is made of
water rather than air, given that both are transparent, and notes that water is more easily
contained than air (438a15—16), and therefore presumably is a more suitable material.
Vice versa, while sound travels exceptionally well through water, as Aristotle points out
in his argument for how well fish hear,® it may also be that there are specific constraints

¢ See HA V.8 533b4-534a11.
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on the composition of the organ of hearing that in this case favour air.” However, the
fact that this is an additional constraint on the organ only works against the background
of the medium and the organ being determined by the common constraint of which
mediating attributes, like transparency, are offered by the simple bodies. Moreover, the
bizarre implication that we ought to be able to see with our ears does not undermine
the argument in DA III.1, insofar as Aristotle is seeking to show that we have organs
adequate to perceiving the sensible qualities that can be mediated, since it would
be true a fortiori that we could perceive both sounds and colours if we could see with
our ears.

However, the constraints imposed by the medium on the sensible qualities may now
seem more of a problem: why should it not be possible in principle for air and water to
mediate other qualities than sound, colour and odour? The answer to this question
would have to be found in Aristotle’s physics by considering which mediating qualities
would follow from their composition. His argument is not meant to exclude the
metaphysical or logical possibility of there being missing senses: it is an argument, as we
have seen, confined to what follows from the actual material composition of the media
of perception, as water and air. Aristotle closes the argument by making this restriction
clear: ‘unless there is some other body and an affection which is of none of the bodies
present here (entautha), there would be no sense missing’. The argument has been based
on the actually available simple bodies: if we were to posit others, the argument would
have to be revisited.

The Common Sensibles

The argument for the completeness of the five senses is strictly limited to the special
sensibles. It leaves open the possibility that there are other sensibles which can be
perceived in other ways than by special perception. Aristotle’s most important tool in
showing a variety of cognitive phenomena to be a function of the perceptual capacity is
his distinctions between three kinds of perception according to their objects: special,
common, and accidental; and two kinds of perception according to the causal mode:
per se vs. accidental perception. The latter distinction groups the first three kinds of
perception into two: special and common perception are per se, accidental perception
just that.®

The kind of perception which causally and definitionally depends on its sense-
objects is per se perception; per se perception is perception of per se perceptibles, that is to
say, objects that are by their nature such as to cause perception. This comprises special

7 See Johansen (1997) 154—64: it may even be that water is foo resonant to be ideal for the ear, just as a
mean degree of transparency is best for the eyes.

8 “Accidental’ in the first distinction applies primarily to the relationship between the properties that are
perceived in relation to the special or common properties; in the second distinction to the way in which the
properties are perceived: they get themselves perceived insofar as other, per se properties cause us to perceive
them.



THE PERCEPTUAL CAPACITY EXTENDED 177

and common perception. Special perception is of sense-objects that we only perceive
by one sense modality. So colour, sound, odour, flavour, and heat are special sensibles,
and vision, hearing, smell, taste, and touch of these objects are kinds of per se
perception. Common perception, meanwhile, is of sense-objects that can be perceived
by means of more than one sense-modality. So shape, motion, and number are
common perceptibles. Both kinds of per se perception contrasts with per accidens or
accidental perception. Accidental perception is of accidental perceptibles. Accidental
perceptibles are perceived but they do not cause perception as such. For this they
require the action of a per se perceptible. So Aristotle says (425b25-7) that we perceive
the son of Cleon not because he is the son of Cleon, but because he is white, and the
son of Cleon is an accident of white. Perception of accidental perceptibles thus needs
the agency of a per se perceptible. So when there is no per se perceptible like white
around to act on your senses you will not perceive the son of Cleon either.

Are the five senses, in some other way than gua special, sufficient to explain how we
perceive common and accidental perceptibles? Let’s start by recalling what Aristotle
takes to be involved in positing a capacity of the soul. A capacity is a capacity for
change, either passive or active, defined in relation to a certain object, as the formal
cause, first of all. Since the object defines the capacity it will also distinguish it from
other capacities.

When we consider whether a certain affection of the soul constitutes the activity of
a distinct psychic capacity, we need therefore to consider whether this aftection has a
distinct object in relation to other capacities. It should be stressed immediately
that distinct ‘objects’ have to be understood in terms of the different forms. So in the
discussion of the relationship between perception and the intellect Aristotle stresses that
while intelligible forms may belong to the same objects as perceptible ones, they are
nonetheless, as intelligible, different.’

‘When we move from special perceptibles to other perceptibles the first question that
arises, then, is first whether these objects are formally distinct from the special sensibles.
In the case of the common sensibles the answer seems clearly yes: change, rest, shape,
magnitude, number are distinct perceptibles. They can be perceived by more than one
sense-capacity, we can both see and feel a shape, or we can distinguish number by
discontinuity in sound or colour and so on. Aristotle concludes that ‘it is clear that it is
impossible to have special perception of any of these [objects], such as of change’
(425b20-1). Since the objects are perceived by more than one sense it is clear that they
do not stand to any of these special senses as their proper special object. If number is
perceived both by sight and hearing, say, then number cannot be a special proper
object of one of these, for a special proper object distinguishes one capacity from
another.

° Cf. DAIIL8 431b24—432a6, with 111.4 429b10-22 and I11.7 431b12-b19. For further discussion of these
passages, see Chapter 11.
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It also follows, Aristotle maintains (425b21-2, 425b15), that if there is special
perception of the common sensibles, such as change,' then ‘we will perceive them
just as we now perceive sweet by sight’. The cases would be analogous because the
other senses when perceiving change, a special sensible of one sense on this hypothesis,
would then be perceiving change the way one now perceives the special sensible of
one sense by another, that is accidentally.

But notice that it does not follow from saying that the common objects are not
proper objects of special perception, that they are not proper objects of perception. This
was the implication that Socrates drew in the Theaetetus, but Aristotle clearly does not
think it justified."" For the common objects are still objects of perception in that they
are by their nature such as to cause perception. They are, in other words, per se
perceptibles, just not in the manner of the special perceptibles.

If they are per se perceptibles, and they are not per se perceptibles of the special senses,
we would expect there to be another sensory capacity of which they are the proper

objects. And this is what Aristotle seems to confirm:

We have a common sense (aisthésin koinén) of the common sensibles, and not accidentally; they
are not then special perceptibles, for if so we would not perceive other than in the way we said.
(DA 1.1 425a27-9)

Aristotle is reasserting then the claim that there is a perceptual capacity which has the
common sensibles as their proper objects. However, this capacity perceives the com-
mon sensibles not in the manner of a special sense, for this would have the unacceptable
implication that the special senses perceived the common sensibles accidentally.

Now this conclusion may seem to leave two options open.12 One is that there is a
common sense which is responsible for perceiving the common sensibles. In order to
avoid presenting this common sense as a special sense, we would have to allow for it in
some way to be participated in by the special senses. Perhaps we could think of it along
the lines of a football team consisting of individual players doing something in
common. Common perception would be a matter of the individual senses doing
something by virtue of their community. This need not mean that the individual
senses are not responsible for various acts of perceiving common sensibles or that all the
senses need to be involved in every act of perceiving a common perceptible, any more
than the whole team is involved in any act of passing the ball, but the individual player’s
act of passing the ball presupposes the context of a team playing together. The other
possibility is that the common sense is that ability that each of the senses has to perceive
certain sensibles. In this case the common sense does not point to a capacity over and
above the individual senses, even one that is somehow constituted by the individual

10" Change is no doubt chosen as the example because it seems to be the one that is involved in all cases of

common perception, at least if we read wdvra kwijcer alofavduela at 425a17.
! Socrates” expression of gratitude to Theaetetus for having saved him a long excursion may indicate
Plato’s awareness of the sort of argumentative gap which Aristotle is exploiting, cf. Theaetetus 185e.

12 See the helpful discussion in Gregoric (2007) 69-82.
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senses, rather it points to an ability each of them has."” The football analogy would
rather be with the ability that each of the players has to control the ball, on top of the
different specialized abilities that might be characteristic of the goal keeper, the striker,
or the defender as such.

As Pavel Gregoric has argued, the evidence favours the second option. Here are two
of the points adduced by Gregoric. First, Aristotle’s argument assumes that we perceive
the common sensibles by the special senses, and not accidentally so. We see and hear
change. The impression remains therefore that it is the individual senses, sight and
hearing, that are responsible for common perception, not as special senses but by virtue
of an ability they both have in common, that is, both have individually. Second, later in
DATIIL.1 (425b4—11) Aristotle asks for what purpose we have several special senses and
replies that if we did not, and we perceived everything, say, by sight, then we might be
confused about the distinctness of white and magnitude. But as it is, since we also
perceive magnitude by the other senses, its distinctness from what we perceive just by
sight is clear. The implication is that even if we had only one special sense we might
perceive the common sensibles, such as magnitude, but not be properly aware of them
as distinct from the special sensibles. But if the perception of common perceptibles
were possible even if we only had one special sense, the point of the common sense
cannot lie in the way in which it integrates several senses, in the manner of the football
team on our first interpretation; rather the common sense must be an ability that the
individual senses have even when they are, as it were, playing on their own.

Common perceptibles are proper perceptibles which can be perceived by several
senses. It follows from this characterization that while a perceptible cannot define a
sensory capacity without being a per se perceptible, not every per se perceptible enters
into the definition or substance of the senses. It is the special perceptibles that define the
different senses as such, but this does not mean that everything else they perceive is an
accidental perceptible. One way of overcoming the apparent tension between saying,
on the one hand, that per se perceptibles define the senses and, on the other hand, that
the common sensibles are per se sensibles, though they do not define the senses, is to say
that the common sensibles while they help define perception, do not define the
individual senses as such, that is the job of the special sensibles. Aristotle in a passage
we shall shortly be looking at (DA I1.6 418a24-5) says that ‘of the per se perceptibles,
the special ones are strictly (kurids) perceptible, and those to which the substance of
each sense is naturally related’. The preference for calling special perceptibles per se is
based on their definitional relationship to the individual senses; if there is no sense over
and above, that is distinct from, those five, we can see why the individual senses are also
basic to perception. Again, however, this does not mean that the five senses cannot
perceive other objects per se, objects which are not defining of them as the individual
senses they are, but are still perceptible by the various senses as senses.

13 Gregoric (2007) 82, expounding Simplicius, refers to koiné aisthésis at 425a27 “as the shared ability of the
individual senses to perceive the common perceptibles’.
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Accidental Perceptibles

The account of common perception shows how the five senses are sufficient to dealing
with perceptual objects beyond those that define them individually. Aristotle thus
offers a direct reply to the Theaetetus by showing how what is grasped through or, as
Aristotle mostly prefers to say, by the special senses need not be that which characterizes
them as the special senses.'*

When we turn to accidental perception this point is stretched to its limit. Accidental
perception allows perception to be even richer in content than does common percep-
tion. We can see that the white is sweet by accidental perception, though sight as such
does not inform us of sweetness, and we can see that this is the son of Diares, though no
special sense as such is primed to grasp this kind of information. Aristotle’s discussion in
DA 1.1 refers to both examples as cases of accidental perception, though it is not
initially obvious that they allow the same analysis.

The natural starting point for understanding Aristotle’s account of accidental per-
ception is his general account of accidental causation in Phys. II. We may describe the
production of a sculpture in different ways. We may say that a sculptor made the
sculpture, or that Polyclitus or a man did so. Of these only the first describes what it was
about the cause that made it produce a sculpture. The others describe the cause in ways
that are true of it but not in ways that directly display the respect in which it caused the
sculpture. Conversely, describing the production from the point of view of the eftfect,
we may say that the sculptor made a sculpture, or that he made a likeness of a man, or
the heaviest object in the temple. Again of these it is only the first that describes what
the sculptor made as such.

Accidental perception is an accidental effect of a cause which as such brings about per
se perception. So just as we would say that the sculptor brings about a likeness of a man,
because the sculpture happens to be a likeness of a man, so we should say that the sense-
object brings about an accidental perception because of what a per se cause does. One
might be tempted to object that surely one sees that the white thing is the son of Diares
because the white thing is the son of Diares. So once one specifies the cause fully, as not
just the white thing, but the white thing that is the son of Diares, we would have a
cause of per se causation, and so of per se perception. It may indeed be that we could
understand the cause and effect so specified as engaged in per se causation; however, it
would nonetheless not be per se perception, since the son of Diares is not perceptible as
such, and so his involvement in bringing about perception would not be that of a per se
cause of perception. Compare the case of ancient Greek vase-painter adding his
signature to his work. We could say that Exekias, the vase-painter, made a vase-
painting signed ‘Exekias made me’, and that would be specifying the cause as a per se
cause of the product so described. However, the production so described would no
longer be an exercise of per se causation in terms of the art of vase-painting, since it is

1 See Theaetetus 184c with Burnyeat (1976).
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not by virtue of being a vase-painter that you sign the vase—plenty of ancient Greek
vase-painting did not carry a signature—let alone that you sign the vase ‘Exekias made
me’. Similarly, saying that the white thing as the son of Diares is the cause of perceiving
the white thing as the son of Diares might be construed as a case of per se causation, how
it is not a case of per se perception since part of the cause of the perception, ‘being the son
of Diares’ is not a per se perceptible.

Aristotle says in DA I1.6 that ‘one perceives this [the son of Diares| accidentally
because this [the son of Diares] which is perceived belongs to white, and that is why
nothing suffers by the perceptible as such [as son of Diares]’ (418a20—4)."> The
implication is clearly that the sense-faculty is affected qua white but not qua son of
Diares. For the son of Diares is not as such perceptible, but only as white or some such
thing. Again this does not mean that we do not perceive the son of Diares. Aristotle’s
view is that we do perceive him, only that it is not as a perceptible that he makes us
perceive him. Similarly, saying that the vase-painter does not as such add his signature
to the painting in no way means, of course, that he does not make the signed artefact,
but only that there is some further aspect of him than his being a vase-painter, perhaps
pride in his own craftsmanship, that brings about the fact that his product carries his
signature. But since the vase carries the signature it makes sense to say that the signature
is an aspect, albeit accidental, of the production of a statue, rather than some distinct
process. Similarly, since it is the white thing that is being perceived also as the son of
Diares, it makes sense to take the perception of the son of Diares as an aspect, albeit
accidental, of perceiving the white thing.

How about Aristotle’s other case of accidental perception, that of seeing something
as sweet? His diagnosis is this: ‘this is because we happen to have perception of both, in
such a way that when they coincide we recognise them at the same time’ (425a22—4).
He has in mind, then, the case where we are at the same time seeing something, say as
white, and tasting it as sweet, and because these two sensory experiences coincide, we
can say that we see the sweet or taste the white. It is clear that the perceiver here unifies
the two sensory inputs, the sweet and the white, because they coincide. So, a little later
Aristotle adds:

The senses perceive each other’s special objects accidentally, not in virtue of being themselves but
in virtue of being one, when the perception comes about at the same time in relation to the same

thing, for example, when [the perception comes about at the same time in relation to] bile that it

!5 Adopting the reading of D. Hamlyn, which is favoured by the word order. J. W. Smith, in contrast,
translates ‘here because the son of Diares is incidental to the white which is perceived. That is why it in no
way affects the senses’ (kara ovpuPeByios ydap TovTov alobdverar, 67 74 Aevkd ouvuPéBnre TobTo, 0
alofdverar 810 xal oddev mdayel ) TowolTov Vo Tob alofnTod). This imports a contrast between the white
which is perceived and the son of Diares, which presumably is not. However, it is odd, if Aristotle means to
imply that the accidental perceptible is not perceived, that he in the next line refers to the accidental
perceptible as aisthéton. Perhaps this is why Smith’s translation refers to the agent in this line as ‘it’” rather
than ‘the perceptible’.
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is bitter and yellow. For it is certainly not the task of another sense to say that they are both one.
(425a30-b2)

It is not clear from Aristotle’s language whether he thinks the bile is also perceived, that
is whether the content of the accidental perception is ‘the bile is both bitter and yellow’
or rather ‘the bitter is (the) yellow’. The use of adjectival forms agreeing with bile

16
> Howev-

(kholé) to describe bitter (pikra) and yellow (xanthé) may suggest the former.
er, even on the other reading, we can maintain the key point that the yellow is
perceived as the same as the bitter, or as Aristotle puts it, that the senses by virtue of
being one ‘say that the two are one’. Now since being the same as the bitter (or the
bile, for that matter) is accidental to yellow as the special sensible it is, perceiving that
the yellow is the same as the bitter (or the bile) can only be a matter of accidental
perception, since there is nothing about the yellow or the bitter as the special sensibles
they are to bring about this perceptual experience. The case turns out to be relevantly
similar to the son of Diares case, because in both cases one thing is said in perception of
a special sensible which is not true of that thing as the special sensible it is. Therefore the
perception counts as accidental.

But, one might ask, are the two cases not still significantly different in that in the case
of the yellow and bitter both attributes are special and per se sensibles whereas in the
case of the white being the son of Diares, one attribute was not a per se perceptible? So
unless we bring in explicitly an accidental perceptible such as ‘bile’ in the first case, are
we not introducing a case of accidental perception where nothing that is perceived is an
accidental perceptible, while accidental perception ought to be of accidental percep-
tibles? It is helpful here to recall that Socrates in the Theaetetus used sameness as an
example of a notion that the soul perceives by itself, for example in the case of
perceiving that a sound is the same as itself. The point here seems to be that sameness
is a notion which goes beyond what is strictly perceived by the individual senses
as such.

Compare also Aristotle’s discussion of Socrates’ other example, difference, in
DA 1I1.2:

Nor indeed is it possible to discern by separate means that sweet is different from white, but both
must be evident to one thing — for otherwise, even if I perceived one thing and you another, it
would be evident that they were different from each other. Rather one thing must assert that
they are different; for sweet is different from white. (426b17-21)

The point that it cannot be the special senses as such which perceive the difference
between white and sweet seems parallel to the case of perceiving that they are same. In
both cases we are dealing with a case of accidental perception, where both terms are
special perceptibles. What makes the perception accidental seems to be that the

16 Also, Aristotle goes on to speak in the next sentence (425b3) about how one may, therefore, be
deceived about thinking that the yellow is bile, as if he is reflecting on what was said to be perceived in the
previous sentence.
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introduction of a relation between the special perceptibles, sameness or difference,
which is not a proper perceptible.

Aristotle says that the individual senses perceive that the yellow is the same as the bitter
by virtue of being one, rather than themselves. It is important to note that the individual
senses still remain the subject of perception. He is not saying that another capacity than the
individual senses perceive the accidental perceptibles, but that the individual senses
perceive as one rather than as individuals. That is also why he emphasizes that it is not
the job of another capacity (425b2). To return to our football analogy, the senses are now
considered not like the individual players who have the same skill but as players who have
a skill by virtue of playing together, like the skill of winning matches. This is not a separate
capacity but a capacity the capacities have by virtue of working together.

One noteworthy feature of the cases of accidental perception we have been looking
at is that they all involve at least one special perceptible. We can see why accidental
perception requires a per se perceptible as a causal trigger. For general causal reasons,
there are no accidental causes and effects without per se ones. But is there any reason
why a common perceptible should not do as well as a special perceptible? Surely there
are cases where we would perceive that ‘this shape is a triangle’ or ‘this movement is
that of a lion’, that is, cases where accidental perceptibles are perceived as belonging to
common perceptibles? Now Aristotle clearly has a preference for special perceptibles as
being more proper as perceptibles than the common ones. So he compares the two in
DA I1.6: ‘Of the per se perceptibles, the special ones are strictly (kurids) perceptible, and
those to which the substance of each sense is naturally related.” The problem in
characterizing common perceptibles as per se perceptibles emerges when we consider
claims such as ‘the shape caused me to see it’. As a common sensible, the shape could
equally cause me to feel it. It is like saying ‘an animal generated a man’, rather than ‘a
man generated a man’ in that the cause is not specifically geared to the effect. The
difference is that there is no appropriate description of the shape that links it more
specifically to its bringing about vision rather than touch, while there is another
description of ‘animal’, namely ‘man’, which shows why it brings about specifically a
man. However, in special perception there is a way of describing the cause which
precisely matches up with the effect: colour causes vision as such. It may be because
special perception is in this way more properly a case of per se perception that Aristotle
uses special perceptibles to make the contrast between how the per se perceptible affects
the senses as such and the accidental ones do not (418b21—4).

Now, one might object that the very circumstances which make it unnecessary to
introduce distinct senses for the accidental perceptibles also show how tenuous their
status as perceptibles is. Take the example of the son of Diares again. Clearly the reason
why one can see the white as the son of Diares is that one has at some point learnt who
he is; typically by somebody telling you.'” That somebody is the son of Diares is clearly

"7 Cf. the role of accidental perception in learning (mathésis) at Sens. 437a11-13: hearing contributes per
accidens to phronesis.
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then something we learn. What persuades Aristotle nonetheless to view such accidental
perceptibles as objects of perception is that they are, as we might say, represented in
perception. On this reasoning, it is one question whether a certain content has its origin
in memory or intellect or some other cognitive activity, it is another question whether
the content is perceived or not.'® We perceive that this white thing is the son of Diares
within one perceptual act, not as an act of seeing plus an act of intellection. Similarly, a
musician may reasonably be said to hear middle-c or a doctor looking at an X-ray to see
the cancer. Although both kinds of perception presuppose intellectual training, what
has been learnt is represented to us as an object of perception. Indeed one might say
that part of the intellectual training is making one able to represent what one has learnt
as part of the perceptual content, to hear the right note, to spot the disease. In this
respect, Aristotle’s insistence that the accidental perceptibles are perceptibles is not
unreasonable.

However, we may still worry that Aristotle will be unable to explain how accidental
perceptibles can be represented in perception given the mechanisms of perception. In
per se vision, the colour is taken on by the transparent matter of the eyes, in hearing the
sound is received by the still air in the inner ear, and so on. We think of perceptual
content as represented by the senses by means of such processes. While the eye then in
some sense (as discussed earlier in Chapter 8) becomes white when we see the white
thing, it is hard to see how it takes on the form of the son of Diares. Insofar, then, as we
understand vision as taking on the form of the sense-object it is hard to see how the
accidental perceptibles become part of the content of vision. However, insofar as
accidental perceptibles are remembered, as implied by saying that they are acquired
by learning, it seems plausible that we should not look to the special senses as the locus
of their representation but rather to the common sense which is responsible for
memory and other imagination-based activities. The common sense also registers
and coordinates the input of the special senses. So it is likely that the coordination of
accidental perceptibles with special perceptibles also happens in the common sense."” If
so, we should not expect the mechanisms of special perception to accommodate the
accidental perceptibles. Rather we need to look at what happens in the central
sensorium when memories and imaginings are processed. While this relieves us of
the task of finding ways in which the special sense-organs could respond to accidental
sensibles, the obvious weakness of the answer is that it pushes the problem one step
back: for now we need to explain how wider perceptible contents are realized in the

common sensorium. Still, this is a problem we face with the account of imagination

anyway.

'8 As Cashdollar (1973) 168 says, ‘the ultimate source of the predicate is hardly relevant to the fact of
incidental perception itself”.

19" Gregoric (2007) 199 denies that the common sense is responsible for accidental perception, favouring
‘the sensory capacity of the soul which combines perception and imagination’. For the purposes of my
argument here it does not matter which of the two as long as it is a capacity that coordinates the input of the
special senses with memory.
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The common sense is not a capacity that is to be treated like the special senses. In
particular, the common perceptibles are not to be treated as proper objects of a
common sense. For, as we saw, the common sensibles were perceived by each of the
senses. Nor, of course, do the accidental perceptibles provide proper objects for the
common sense. We cannot define the common sense as a specific capacity to be acted
on by specific objects. Rather we should see the common sense as an aspect of the
special senses, an ability they have to perceive a range of perceptibles other than those
that define them, insofar as they are unified. If we talk about the common sense as a
capacity, we should be careful not to think that this is a capacity that enjoys the status of
a distinct psychic capacity; rather we may think of it as a derived or a secondary
capacity, a capacity that other capacities have. As we shall see, this is a model of analysis
that will apply also to other perceptual phenomena, our ability to perceive that we are

perceiving and to imagination (phantasia). It is to these phenomena I now turn.

Perceiving that we Perceive: DA 111.2

Aristotle’s account in DA II1.2 of how we perceive that we perceive should be read as a
continuation of the argument of IIL.1 to show the adequacy of the five senses in dealing
with a range of perceptual experiences. Aristotle takes his starting point in the fact, as he sees
it, that we perceive that we see and hear, and asks what faculty explains how we engage in
this activity. As we shall see, Aristotle worries about this activity partly because it threatens
to generate an infinite regress of faculties, a faculty psychologist’s nightmare. Aristotle
attempts to settle the worry by showing that we do not need another sense-faculty—let
alone an infinite regress—in order to explain our ability to perceive that we see; rather the
senses that we have already been introduced to in Book II will be adequate to the task.
I translate the key passage at DA II1.2 425b12-25 as follows:

Since we perceive that we see and hear, it is necessary [b12] that one perceives that one sees either
by sight (opsis) or by some other [sense]. But the same [sense] will be [b13] of sight and the
underlying colour, so that either there will be two [senses| [b14] of the same thing or it [the sense]
will be of itself. And furthermore, if indeed the sense that is of sight were different [b15], then
either it will go on to infinity or some sense will be of itself, [b16] so that we should do this in the
case of the first [sense]. But there is a puzzle (aporia): for if [b17] perceiving by sight is seeing, and
colour or what [b18] has colour is seen, [then] if something is going to see what sees (fo hordn),
then what first sees [or the first thing that sees| [b19] will also have colour. However, it is clear
that perceiving by sight is not one thing; for even [b20] when we are not seeing, we discriminate
both darkness and [b21] light by sight, but not in the same way. Moreover, what sees is actually
(kai) coloured in a way [b22]: for the sense-organ is in each case receptive of the sense-object
without [b23] the matter. That is why perceptions (aisthéseis) and appearances (phantasiai) are

present in the sense-organs [b24] even when the sense-objects have departed.*

20 o . W
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I start by offering a brief analysis of the argument.

1) Premise: We perceive that we see.

2) Inference: Therefore it is either (A) by sight that we perceive that we see or (B)
by another sense.

3) Inference (from (1) and definition of perception):>' The same sense will be of
both( i) sight and (ii) colour.

(Interpretative note: 3) applies to both options (2) (A) and (B) above.)

4) Inferences: If (2) (A), sight will be of itself (by (3) (1)); if (2) (B), two senses will
have the same object (= colour by (3) (i1)).

5) Further inferences: If (2) (B), either (a) there will for each perception that one is
perceiving be another sense by which one perceives that perception, in which
case there will be an infinite regress of senses, or (b) some sense will be of itself.
But not (a), so (b). If (b), best that the sense that is of itself is sight, so (2) (A).
But if (2) (A), there is an aporia: sight is of colour or what has colour [cf. DA I1.7
418a29]; but if so, if what sees (fo hordn) is seen, it too must have colour.

6) Aporia defused:

a) There is another way of seeing by sight than seeing colours, for when it is dark
we discern by sight that we are not seeing.

b) What sees is in a way coloured since the sense-organ receives the sense-object
without its matter (i.e. the sense-organ receives the form). That is why the
perceptions and phantasiai can remain in the sense-organs to be perceived later.

Almost every detail of the passage has been disputed, but having provided a full
interpretation elsewhere,*” I shall merely outline here how I read the passage.
Aristotle starts by presenting the phenomenon to be explained as a fact: we perceive
that we see and hear. The question of how we perceive that we see is presented as a
question of ‘by what?’ we perceive that we see. The alternatives are ‘by sight (opsis)’ or
‘by another’. Opsis could in principle refer to the activity of seeing, but a range of
passages strongly suggest that we should take ‘the capacity of sight’ to be the default
meaning of opsis in the DA.>> As far as the alternative ‘by another’ (heterai) is concerned,

Loy P T S SR T ST M P P
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I discuss the inference below. The distinction here as elsewhere between steps marked here as ‘premise’

and ‘inference’ is loose. Clearly a number of further premises would have to be supplied with every new
inference step to make the argument deductively valid. Nonetheless, it is worth marking in this outline how
Aristotle presents the structure of the argument by means of words such as émel, éorar, dote, ydp, 8i6.

22 Johansen (2005). See Perili (2010) 43-63 for a helpful commentary.

5 Cf. 111 412b27-41322, DA 1112 42621215, DA 1113 428a6-7. Metaph. IX.9 10502245 makes it clear
that Aristotle would generally expect his readership to understand opsis to mean the faculty of sight, and horasis
to mean its actuality. Indeed, he assumes that the reader is so familiar with the difference between opsis and
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we should take Aristotle to understand ‘another sensory capacity (aisthésis)’. He is
raising this question in extension of DA III.1’s argument for the adequacy of the five
senses in dealing with common and accidental perception. The question now is: do we
need more senses to account for our ability to perceive that we see and hear or
can we make do with those already recognized? This question is at its most pointed
when we envisage the possibility of an infinite regress of senses at b16.

There are two important questions of clarification raised by lines b14—15. The first
concerns the expression ‘it of itself”. As I understand it, Aristotle has in mind a sense-
capacity which perceives itself in that it perceives itself in the activity of perceiving.
However, one may object, as does Victor Caston, that this reading involves a change of’
reference between the pronoun ‘it’ and the reflexive ‘itself’, which is ‘too harsh’.>*
Against this, one may maintain that reflexive expressions such as ‘seeing oneself” can
allow for the subject and object to pick out different aspects of the same thing. So when
we say, for example, that ‘I see myself” we do not necessarily mean that the respect
with which I see is the same as the respect with which I am seen. I may see my arms
with my eyes and we would still be right to say that I see myself because both the eyes
and the arms belong to the same thing, me. Similarly, we may say that the sense of sight
sees itself, when if sees something that belongs to it, in this case the activity of seeing.
There are, of course, special cases of reflection of the sort highlighted by Socrates in
Alcibiades I (133a) where the seeing thing (the pupil) is exactly the same as what is seen.
But there is no need to think that Aristotle in DA III.2 has this special sort of case in
mind when he sees that the sense of sight will be ‘of itself”.

Second, commentators have puzzled over why Aristotle assumes that a second sense
would also have colour as its object.”> To understand the point we need to go back to
DA 11.12. Perception, Aristotle explained, occurs when the sense-faculty takes on the
sensible form of the sense-object. Therefore one cannot perceive the perception of that
sensible form without also perceiving the sensible form as it is taken on by the sense-
faculty.”® So since seeing red, for example, occurs when the sense of sight becomes red
in a certain way, one cannot perceive seeing red without also perceiving the sense of
sight becoming red in this way. Notice here that Aristotle says that the sense by which
we perceive that we see red has to perceive both sight and the underlying colour. I take
it he has in mind here exactly that since seeing colour is a matter of the sense of sight
becoming coloured, both sight and colour have to be perceived by the sense by which

horasis that the terms themselves can on their own be used to convey the distinction between potentiality and
actuality.

24 Caston (2002) 768. The observation is used by Caston to support his overall argument that the passage
as a whole does not, as traditionally thought, concern the question ‘by which capacity do we perceive that we
see and hear?” but rather the question ‘by which activity do we perceive that we see and hear?’

% Cf. Hamlyn (1968) 121-2.

26 Cf. the note in Hicks (1907) ad loc.: ‘one can clearly be aware that one is seeing without being aware of
what one is seeing.” But properly speaking seeing is never just seeing for Aristotle; it is, at least, seeing red or
yellow or some colour, since seeing is a matter of some such sensible form being received by the sense-faculty.
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we perceive that we see colour. The clarification so put anticipates what Aristotle will
make explicit a few lines further down (b22-3), namely, that the organ of sight in a way
becomes coloured in vision. Second-order perception is more complex than first-order
special perception: both colour and sight are perceived. This point will turn out to be
significant later.

The way Aristotle presents the two consequences, ‘either there will be two [senses]
of the same thing or it will be of itself” has the ring of dilemma. So we should ask why
either disjunct might seem problematic. In the first case, we may take it that the
apparent problem comes from Aristotle’s own idea that each special sense has one
proper object, colour, for example, in the case of sight.>” A special sense is defined by its
exclusive ability to perceive colour as its proper object. It may therefore seem impossi-
ble that there could be two senses by which we could perceive colour, if we think of
those two senses as both perceiving colour as their proper object. As far as the other
option, that there will be a sense that is ‘of itself”, the air of paradox comes from at least
two directions. Partly it comes from the worry aired in Plato’s Charmides 165cft,
namely that if knowledge is of something, it ought to be of something other than
itself, and partly it comes from the apparent conflict between the notion of a sense that
is of itself with Aristotle’s own comments in DA I1.5 (417a2-9) that the senses do not
perceive themselves. Aristotle at this stage is setting up aporiai concerning perceiving
that we see and hear, aporiai of the sort that might occur to a reader of Book II.

B15-16 goes on to present a further issue (efi, b15) that arises from saying that there is
another sense of sight: either (a) there will for each sense-faculty be another sense by
which one perceives that sense, in which case there will be an infinite regress of senses,
or (b) some sense will be of itself. In the first case, (a), the infinite regress seems
generated by applying the premise that wherever an act of seeing is perceived the
faculty by which that act is perceived must be other than that responsible for the first
seeing. So for any sense, s, and any act of perception, p, if s is responsible for p, and p is
itself perceived in p1, then there will be another sense s1, different from s, such that s1 is
responsible for p1. Apply the principle to any act of perception, pn, there will be a sense
sn + 1 responsible for perceiving pn.*®

Line b17 draws the consequence that we should make the first sense responsible for
perceiving that we see. The previous line sought to establish that, on pain of an infinite
regress, there had to be some sense that was of itself. Now one might imagine
somebody saying that we should go on postulating higher order senses until a certain
level. Say, once we get to the level of the sense that is capable of perceiving that we
perceive that we see, we stop and say that this sense is capable of perceiving its own
perceptions. One reply to such a person is of course to say that stopping at this level
seems arbitrary unless some further story can be told about why the sense that is capable
of higher perception of this order should also be capable of perceiving itself. In the

27 For the problems, see above Chapter 5, pp. 112-15.
# For a critique of this reading, see Kosman (2005).
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absence of such a story, however, it seems not only arbitrary but also uneconomical to
postulate a higher order sense with the ability to perceive itself. For if we ascribe the
ability to perceive itself simply to sight, then we need postulate no higher senses at all.
Aristotle’s preference here for this account underscores the principle ‘no faculties
beyond necessity’.

B18-19 presents an aporia arising from the previous line’s conclusion that sight
perceives that it sees: as we know from DA I1.7 (418a29), sight is of colour or what
has colour. Therefore, if what sees (fo hordn) is seen, it too must have colour. In ‘sight is
of colour or what has colour’ it is ‘what has colour’ that is picked up in the argument
(cf. ‘it too must have colour’). The implication, then, of saying that sight sees that it sees
is that sight must somehow have colour when it sees.

It is right to note, with Hicks,? that Aristotle at b18—19 is introducing an aporia that
has its origin in Plato’s Charmides 167c—169c. Socrates is here finding difficulty with the
proposal that temperance might be understood as a kind of self~knowledge, under-
stood as a knowledge that is of knowledge without also being of some other object
known. To highlight the difficulty Socrates introduces two kinds of analogous case.
The first is that of a power such as ‘greater than’ being greater than itself (and thereby
simultaneously being smaller than itself) and ‘double than’ being twice itself (and
thereby simultaneous being half itself). The second is the case of sight which if it saw
itself would itself have colour.

The aporia will be dissolved once we have a proper understanding of the subject
matter. Lines b20-5 accordingly proceed to offer a two-fold solution to the aporia. In
b20-2 Aristotle points out that there is another way of seeing by sight than seeing
colours, therefore we do not have to conclude that what sees must have colour if it is
seen. In b22—4, on the other hand, he argues that there is a way in which what sees
becomes coloured in sight. There need be no difficulty in principle, therefore, in
accepting that what sees has colour.

B20-2. The first sentence establishes that while ‘seeing’ may entail ‘perceiving
by sight’, ‘perceiving by sight’ does not entail ‘seeing’. We may thus assert the first
disjunct in line b13 (i.e. ‘one perceives by sight that one sees’) without implying that
one sees that one sees, with the consequent aporia. What shows that we may perceive by
sight without seeing is the case of discerning darkness and light, even when we are not
seeing. In understanding this point it helps to remember that in DA II.7 light is not
considered the object of sight but its medium. Colour is the proper object of sight,
light being that through which the colour appears. Perceiving the light is in this
sense not strictly speaking a case of seeing. A fortiori perceiving darkness does not

30

count as seeing.”” Yet Aristotle also acknowledges that we do not discern light and

2% Hicks (1907) ad loc.; cf. Caston (2002) 772-3.

* Note, incidentally, that ‘discerning’ (kp{vew) does not itself imply a higher cognitive achievement than

mere seeing, which is also referred to by Aristotle as kplvew (e.g. 426b10, 427a20).
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darkness in the same way (oukh hésautés, b22).>' The contrast he has in mind here is not
clear. One plausible way of explaining it would be to say that when one perceives light
(but is not seeing anything coloured) one perceives in the light the absence of any
colour, whereas when one perceives darkness, one perceives the absence of the light. If
so, the difference between the two kinds of perceiving also relates to the difference
between two ways of perceiving that one is not seeing, one by way of perceiving that
there is no sense-object, the other by way of perceiving that there is no light. We have
then a connection between the claim that we perceive both darkness and light by sight
and the claim that it is by sight that we perceive that we are seeing. For if it is by sight
that we perceive that we are not seeing (either by the absence of a colour or by the
absence of light), then that seems to lend support also to the idea that it might be by
sight that we perceive that we are seeing: for the same faculty would then be able to
monitor both kinds of case. The proper distinction between ways of seeing is then a
way not only of dodging the implication that perceiving by sight has to be perceiving
colour; it is also a way of showing, via the negative example, how the sense of sight may
be involved in registering both its own activity and its own inactivity with respect to
first-order perception.

B22—4 considers the alternative case where we are seeing. One may take this as a rival
solution to the aporia insofar as it accepts what b20-2 sought to avoid, namely, the
implication that what sees is coloured. However, we may also read b20-2 and 22—4 as
offering complementary answers to the aporia: b20—-2 concerning the case where we are
not seeing, but still exercising our vision, and b22—4 dealing with the case where we are
seeing. The two answers, from this point of view, are offered not as contrasting or
competing answers to the aporia. Rather they are meant to exhaust the two possible
scenarios where we either perceive that we see or that we do not see, where the second
scenario turns out to strengthen Aristotle’s case that such second-order perception is due
to sight and not to another sense.

B22—4 says first that what sees becomes ‘in a way’ (or ‘as if”: hds) coloured. For
‘coloured’ Aristotle uses the perfect (kekhromatistai), which indicates that what sees is
coloured as a result of having been coloured, more specifically as the result of having
been coloured through the activity of seeing. Thus Aristotle goes on to explain the
claim (gar) by referring to the idea familiar from DA I1.12 that each sense-organ is
capable of receiving the form of the sense-object without its matter. Saying just what is
involved in the sense-organ becoming ‘in a way’ coloured would take us back into the
discussion of Chapter 8 about material changes in perception. But two points, against
the background of that discussion, are worth making. The first is that ‘in a way’ would
be unmotivated if the coloration of the organ was of the literal sort sometimes
proposed. It makes better sense either if the coloration is of the non-literal sort

! With Simplicius, Sophonias, and Hicks, and against Themistius and Rodier (1900), I take ody doatraws
to indicate a contrast between discerning light and darkness by sight, and not between discerning colour and

darkness by sight.
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proposed by Burnyeat,”” or if it is of a material sort which shares something with a
literal coloration but is not it.>* The second observation concerns just what is referred
to by the ‘sense-organ’ (aisthétérion) at 425b23. If it is to make any sense in the
argument, it has to refer back to ‘what sees’, fo horén,>* since the claim that the
aisthétérion takes on the sensible form is supposed to show the way in which fo hordn
is coloured. But if this is supposed to help solve the aporia at b17-20, then to horén must
in turn refer to the same thing in b22 as in b19. However, do we not have to say, then,
that fo horon in b19 must refer to the sense-organ and not to the sense-faculty, as
I suggested earlier? I think not. Recall that Aristotle’s primary conception of the
aisthétérion at DA 11.12 is that in which the dunamis to receive the sensible form is
present.”” Referring to the sense-organ may therefore be taken to include reference to
the sense-faculty. Taking the sense-faculty to be included in the reference to the sense-
organ seems particularly plausible at b23, since Aristotle mentions the sense-organ as
what is capable of taking on the sensible form of an object without its matter, the very
capacity that in DA I1.12 defined the sense-faculties (aisthéseis, 424a18).%

However, even if there is no contradiction between fo aisthétérion at b23 and taking
to horon at b19 to refer to the faculty of sight, we still need to explain why Aristotle at
b23 shifts to referring to the matter of sight. I take it that the primary reason for the
reference to the sense-organs here is the attempt to locate the perceptions and
imaginings. If you ask where the sensory impressions remain after the sense-object has
departed it seems appropriate not to point to the sense-faculty, which gua faculty has no

location, but to its organ, which as corporeal does have a location.”” So we know from

2 Cf. Burnyeat (1995) 427: ‘Given our earlier discussion about the transparent medium being coloured in
a derivative way, it will come as no surprise to learn that, when we see, the eye is coloured in a way (3. 2,
425b22-3). All this implies that the effect on the eye is the same as the effect on the medium, as one could
already infer from lines 41921315 in 2. 7. The colour appears to the eye of the subject who perceives it. The
effect on the eye is a quasi-alteration just like the quasi-alteration in the transparent, because the eye too is
actually transparent.’

> Cf. Bolton (2004) 228-9. Without endorsing Burnyeat’s interpretation in general, Bolton emphasizes
that ‘the as if coloration in perception must involve an item of phantasia’. He cites the passage at Insomn.
2 (459b13—18) where Aristotle refers to the afterimage one has of the sun when, having looked at it, one shuts
one’s eyes. Bolton says it makes sense here to say that my eye is as if coloured red because of ‘the way my eye
appears or presents itself to me in phantasia when I am aware of the afterimage’ (229). We might think of the
material changes involved, at least in part, as those involved in phantasia, for which see the next two chapters.

** Cf. Osborne (1983) 404, n. 15: “There is a textual discrepancy here which enables some editors to read
760 6pav in place of 76 6pav in one or both occurrences at 425b19, but this does not provide a satisfactory
solution, since if the comment at 425b22-3 (which must refer to 76 6p@v) is to be any kind of solution to the
difficulty in 425b19 it had better refer to at least a possible referent of the terms in b19, and preferably to
the same term.’

> alobnripiov 8 mpdrov &v & ¥ Towadry Stvams where % Towabry Stvaus picks up on 76 Sexrucdy TV

alofnTav eldav dvev Tis UAys in 424al8.

¢ The passage does not therefore present an objection to the earlier claim that it is the sense-faculty that is
properly receptive of the colour in vision rather than the sense-organ as such. However, if there are necessary
material changes happening in actual vision it may be necessary for these to linger if the coloration of the
sense-capacity is itself to be perceived, as envisaged here.

7 Inote the parallel references in Insom. 459226, 459b6 to the sense-organs as that in which the perceptual
affection happens and remains after perception.



1902 THE PERCEPTUAL CAPACITY EXTENDED

the Phys. (212b7ff) that it is the body that has place per se while the soul has place only
accidentally.®® The suggestion at DA IIL2 425b24-5 is that the perceptions and
phantasiai are capable of remaining in the sense-organs because the sensible form is
received by a sense-organ which has a location and is therefore such as to be able to
provide a location for the perceptions and phantasiai.”

There is in b24-5 an implicit contrast between the absence of the sense-objects
(apelthonton ton aisthéton) and the presence of the perceptions and phantasiai in the sense-
organs. I take this contrast to be relevant to the overall argument of the passage in the
following way: even when the external sense-object has gone its sensible form is
available for perception or cognition because it has been received by the sense-
organ. The sense-organ thus becomes the vehicle for the sensible form vice the external
sense-object. Where the sensible form in normal perception is realized in the external
sense-object, it is, upon actual perception, also realized in the sense-organ. This
ultimately is why we can ascribe one’s ability to perceive one’s own seeing to sight
understood as the faculty by which one perceives a specific sensible form, colour. For
when sight perceives itself seeing, it is also perceiving colour, the sensible form that it
perceives in first-order vision.*” However, perceiving that one sees cannot simply be a
matter of perceiving colour; for it also requires perceiving one’s own sight as coloured. In
this respect, the content of second-order perception is more complex than that of first-
order perception, where vision as a special sense can simply be of colour. Hence if
perceiving that one sees red is an exercise of the sense of sight, then it cannot simply be
an exercise of sight as a special sense, that is, as the sense by which we perceive colour.

For Aristotle the fundamental reason why first-order and second-order perception
differ in being is that their contents differ. For it is by their kinds of content that we
determine the different kinds of perception. In first-order vision you see colour or

what has colour, where as in second-order vision you see not just colour or what has

3 Cf. DA 1.3 406a4—12, where it is suggested that the soul only moves locally insofar as the body it is in so
moves, and DA 11.12 424a25-8, where Aristotle first identifies the aisthétérion as that in which (év &) the
sensory faculty is located and then says that it is the same as the faculty but different in being: ‘for what
perceives must be a magnitude (megethos), but neither the being of what can perceive nor the sense (aisthésis) is
a magnitude but a certain logos and faculty (dunamis) of that thing [sc. the magnitude]’. Insofar as having place
requires having magnitude (points have no place), and only the sense-organ has extension, it is proper to ask
for the location of a sense-faculty by asking where its organ is.

I take aisthéseis here to be equivalent to the affections (pathé) or changes (kinéseis) of the sense-organ as
such. Compare the use of alloidsis and pathos in a similar context at Insom. 459b4-9 (cf. also DA 11.12 424a30).
This understanding of aisthéseis goes naturally together with its coupling here with phantasia, which Aristotle
understands as k{vnos 976 Tis aloboews s kat évépyeav yryvouévn (DA 1113 429a1-2). The use of the
plural aisthéseis at 425b25 should therefore occasion no confusion with the use of aisthésis in the singular at
425b16 to refer to the sense-faculty.

40 To the objection that there is now another problematic shift of reference in the notion of the sense
perceiving itself, this time between the sense-faculty and the sense-organ, I reply by referring to the above
answer: just as there need be no problem in accepting that the sense-faculty can see itself insofar as it is
actualized, so there should be no problem in admitting that the sense-faculty sees itself insofar as it materially
realized. Aristotle’s idea that the sense-organ is the sense-faculty at a lower level of potentiality, whilst the
actuality of perception is the sense-faculty at a higher level of actuality, serves after all to emphasize that these
are three different states or aspects of the same thing.
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colour; you see that you are seeing colour, where that perception is of both colour and
sight, as b13—14 said. Notice, initially, that this difference is not best expressed by saying
that second-order perception has a propositional content, ‘that you are seeing’, where-
as first-order perception does not. For Aristotle is prepared to express the content of
first-order perception of colours by a proposition, for example ‘that [there is] colour’
(418a15). Moreover, there is no reason to think that Aristotle is only interested in those
cases where we perceive that we are perceiving the so-called special sensibles, such as
colour or sound; presumably he is as interested in cases such as perceiving that we are
seeing that this white thing is the son of Diares, or that this white object is moving
towards me, that is, in cases involving awareness of accidental or common sense-
objects. First-order perception may, then, particularly in the case of accidental percep-
tion, have a complex content. So the difference between the contents of first-order and
second-order perception need not lie in the one being simple and the other complex.
Rather the difference lies in fact that the content of second-order perception will
always have greater complexity than the first-order perception that it takes as its object,
since the second-order perception conveys not just the content of the first-order
perception but also the information that one is perceiving that content.

It seems that second-order perception will therefore qualify as a form of accidental
perception, insofar as it involves not just, say, perceiving colour but attributing this
colour to one’s own sense of sight. This corresponds to standard cases of accidental
perception where we say, for example, that the coloured thing is the son of Diares.*'
Now as far as Aristotle’s argument in DA II1.2 is concerned, he should be able to admit
that second-order perception is a form of accidental perception without that under-
mining his argument that we perceive that we see by sight. Aristotle suggested that we
can say that we perceive by sight that we see because in vision our sense of sight
becomes in a way coloured. This suggestion does not commit Aristotle to saying that
we perceive that we see by sight understood exclusively as a special sense. He may say
that we perceive accidentally by sight that we see and what makes it appropriate to say
that it is by sight that we see this is that part of this content is something we see by
means of sight as the special sense it is. For part of what we see is a colour, the colour of
our sense-faculty. The fact that in second-order perception this colour is further
attributed to my sense of sight makes the overall content of the perception an
accidental perceptible. However, we can still insist that it is by sight that we perceive
this accidental perceptible. Compare, again, the discussion of accidental perception in
DA 11.6 418a20-5:

A thing is said to be an accidental perceptible, for example, that the white thing is the son of
Diares. For it is perceived accidentally, because the son of Diares belongs to the white, which is
perceived. That is also why no sense is aftected as such by the [accidental] sensible. Rather

1 DA IL.6 418a16, a20-3.



194 THE PERCEPTUAL CAPACITY EXTENDED

amongst the per se sensibles the proper sensibles are primarily sensibles, and they are the sensibles

in relation to which the substance of each sense is by nature.

Now when I see that the white thing is the son of Diares, it is clear that what aftects my
sense of sight as such is the white. What makes the perception as a whole an act of
accidental perception is that that perception also attributes ‘son of Diares’ to the white.
It is appropriate to say that I see that the white thing is the son of Diares because part of
the content, the white, is a proper sensible of sight. However, it is only an act of
accidental perception because the content is not exhausted by the per se sensible, white;
rather an attribute which is not a per se sensible, ‘son of Diares’, is attributed to the
white. It is clear, then, that because of the presence of colour in the content of my
perception we can say here that I see that the white is the son of Diares, but also that we
can only say that I see the whole content, ‘that the white is the son of Diares’,
accidentally.* The case of perceiving that we see is similar. Because there is a way in
which our sight becomes coloured in sight we can rightly say that it is by sight that we
perceive that we see.*> However, the content of such second-order perception is not
exhausted by the colour since one perceives what has colour as one’s own sense of
sight.** We can say that we perceive that we see accidentally by sight.

There is a strong parallel, on the account I have offered, between perceiving that one
sees and perceptual memory: remembering is perceiving that one has seen or heard in
the past, and so on, where perceiving that one sees or hears is perceiving that one is
currently seeing or hearing. In Mem. 1 449b15-23 Aristotle says,

Memory is of what happened, whereas nobody would claim to remember the present when it is
present, such as this here white when one sees it, nor what is being contemplated, when one
happens to be contemplating it and having it in mind, but one says only that one perceives the
one and knows the other. But when one has knowledge and perception without the actual
objects (aneu ton ergdn) one thus remembers of a triangle that its angles are equal to two right
angles, in the one case because one learnt or contemplated it, in the other because one heard or
saw it or some such thing. For it is necessary when one actualises one’s memory to say thus in

one’s soul, that one heard or perceived or grasped this earlier.

Aristotle goes on to explain that this ability to recognize that one has perceived
something earlier requires a sense of time, and is therefore not available to all animals:

‘for always whenever one’s memory is active, one perceives in addition to perceiving

2 Compare the manuscript reading at DA 1111 425a28-30: 0d8auds yap v fofavduefa dAX 3 odrws
&omep elpyrar Tov KAéwvos viov fiuds dpav.

3 We should not be put off by the disanalogy here that ‘the son of Diares’ is an object of learning, whereas
‘that one sees’ is surely not; for accidental perception may also, as we saw, operate on per se perceptibles such
as ‘that the white is the sweet’.

** Aristotle expresses the content of accidental perceptions such as ‘the white (thing) is the son of Diares’.
Here the term indicating the proper sensible appears first as the subject of the proposition, reflecting, it seems
the causal primacy in such perception of the colour as a proper sensible. Accordingly, we may prefer to
express the content of second order perception as, for example, ‘the red is my sense of sight’. I am grateful to
Pavel Gregoric for comments on this point.
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that one saw this or heard or learnt this, that one did so earlier, and earlier and later are
in time’ (450a). What is striking for our purposes is the parallel between second-order
perception and memory. Both are an exercise of higher-order perception, involving
perceiving one’s own acts of vision or hearing, and so forth. The key difference is that
in memory one is perceiving that one saw or that one heard (Greek aorist); *in the case of
normal second-order perception we perceive that we see or hear (present tense).*® It is
tempting therefore to see memory as a parallel case to the second-order perception
identified in DA III.2, namely the case in which one perceives one’s own perceptual
states with the added information that these occurred in the past. It is possible that the
final lines of the passage at 425b11-25 is inviting us to make exactly this sort of
connection with memory: the occurrence of the sensible form in the sensorium is
such that not only can it be perceived currently that we are perceiving, the continued
presence of the sensible form also ensures we can also perceive at a later stage both what
we perceived in the past and that we perceived it.*’

DA 111.2 leaves us with the impression that it is legitimate to hold sight responsible
for perceiving that one sees. The conclusion of the passage underlines that perceiving
that one sees may be thought of as a function of the faculty of sight and not of a
different sense-faculty. We have thereby strengthened the argument in DA III.1 that
no senses have been left out of the account in Book II. Aristotle has made a case for
thinking that the five senses as defined in Book II are adequate also to explaining the
phenomenon of perceiving that we see or hear or smell, and so on. However, DA II1.2
has also left us with a question as to how sight can be responsible for second-order
perception insofar as its content is more complex than simple colour. In this respect the
passage points forward to the discussion both later in DA I11.2 (426b8—427a16) and in
the Somn. of the way in which we perceive contents that go beyond those of special
perception. As we shall see, the answer to the question lies not in positing further senses
but, again, in understanding the way in which the five senses work together.

The outcome of DA II1.2 425b12-25 appeared to be that we should say that it is by
the sense of sight that we perceive that we see, and by implication that it is by hearing
that we perceive that we hear and so on for the other senses.*® However, in Somn.
2 (455a12-22) Aristotle seems to deny this proposition explicitly:

But since in the case of each sense there is something peculiar and something common, for
example, on the one hand, seeing is peculiar to sight, hearing to the sense of hearing, and in the
same way for each of the other senses, whilst, on the other hand, there is also a certain common
capacity that attends upon all of the senses, by which one perceives both that one sees and that
one hears—for surely it is not by sight that one sees that one sees and it is not by taste or sight or

45
46

(;TL EEBG, (;TL 'Y’I/KOUO'(V.

DA 425b 11: 67¢ 6pdper kai drovouev.
47 Compare here dreXévrawv Tav alobyrdv at DA 425b24 with dvev év Epyawr at Mem. 449b19.
Caston’s (2002) 779, n.59 comment that ‘Aristotle could not plausibly say that we “taste that we taste”
or “smell that we smell” (i.e. smell that we are smelling)’ seems to me to beg the exact question we are trying to

answer. Cf. also Kosman (1975) 503.
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both together that one discerns and is capable of discerning that the sweet things are different
from the white but by some part that is common to all the sense-organs. For there is one sense
and the controlling sense-organ is one, but the being is different for the sense of each kind, such
as sound and colour.”

How are we to explain the apparent contradiction between the Somn. and DA II1.2?
Hicks and Osborne underline the inconclusiveness of the discussion in DA II1.2:
Aristotle never asserts in DA II1.2, in so many words, that sight is responsible for
perceiving that we see. So they take his considered view instead to be that of the Sommn.:
it is the common sense by which we perceive that we see. My response shall be a
compatibilist one according to which the conflict between DA II1.2 and the Sommn.
does not arise once we understand how it can be true to say that we perceive that we
perceive both by sight and by the common sense.

Let us start by considering the context of Somn. 2. Aristotle wants to argue in this
chapter that sleep is an affection of the sensory faculty. His view is that since sleep
affects all the senses together, sleep must be an affection of something the senses have in
common, that is, the common sense. If not, it would be possible to perceive by one of
the senses even whilst asleep, but we observe that there is no perception by any of the
senses when we sleep. But what does Aristotle mean by a common sense? He stresses

the fact that the common sense is common in that it belongs to all of the five senses;””

similarly, the common sense-organ is a part that is common to all the sense-organs.”'
More precisely, however, Aristotle also says that there is one sense whose being difters
for each kind of sensible. The common sense is thus not a sense in addition to, or over
and above, the individual senses; it is rather the sense by virtue of which the five senses
are one. Alternatively, we could say that there is one sense that is also distinguished as
five senses insofar as there are five different kinds of proper sensible.

Aristotle’s comment that ‘it is not by sight that one sees that one sees’ should be read
in the context of this emphasis on the unity of the senses. Aristotle is contrasting what
can be said of the individual senses as special (idiai) or different and what can be said of
them as having something in common (koinon). What Aristotle wants to deny is that it
is by sight as a special sense that we see that we see. I note two points here. First, consider
the other role Aristotle assigns in the passage to the common sense, discerning that
sweet is different from white. This too, Aristotle says, is a kind of perception that can be
put down to neither taste nor vision. Now clearly what Aristotle means here cannot be
that vision and taste are not involved in the perception that white is different from
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sweet. For white and sweet are after all the proper objects of vision and taste. Rather
what makes the discrimination of white from sweet a matter for the common sense is
that neither of these senses as special senses is capable of discerning the difference
between their proper objects, whether you take them individually or together.”* Now
let’s return to the question concerning, as Aristotle first put it, ‘that by which one
perceives both that one sees and that one hears’.>” It is natural to take Aristotle’s
phrasing here to indicate the capacity by which one perceives both that one sees and that
one hears. What we have here, is the analogue, at the level of second-order perception
to the case, at the level of first-order perception, of perceiving something as both sweet
and white. It is the analogue because it brings together in one perception two different
sense-objects, that one sees and that one hears. In this case the perception that one both
sees and hears does not bring together the proper objects of taste and sight, sweet and
white, but the activities of the senses themselves. It is, thus, as reasonable to say that one
and same special sense cannot coordinate the perceptions that one sees and that one
hears as it is to say that one special sense cannot coordinate the perceptions of white and
sweet.

Now let’s consider again, in extension of this reading, the claim that ‘surely it is not
by sight that one sees that one sees’. Here there is apparently no coordination of the
activities of sight and other senses, like hearing. Nonetheless, in extension of the
previous lines, it is natural to read Aristotle as denying that it is by sight as a special
sense that we perceive that we see. If so, he is not excluding that sight is involved in
perceiving that we see; he is just saying that insofar as sight is involved it is not involved
as a special sense, but rather by virtue of its integration with the other senses.

Now in the previous section I argued that perceiving that we see red appeared to be
a form of accidental perception in that the content involved not just red but also an
attribution of that red to one’s own sense of sight. I think we can see now that the
implication of this point was already that perceiving that one sees could not simply be a
function of sight as a special sense. For sight as a special sense was concerned merely
with colour, and not with information such as whether this or that thing is coloured.
There is therefore nothing new in the Somn.’s suggestion that it is not by sight as a
special sense that we see that we see. Rather the question that arises is whether DA II1.2
is compatible with the Sommn.’s suggestion that it is by the common sense that we see
that we see, given the way DA II1.2 highlighted the role of sight in perceiving that we
see. I think two more comments will help show that the two works are compatible.

First, there is the key point that the common sense does not constitute a further
sensory faculty over and above the special senses. The Somn. is clear that the common
sense is not different in number from the special senses, it is only different in being. The
common sense does not constitute ‘another’ sense (hetera aisthésis) of the sort referred to
in DA NIL2. Given the way DA IIL.2 sets up the question, ‘Is it by sight that we

52 , . 53 ez - .
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perceive that we see or by another sense?’, there is therefore no contradiction between
the answers given by the two works. The admission of the common sense does not add
to the number of senses; nor, therefore, does it constitute the first step in a regress
argument.

Second, it makes good sense to say that the way in which the content of second-
order perception goes beyond that of first-order perception points exactly to the
involvement of the common sense. Once we accept the notion that we can perceive
by sight that we see as a matter of accidental perception, it is easier to understand exactly
why this kind of accidental perception would draw on the input of the common sense.
It is the common sense, after all, that allows us to make contrastive judgements
between perceptibles. It is, as the Somn. points out, by the common sense that we
discriminate white things from sweet things. We can now see the relevance of Aristotle
using exactly this parallel at the point when he wants to say that it is by the common
sense that we perceive that we see. For if perceiving that we see involves identifying
vision amongst a range of sense modalities, hearing, taste, touch, and so on, then we
would expect the common sense to be involved just as we expect it to be involved in
discriminating (krinein) amongst a range of kinds of first-order sensible, flavour, colour,
sound, and so on.”* When it comes to making discriminations between different
genera of sensible (as opposed to species of the same genus of sensible) we expect the
involvement of the common sense, not just in first-order discriminations such as white
is different from sweet, but also in second-order discriminations of the sort that seeing is
happening rather the tasting. Moreover, it is exactly this element in the second-order
perception that makes it other than a case of special perception. That is, it is the
element of our perceiving that we see red rather than that we see red which gives
second-order perception a richer content than special perception. Therefore the
manner in which second-order perception involves accidental perception goes well,
on my reading of DA II1.2, with the point in the Somn. that it is by the common sense

that we are capable of grasping that we see.””

>* It is natural, as do Ross and Siwek, to place a comma at 455a17 and read: od yép 8 77 ye Sbet Spd 670
6pd, kal kpiver 61 kal Svvatar kplvew 6TL €Tepa Ta yAukéa 7w Aevkawv. However, we know from elsewhere
that 6pav is also considered rpivew (DA 426b10). It is tempting to take Aristotle as implying this point here,
since it would ease the transition in thought in the sentence from seeing to discerning. Moreover, it would
support the point I am making here that Aristotle thinks that perceiving that one sees involves a discrimina-
tion amongst the different sense-modalities. I am grateful to Philip van der Eijk for comments on this
sentence.

55 Parts of this section have been revised from Johansen (2005).
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Phantasia

As sentient beings we humans do not just perceive the immediate environment around
us. We also remember our experiences, envisage situations we would like or not like to
be in, we dream, and we visualize abstract notions. All of these behaviours involve for
Aristotle an ability he refers to as ‘phantasia’. The term is traditionally translated as
‘imagination’. The translation has been contested by some scholars who think that the
association with ‘images’ is misleading, either because it favours visual representation
over other perceptual modes, or because it is too specific in favouring one kind of
perceptual representation where we should think more generally of a capacity for
mental representation.

To be sure, Aristotle is explicit that phantasia is not restricted to visual images but
comes from all the special senses (Insomn. 461a26-30). Indeed, he presents phantasia as a
movement that follows each kind of perception—special, common, and accidental—
so not just vision and not just special perception (428b27). There are, on the other
hand, passages in Aristotle that strongly suggest that images are central to his under-
standing of phantasia and passages where he sees a particularly strong connection
between phantasia and vision. So he says that phantasia is derived from phés (‘light’)
because we don’t see without light, and vision is most of all perception (429a2—4); he
accounts for dreams as phantasmata and their distorted quality as being like the distortion
of reflections in disturbed liquids (Insomn. 461a14-30), and he explains memory as a
retention of perceptual phantasmata, which in remembering we approach as if looking
at or through an image (eikon) (Mem. 450b11—451a2). Aristotle seems to take his lead
here from Plato, who in the Philebus (40a—b) treated phantasmata as paintings.”

The representation of images provides the model, then, for phantasia in these various
contexts. We may think of the visual imaging as a core case of phantasia to which a
certain broader notion of representation is related. A comparison would be with the
way the word ‘aspirin’ may be used generically for a range of different kinds of
painkiller, while there is still a core example with a certain kind chemical structure
from which the other medicines borrow the appellation. Against the background of
Aristotle himself privileging visual images in his account of phantasia, it is not unrea-

sonable to continue using the traditional translation ‘imagination’, though I shall prefer

! Cf. also the use of phantasmata for reflections in Republic VII 532¢1.
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to transliterate the term here. As a matter of translation after all, if not interpretation, it
is not unreasonable to reflect an etymology on which Aristotle himself insists.

Now Aristotle’s approach to imagination in DA II1.3 is as we would expect it to be
given his discussion of common perception, accidental perception, and perceiving that
we see. He attempts to explain it by virtue of one or more of the recognized capacities
of the soul.

If then it is imagination in accordance to which we say that something imagined occurs to us and
unless we are saying something metaphorically, then is imagination is one capacity or state of
those according to which we discriminate and are right or wrong? For such are perception,
opinion, knowledge, and intellect.

The text is sometimes quoted in support of saying that phantasia is a capacity. But its
being a capacity, like perception, is of course only one of the options mentioned.
Moreover, we have two options in reading the relative clause ‘according to which ...
either (a) as a defining sub-clause which would leave the possibility open that phantasia
could be a capacity or a state but not one of those by which we discern and are right or
wrong or (b) as a non-defining sub-clause in which case we would tend to take a
negative answer to the question (if that is what it is) to mean that phantasia is not a
capacity or state.

The best way of getting our bearings with these options is to read on. For the passage
serves as an introduction to the following text which goes through the various options.
First, he argues against saying that phantasia is perception (428a8-16), then against
saying that it is knowledge or intellect (a17-24), then against the Platonic option that it
is belief with, or through, perception (428a24-9). He concludes that ‘phantasia is
neither one of these [the four mentioned] or from these’ (428b9). Now a key feature
of all the arguments against identifying phantasia with these four is whether the phantasia
relates to ‘discriminating and being right or wrong’ in the ways in which these other
four relate to it. So it is an argument against phantasia’s being perception that the former
is mostly wrong, while the latter is true, and that we say that we are not perceiving
something precisely that it appears (phainetai) to us. The identification of phantasia with
either knowledge or intellect is similarly hampered by the last two always being right
while, as we saw, phantasia is also false. Finally, belief (doxa) is ruled out by the way in
which belief sometimes rightly contradicts appearances. In a famous example, the sun
appears to be a foot across while our belief is that it is larger than the inhabited earth.

Now since the veracity or otherwise of phantasia plays a key role in the refutation of
all the four options it is tempting to read ‘according to which we discriminate and are
right or wrong’ as a defining sub-clause. In that case, it is still hard to see how phantasia

as a capacity could be the same as perception or intellect. Indeed, Aristotle is careful to
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specify that the phenomenon of dreams shows that phantasia is neither perception as a
capacity nor as an activity (428a6). Moreover, there are some animals that do not have
phantasia while clearly they do have, as animals, the capacity to perceive (428a10-11).
However, what has not been ruled out, on this reading, is the possibility that phantasia
could be a state or other attribute of perception or intellect but not one of those by
which perception or the intellect is involved in discriminating or being wrong or right.
Another point to note here is that it has not necessarily been excluded from this
argument that phantasia could be deemed wrong or right or even discriminating—we
were after all told that phantasia is mostly wrong. For in the phrase ‘according to which
we discriminate and are right or wrong’ ‘according to which’ (kata) allows of a causal
reading such that phantasia would be what makes us discriminate or be wrong or right.
It may well be that that when in a state of phantasia about something we do, as a matter
fact, represent it as being something which may or may not be true, but that it is not the
business of phantasia to represent things truly (or not). Similarly, phantasia may in fact
involve discrimination,3 at least in some cases, but it is not essential to phantasia as such
to do so. As we shall see, this is no idle possibility. Nor has it been ruled out, of course,
that phantasia is some capacity other than perception and intellect. And this has
appeared to many scholars to be Aristotle’s view. I am not going to claim that phantasia
is not in some sense a capacity for Aristotle, and indeed ‘capacity’ is a handy word for
any ability that we have by virtue of our souls. However, I do want to argue that
phantasia 1s not a capacity according to the criteria that Aristotle has so far used in the
DA to characterize capacities.

Let’s turn, then, to Aristotle’s positive characterization of phantasia, which begins
here:

But since it is possible when this thing here is being changed for another thing to be changed by
this, imagination seems to be a kind of change and to come about not without perception, but
for those which perceive and of the things of which there is perception, and it is possible for the
change to come about by the activity of the perception, and it is necessary for this [the change] to
be similar to the perception, this change would not be possible without perception nor would it
belong to those which do not perceive, and [it is possible that] what has imagination does and

suffers many things in accordance with it and it is possible for it to be true and false.*

See MA 6 700b19-21 where phantasia is described as capable of discriminating: kal yap 7 pavracia kal 7
alofnois Ty adTiy 7O VO xDpav €xovow: kpiTikd Yap mavTa, dradépovor O€ kata Tas elpnuévas év dAlots
Swapopds. Since phantasia is a motion arising from the three different kinds of perception (DA II1.3 428b10—
429a3), one would expect it to preserve in some manner the discriminations made in those perceptions.
Phantasia, however, is not mentioned as a member of the discriminating capacity (dunamis) at DA 111.9
43221516 but only reasoning (dianoia) and perception, which may, again, suggest that it is not a cognitive
capacity in its own right, but derivative from perception.
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Three points emerge of particular concern to the question of whether phantasia is a
distinct capacity. The first is that phantasia is a change (kinésis). Now we are familiar with
the claim that perception is a kind of change from DA IL.5. Indeed, this point seems to be
presupposed here, since Aristotle takes phantasia to be a change that follows on the change
of perception. In the case of perception, the change is of course the activity of the capacity
to perceive. So one might think, by parity of reasoning, that phantasia too could be the
activity of a capacity to imagine. However, Aristotle’s point that phantasia comes about as a
result of the activity of perception seems to preclude this option. It seems to imply that
there is one activity of perceivers which is perception and then there is a further activity in
consequence of that activity. We have, as it were, a chain effect at the level of activities
with no mention of a further capacity being realized. Aristotle’s emphasis that phantasia
happens to perceivers suggests that phantasia is something that happens to us by virtue of
our perceptual capacity, further to the activity of perception.

The second related point is that phantasia has the same objects as perception. This
point is developed through the division of phantasia into three kinds of changes
following upon the activity of the three kinds of perception, according to whether
their objects are special, common, and accidental perceptibles. Now the priority of
objects criterion, as introduced in DA I1.4, said that two capacities were different if and
only if they had different objects. One might still think, when Aristotle at 428b13 says
that phantasia is ‘of things of which there is perception’, that there is some leeway for
phantasia to have a different approach to perceptible objects. Perhaps phantasia is related
to perception, rather like the way intellect is related to perception, if we recall that
Aristotle says that the two have different proper objects, even though the intellect in
thinking about abstract objects is still concerned with attributes that belong to percep-
tible objects. Similarly, phantasia could be of perceptible objects while not of perceptible
objects qua perceptible, but gua ‘imaginable’, let’s say.

The analogy with intelligibles, however, is misleading. The claim that the percepti-
ble and intelligible objects are the same is true only de re; de dicto intelligibles are distinct
from perceptibles. We do not perceive this box as perfectly square but this is how the
mathematician thinks of it. In contrast, Aristotle consistently stresses the similarity in
content between perception and phantasia. So he said in DA I11.2 (425b23-5) that there
were phantasiai present in the sense-organs also after the departure of the perceptible
objects since the sense-organ was receptive of the sensible without the matter: the
implication is that phantasia deals with same perceptible form that is received in actual
perception. Aristotle highlights the way phantasia’s causal dependency on perception
leads to a similarity of content not just at 428b14, but also later in DA II1.3 when he
says that ‘because imaginations remain and are similar to the perceptions, animals do
many things in accordance with them’ (429a4—6, cf. 425b24-5). And as Mem and
Insomn. go on to explain it is through phantasia that we remember or dream about what
we have perceived during the day. It is this similarity in content to perception that leads
Aristotle to understand phantasia as a function of the perceptual capacity, rather than of
a distinct capacity in its own right.
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In Mem. 1 Aristotle argues that we do not remember intelligibles as such, though we

may remember the image that accompanies thinking of them. He says that

Thus it is clear that the cognition of these objects is by the primary faculty of perception, and
memory even of intellectual objects does not occur without an image (phantasma) and the image
is an affection of the common sense. Thus memory belongs accidentally to the intellect, and
essentially it belongs to the primary capacity of sense-perception. (450a11-14)°

The striking feature of this passage for our purposes is that it is enough for memory to
be concerned with images (phantasmata) for Aristotle to conclude that memory is an
exercise of the first perceptual capacity (to prdton aisthétikon).® The background to this
inference is that phantasmata retain what has been perceived, and by relating this
phantasma to the past we can remember what has been perceived.” Remembering is,
then, one of the ways in which animals do things in accordance with phantasia. Putting
these points together, we can say that phantasia serves its purpose in memory precisely
by retaining what has been perceived as it was perceived. Because phantasia deals with
the same content of perception we can infer that phantasia belongs to the perceptual
capacity, rather than some other capacity.”

The role of phantasia in memory is also instructive in another way. One might object
to the claim that phantasia belongs to the perceptual capacity because it deals with
perceptible objects as follows. If phantasia is really this closely tied to perception should
we not think of phantasia as itself being perception? In the case of memory, we see that
a phantasma allows for a certain use that is not accommodated by perception as such.
Perception as such is of the present (449b13): perception happens now insofar as there
is an external perceptible object acting on us as such. Phantasia retains the information
conveyed, the sensible form, when the object has moved on. The content of phantasia
is similar, then, to that of perception but phantasia does not serve to represent that
content in the present environment. I shall say more about this claim shortly, for now
the important point is that we can maintain the argument for phantasia belonging to the
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© Note the difference between saying, as Aristotle does, that the phantasma as such belongs to the sensory
capacity and that it belongs to the sensory capacity as such. It may be essential to a phantasma that is an exercise
of the perceptual capacity, but that does not mean that it is essential to perceptual capacity to have
phantasmata.

7 Similarly, in the discussion of dreams he says that ‘even when the external object of perception has
departed, the impressions it has made (aisthémata) persist (emmenei), and are themselves objects of perception
(aisthéta)’ (460b2-3).

8 This helps explain why there is no phantaston (to coin a word) corresponding to aisthéton or noéton in
Aristotle to indicate the proper object or content of phantasia. The tendency of the term phantasma for
Aristotle is to indicate what appears to us (phainesthai) (cf. Insom. 460b16-20, DA 1I1.3 428a1-2 with
Schofield (1978) 118-20), though this offers no indication of a specific kind of content. I am grateful to
Klaus Corcilius for raising this issue.
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perceptual capacity in terms of shared content without reducing the activity of phantasia
to that of perception.

The third point of concern as to the question whether phantasia is a capacity, is that it
appears not to be an efficient cause. I have argued that both the nutritive and perceptual
capacities could, in different ways and to different degrees, be seen to be playing a role
in the efficient causation of nutrition and perception. Actual perception was the result
of the action of the sense-object but it also made sense to involve the perceptual soul in
the efficient causation insofar as it primed the living being to a high level of potentiality
of perception. There is nothing corresponding to this in the account of phantasia.
Phantasia s presented purely as an effect with active perception as its efficient cause. It
seems therefore that phantasia lacks the efficient causal role that we expect of the
capacities of the soul given the argument of DA IL.4. If phantasia is in some sense a
capacity, it is not a capacity on a par with the nutritive and perceptual.

Aristotle sums up his account of phantasia as follows: ‘If then nothing other than
imagination has the features mentioned (and this is what has been said), imagination
would be a change brought about by perception in activity’ (428b30-429a2).” How
does this account relate to Aristotle’s original statement, or query, that:

If then it is imagination in accordance to which we say that something imagined occurs to us and
unless we are saying something metaphorically, then is imagination is one capacity or state of
those according to which we discriminate and are right or wrong? For such are perception,

opinion, knowledge, and intellect.

Taken as a statement the passage can only be accepted with considerable qualifications.
Phantasia, we have seen, is not itself a proper capacity, but belongs to a capacity, namely
perception. Phantasia is capable of being right and wrong, as is perception, though it has
not been shown in what way phantasia is right or wrong. Given that phantasia does not
serve, as does perception, to represent the present environment as being such and such,
we should expect a different story about just how the perceptual contents represented
in phantasia are assessed as wrong or right. Finally, phantasia itself has been characterized
as a change (kinésis), not as a state (hexis) or a capacity (dunamis). Could phantasia,
however, also be described as a state? In the Nic. Eth. Aristotle offers us three options
‘Since the things that come to be in the soul are of three kinds, affections [pathe],
capacities [dunameis], and states [hexeis], virtue must be one of these’ (1105b20-2, transl.
after Taylor). There is some pressure on us, then, not just from DA II1.3 to answer this
question. Now, if we think of a hexis as an acquired fixed dispositional state, like
knowledge or virtue, it seems unlikely that phantasia could be so described. For
phantasia occurs as and when the activity of perception brings about a further change
in us. Phantasia may be as fleeting as a dream image, hardly a fixed dispositional state. In

terms of the tripartition in the Nic. Eth. it seems more promising to characterize
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phantasia as an affection, as Aristotle himself does on at least two occasions (DA 427b17,
Mem. 450a1). A passage in the Phys. I11.3 helps bridge the gap between the character-
izations of phantasia as change and as aftection:

Perhaps it is necessary that the actuality of the agent and that of the patient should not be the
same. The one is ‘agency’ and the other ‘patiency’; and the outcome and completion of the one
is an ‘action’, that of the other an ‘affection’ (pathos). Since then they are both motions, we may
ask: in what are they, if they are different? (2022225, transl. after Hardie)'’

Change may be understood, then, as an affection (pathos) in the patient. This is not an
inappropriate description of phantasia since it is a change in the perceiver caused by the
activity of perception.

The Final Cause of Phantasia

I have been concerned to argue against the claim that phantasia is a full capacity. The
most important argument has been the absence of a distinct object of phantasia to serve
as its formal cause. The objects of phantasia were instead borrowed from perception in a
way that showed phantasia’s derivative status as a change and affection of the perceptual
capacity. I also suggested that phantasia by being a product of perception lacked the
efficient causal role that Aristotle ascribes to the other capacities of the soul. I want now
to strengthen this argument by showing how phantasia also from the point of view of
final causation depends on the capacity of perception. If this argument is correct, it
strengthens the thesis that phantasia is to be explained by reference to the perceptual
capacity, on the basis of the capacity’s characteristic role as the formal, final, and
efficient cause of perceptual experiences.

Let me start with a characterization of the final cause of perception. This job is compli-
cated by the fact that Aristotle recognizes two notions of a final cause: ‘ “the for the sake of
which” is said in two ways, as the “of which”, and as the “for which”’ (415b20-1). The
standard illustration of the difference is medicine is health as the ‘of which’ and the patient as
the ‘for which’. I shall refer to them respectively as the end and the beneficiary.

Now in the case of perception it seems fairly easy to identify both end and
beneficiary. The end of perceiving is the perception of perceptible features of our
present environment, colours, sounds, motions, numbers, people, and so on. Alterna-
tively, we may use the language of discriminating (krinein): perception serves to
discriminate between perceptible features of our environment. So described, the final
cause coincides, as we would expect in natural changes, with the formal cause of
perception, the reception of the perceptible forms.

However, perception also serves to inform wus, animals and humans, about our
surroundings. This brings us to the beneficiary, the animal or human being who benetfits
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from perception. Now Aristotle spells out in some detail in DA I11.12-13 how we
benefit from the various senses. Touch, as we have seen, informs us of tangible qualities,
which are the basic qualities of matter as such. Some of these are harmful to us as bodies,
say the very hot. Since by perceiving these qualities we can take evasive measures, touch
helps us survive. Other tangible qualities nourish and satisfy us, the dry and hot as food,
the cold and the wet as drink (414b12—14). Taste, as a form of touch, is particularly
geared to picking out nourishment (414b14). The distance senses benefit us also by
informing us of dangers and opportunities in our environment. The distance senses are
also necessary for the survival of those animals that move around. This is because they
need to be able to spot dangers before they bump into them and spot food so that they
can move towards it (Sens. 436b18—437a1). However, apart from this role in helping us
survive, the distance senses also contribute to our living well (fo eu) (434b23-5). This
seems to be a point that particularly applies to intelligent creatures: ‘For those who
happen to have knowledge (phronesis) they [the distance senses] belong for the sake of
living well. For they reveal many differences, from which knowledge of both intelli-
gibles and things to be done arise’ (Sens. 437a1-3).

Now it is important to underline that in these contexts Aristotle is considering the
final causation of the senses from the point of view of the beneficiary. Touch is good for
all animals, because it helps them survive, distance senses are good for locomotive animals
also because they help them survive, distance senses are useful for intelligent animals
because they help them acquire knowledge. Some of these goods the senses can realize
by performing the proper function that defines them, that is by fulfilling their end as
the senses they are, but others they cannot. Consider here Aristotle’s discussion in Sers.
1 of the difference between sight and hearing:

Of these [sc. distance senses], sight as such contributes most to the necessities, while hearing
accidentally contributes most to knowledgeable thinking. For the capacity of sight announces
many and varied differences because all bodies partake of colour, so that also the common
perceptibles are perceived through this capacity (by “common” I mean magnitude, shape,
change, number), while hearing only announces the differences of sound, and for a few also
the differences of voice. But accidentally hearing makes the greatest contribution to thought. For
speech (logos) by being heard is responsible for learning, not as such [sc. as heard] but accidentally.
For speech is composed of words [or ‘names’, onomatal, and each of the words is a symbol
(sumbolon). That is why of those who have been deprived of either sense from birth, the blind are
wiser than the dumb and deaf. (Sens. 1 437a1-17)"
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The passage marks the important contrast between what sight does as such, and what
hearing does accidentally. All bodies are coloured, but only some make a sound. Since
sight is therefore reliably activated in the presence of bodies, it can also reliably inform
us of the common sensible properties of bodies. Sight is therefore more valuable than
hearing from the point of view of what is necessary. I take the thought to be that sight
will reliably tell you, for example, that five big grey objects are moving towards you,
and so you can get away before the wolves get you. Hearing, in contrast, contributes
more to the quality of our lives by allowing us to learn through listening to speech. But
what we are really learning from are not the sounds as such but what they represent to
us because we have reason (phronesis).

When Aristotle discusses the teleology of the senses in these contexts he takes the
viewpoint of the beneficiary, which is distinct from the viewpoint of the end that defines
the senses as such. The beneficiary may find further uses for the senses other than the ones
that define them as such. We may use here the analogy with the arts: horse-riding as a
skill may have the proper end of handling a horse well while in motion, but if the
beneficiary is a cavalryman, then he will find further uses for horse-riding, winning a
battle, say. The perspective of the beneficiary allows us to view the defining ends of the
senses as instrumental in relation to the good of the beneficiary as a higher end. The
distance senses illustrate the point well: they serve animals insofar as they are moving.
This is not an end that defines the distance senses as such (as we saw, that would be the
registering of colours, sounds, and smells) any more than warfare is a proper end of horse-
riding, but it is a use of the distances senses _for animals with locomotion.

I want now to suggest that phantasia plays an important role in showing, first, how
the distance senses can perform the role of guiding locomotion in animals, and, second,
how the senses contribut to knowledge for animals with an intellect. The upshot of the
account will be that while phantasia contributes to the use of perception in these ways
for animals and humans, and phantasia to that extent is important and useful in
accounting for how animals and humans live, phantasia does not have a final cause of
its own. This is a further reason for not thinking of phantasia as a capacity in its own
right, but as a psychological activity to be explained in extension of the perceptual
capacity.

Aristotle mentions two ways in which the distance senses are good for living beings:
they help us move or, in the case of humans, to act and also they to help us know.
Phantasia allows perception to perform both of these tasks. It does so by allowing the
perceptual faculty to represent perceptual contents which are not made available by
present sense-objects. Phantasia allows us to retain perceptual information in memory,
and to process further such information in projections and generalizations. It allows
perceptible contents to be treated offline as it were, in projections, comparisons, and
generalizations. However, to get to a point where we can assess the significance and
truth value of this claim we need to take a step back and consider Aristotle’s character-
ization of phantasia more broadly. The evidence on phantasia in Aristotle is extremely
diffuse and difficult. The holy grail of Aristotelian scholarship in this area is to find an
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account of imagination that unifies all of this evidence. I shall not aim for that here. But
a second best target is to find an account that allows us to explain together two kinds of
evidence in Aristotle. The first is the evidence that suggests that imagination is a
perceptual by-product, associated particularly with perceptual deviation. Malcolm
Schofield’s interpretation has put particular emphasis on this kind of evidence, referring
to phantasia as ‘non-paradigmatic perception’,'> or as Deborah Modrak puts it, ‘sensory
experience occurring under conditions not conducive to veridical perception’.'> The
second kind of evidence shows the positive contribution imagination makes to action
and intellectual thought. So Aristotle says, roughly, that animal movement is caused by
a combination of phantasia and desire. It is phantasia that is responsible for presenting the
object of desire or avoidance which triggers desire or avoidance in the animal and in
turn motion to pursue or avoid the object.'* It seems unlikely that phantasia could play
this role in animal motion if it was generally untruthful. If phantasia consistently misled
us in directing our motions few of us would live to tell the story.

So what does Aristotle tell us about phantasia? Here is an overview of the most

important points, some of which we have already come across.

(a) Phantasia is a change arising from the activity of perception (DA 428b13,
42921-2).

(b) It is different in extension from perception: sometimes we have phantasia
without perception and vice versa; some animals have perception but no phantasia
(DA 1I1.3 428a6—11), but no living being has phantasia without perception
(428b12).

(c) Itis of those things of which there is perception (DA 428b12-13).

(d) It is similar to perception (DA 428b14).

(e) It is prone to error (unlike perception): ‘we do not say when we are exercising
our senses clearly in relation to the sense-object that this seems (phainetai) to us to
be a man but rather when we are not perceiving clearly whether it is true or false’
(DA 428212-15).

(f) Itis responsible for dreams and memories (Insomn. 459a15-22, Mem. 450a21-5).

(g) It causes motion. Animals which lack reason, and sometimes humans when our
reason is occluded, act in accordance with phantasia, phantasia ‘remains and is
similar to perceptions’ (DA 429a4-7).

(h) It occurs in the absence of perception, but has the power of the sense-object to
bring about action (MA 701b20-2). Phantasia, like thought, presents the forms
of the objects that produce the aftections (desire, aversion) leading to action (MA
700b18-21).

(1) Itis up to us, unlike belief (DA 427b17-18).

12 Schofield (1978). '3 Modrak (1987) 85.
% DA 433b27-8, 434a3-5, MA 702a15-19.
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(G) It is required for thinking: thinking does not happen without phantasmata (DA
1.7 431a14-17).

As we have seen, the fundamental claim is (a) that phantasia is a change arising from the
activity of perception. Phantasia is not the same change as perception but a secondary
change consequent upon perception. This explains why only living beings that have
perception can have phantasia but also why one need not have phantasia whenever one
has perception. Since phantasia is a change further to perception it is possible for
perception to occur without phantasia. But also since phantasia is caused by perception,
and as we saw the content of perception was also its cause, it is reasonable to think that
phantasia too, as a further effect of a perception with that content, will also have that
content (c), or at least a content similar to that of the perception that causes it (d).

The thesis I want to advance is that phantasia is generally the representation of
sensory contents that are not immediately given in the environment. Here
I understand ‘not immediately given’ as relative to a perceiver. So the horse might
be immediately given in the sense that it is right there in front of me but it may still not
be immediately given to me as a perceiver, if it is shrouded in darkness or camouflaged
or the perceiver is inattentive and so on. Hence (e): we say that the object merely
appears to us so-and-so because we are not properly activating our senses: the sensory
content is not actualized in the proper motion of perception but rather in some other
motion. Compare Aristotle’s other example in the passage (428a15-16), something
appears to us when we keep our eyes shut. Manifestly, we are not then exercising our
senses in such a way that what appears to us is caused by a sense-object before us.
Similarly, when we say that an object merely appears to us to be a man, we are
expressing our doubt as to whether what appears to us is caused by the object before us
or something else, as is generally the case in phantasia.

Moreover, such sensory contents may not be given in the same way to me as a
perceiver as they are in ordinary perception, where they are received as representations
of external objects. When I see a man the perceptible content is perceived as present in
my environment. Sensory contents in perception are predicated of external objects. In
contrast, I may in phantasia conjure up an appearance of a man without representing
that man as present in my environment, just as those people do who use mnemonics, as
Aristotle says (428a17-20). That is at least part of the reason why phantasia, unlike
perception, is ‘up to us’ (cf. (i))."> The contents of phantasia are not beholden to current
perceptible reality. In dreams or memories a phantasma occurs to us. In remembering a

cow that I have seen, I employ a phantasma caused by the cow when I saw it which

'3 It is not clear that phanthasia is ‘up to us’ in all cases. There are clearly cases of involuntary associations
and dreams which we do not call forth deliberately. But then it is not clear that Aristotle in the context of (i),
namely that of contrasting phantasia with belief, needs to make a universal claim about phantasia: clearly there
are cases where we can imagine what we like without regard to reality, in a way we are never free to believe
what we want given the way belief seeks to represent truth. For an attempt to deal with the problem in the
context of Aquinas’ interpretation of Aristotle, see Frede (2001) 163—4.
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bears a resemblance to the cow. However, Aristotle is clear that in order to remember
the cow I have to use the phantasma as a representation of the cow and this representa-
tional use is not implied simply by having the phantasma. In dreams, meanwhile, I may
be dreaming of a waterfall because I am exposed to the sound of a dripping tap. Here
my dream image is caused by a perception of the dripping water, and there is a certain
similarity between the perception and the phantasma (cf. point (c)). However, my
dream is not of the dripping water: it is of the waterfall. In these cases, then, the
phantasma is as a representation detached from its particular causal origin, whereas an
aisthéma is a representation of its causal origin. The causal reason for this detachment is
again that the phantasma is a further change in the perceiver subsequent to the perceptual
kinésis. This change would be expected to have at least a similar content to the
perception which gave rise to it. At DA 428b14 (d) Aristotle says that it is necessary
that the phantasia will be similar to the perception that gives rise to it. However, as the
discussion of distortions of the phantasmata in dreams and memory shows, there is also
room for considerable distortion in the sensory content because of the influence of the
perceiver’s body on the change.

Let me summarize the relevant differences between perception proper and phantasia.
Perception only takes place in the presence of a sense-object. This is because percep-
tion requires the presence of an external object to bring it about. Phantasia arises from
perceptual activity; however, it is a distinct motion that may also take place in the
absence of any current perceptual activity. Correspondingly, the content of phantasia
need not resemble or be taken to represent a current sense-object, though its content
will, given its origin in a perception bear some resemblance to a sense-object. We may
bring up the content of a phantasia, a phantasma, whenever we wish, without external
prompting, since once the phantasma has been generated through perception, we can
activate it ourselves, in different contexts such as dreaming, remembering or what we

might call ‘fantasizing’.

Phantasia and Action

As points (g) and (h) indicate, phantasia plays a role in the causation of action. We may
understand ‘action’ in a narrow and in a broader sense. Action (praxis) in a narrow sense
is confined to humans, since it presupposes choice (prohairesis), which is an exercise of
the practical intellect (Nic. Eth. 1139a32-b5). However, action may also be understood
in a wider sense to include the goal-directed motions of animals. Here practical
intellect is not presupposed. It is clear that some actions are cases of spatial motion,
though action need not be. I may generously decline your offer of repaying the debt
you owe me, and by doing I shall have acted in a certain way, but I have not moved
spatially. The cases I want to focus on, however, are those in which action does involve
locomotion, cases such as my going to the corner shop for milk, or the lion’s chasing of
the ox for food. These are the cases where action falls under Aristotle’s general account
of locomotion in DA 111.9-10 and MA.



PHANTASIA 211

Here in outline is Aristotle’s account of the cause of locomotion. First of all,
locomotion presupposes desire on the part of the animal. However, desire on its
own does not move an animal: there must also be something which the animal desires,
an object of desire (fo orekfon). Desire is always for the sake of something (eneka tou,
433a15). The object of desire moves the animal’s desire which in turn moves the
animal as a whole. The object of desire is the terminus or end towards which the
animal’s motion is directed. The object of desire is something that appears (phainetai) to
the animal. This is where phantasia comes in. The object of desire moves desire by
being thought about or imagined (tdi noéthénai é phantasthénai, 433b12). Since only
humans have thought, phantasia is a necessary condition of movement in other animals.
For without phantasia there is no object of desire (433b28-9), without an object of
desire there is no desire, and without desire there is no movement.'®

Now if we ask why phantasia is required for locomotion, several answers have been
suggested by scholars. Martha Nussbaum suggests that phantasia is required for percep-
tion of anything as such and such."” Any conceptualization or interpretation of percep-
tual content requires phantasia. On her account perception on its own is simply not rich
enough to provide us with the information needed to direct action. If the lion is to go
hunting for an ox it needs to be able to recognize something as an ox. But perception
cannot do this without phantasia. The problem with this is two-fold. On the one hand,
there is a category of perception, accidental perception, as we saw, which does provide
contents such as ‘ox’. Any involvement of reason in providing such contents for
accidental perception was not an obstacle to their being represented in perception as
perceptibles. On the other hand, there seems no obvious reason why animals should
not pursue something perceived as, say, sweet or round, that is, in terms of special or
common perceptibles.18 Modrak, meanwhile, takes phantasia to be required in order to
present the pleasantness or painfulness of the object in view of past experience so that it
will be either desired or shunned.'” This has the advantage of introducing the content
that is directly relevant to the triggering of desire and avoidance. What is questionable,
however, is whether phantasia is required in order to present something as pleasant or
painful. Aristotle seems to think that perception on its own can present an object as
pleasant or painful. So Aristotle says at that if you have perception, then you necessarily
also have a sense of pain and pleasure and therefore desire (DA I1.3 414b4-5). It is of
course possible that the reason why one will have a sense of pain and pleasure if one has
perception is that if one has perception then one will also have phantasia. A parallel
passage may be read to support this: ‘if one has perception, then also imagination and

desire, for where there is perception, there are also pain and pleasure, and where these

10 We should, of course, think of self~movement here, rather than the sort of movement that animal

might undergo by force, cf. 432b17.
7" Nussbaum (1985) 255-60.
'8 Cf. Everson (1997) 164 with Lorenz (2006) 124, n.4.
' Modrak (1987).
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are there is from necessity also appetite’ (413b22—4).>°

However, Aristotle is not being
explicit here that phantasia fits in as a precondition of having pain and pleasure or
whether having phantasia follows from having pain and pleasure or perhaps from the
way in which having pain and pleasure necessitates having desire. Moreover, it seems
that there are some senses which present their objects as pleasant or painful without any
reference to phantasia. So in the case of smell, at least one kind of odour is always
perceived as pleasant or unpleasant by humans but even when the odour is perceived as
pleasant or unpleasant per accidens there is no indication that memory or phantasia is
required (Sens. 5, 443b17—-444a3).

Nonetheless, I think Modrak is close to the truth in locating the role of phantasia in
the presentation of what is pleasant and painful in a way that will trigger desire. What
triggers desire, however, is not a memory of pleasure and pain, but a projection or
anticipation of pleasure and pain. Here again phantasia enters as a mode of presenting
perceptible contents beyond what is immediately given in perception.

Let us go back to the characterization of perception. As we saw, perception for
Aristotle occurs only in the presence of a per se sense-object and it is limited in its
representation to present sense-objects (be they per se or accidental). From the point of
view of action, the problem with perception is that it only makes contents available in
the presence of actual sense-objects. But in action we need access to perceptual
information beyond what is immediately given to us in perception. Phantasia, by
allowing for the retention and modification of perceptual information, can trigger
desires for objects that are not immediately given to our senses, an obvious must if we
are going to seek out objects that are good for us but are not yet available to us, and
equally if we are to avoid objects which will harm us if they were to come into contact
with us. Phantasia is, then, the mode of representing perceptual information beyond
that given to us in actual perception. Since such representing lacks the direct causal link
to the external object which standardly ensures the veracity of perception, phantasia is,
if taken as a representation of current reality, prone to error. However, it is exactly the
liberation from the presence of an external object that makes phantasia serviceable for
directing us in enacting scenarios that are not actual.

To give some plausibility to this analysis, let us consider a simple example. Winnie
the Pooh has a desire for sweetness, he sees honey before him, and goes ahead and eats
the honey. This looks like the sort of practical syllogism Aristotle has in mind in MA 7.
We might say here that the current perception of the honey is sufficient to trigger the
pursuit of the honey, given the desire for sweetness. Where does phantasia enter?

Nussbaum would say already in seeing the honey as honey, Modrak in seeing it as
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é¢ avdykns kal émbupia. It is possible, by the simple device of putting the comma after ¢avraciav rather than
alofnow to read Aristotle to be saying that one has desire if one has both perception and phantasia. However
the explicating line is naturally read as repeating two inferential steps from perception to pain and pleasure
and from pain pleasure to desire. Hence we naturally associate phantasia with the first inference, i.e. with the
inference to having pain and pleasure.
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sweet, which only works if Pooh has a memory, hence phantasma, of honey as sweet.
On my reading, however, phantasia enters because Pooh has in mind a phantasma of
honey as sweet that exceeds what is currently given in perception proper. His desire is
directed towards an expected object of perception. Take another example: Pooh is
eating honey surrounded by yoghurt which he does not like. He eats from the inside of
the plate out and stops before he reaches the dreaded yoghurt. Why does he stop? Not
because the honey no longer tastes sweet but because he anticipates the nasty taste of
yoghurt. The example illustrates that what motivates Pooh is not the current percep-
tion of the honey as sweet but the expected perception of sweetness. Phantasia here
appears as a mode of sensory projection: it is an anticipated sensory experience which
serves to trigger desire. Elsewhere (Mem. 449b27) Aristotle refers to the role of phantasia
in hope (elpis), the anticipation of a future good based on a phantasma. Aristotle sees
hope as a sort of future-related analogue to memory: where memory involves the use
of a phantasma as a representation of the past, hope projects a phantasma as a representa-
tion of the future. Both contrast with perception which is only of the present and
requires the presence of a per se perceptible object. Hope may involve a specific attitude
not generally implied by desires for the future, but it shares this much with desire, the
occurrence of a phantasma as a representation of a future state.

It is clear that this account requires qualification in light of Aristotle’s repeated
declaration that perception, as well as imagination and thought, may cause desire.?' It
is helpful to relate this point to the difference between animals insofar as they move and
insofar as they do not.>? Consider two kinds of animal: one which does not move, a sea
anemone,” and another which does, a frog. The sea anemone will be able to select
food as it touches it. It is quite plausible to say that as the sea anenome touches the food
it will select it on the basis of its pleasant taste or feel. As it tastes the food as pleasant it
will desire it and consume it. The pleasantness of the food which motivates its selection
is given in current perception. There is therefore no need for phantasia to present the
food as pleasant.>* In contrast, the animal that moves will choose the food on the basis
of its promised pleasures: the frog will need already to represent the fly as pleasant in
order to have the desire to move towards it, but this experience of the fly as pleasant is
not one that is given to it in current perception.”> Of course, it is true that the frog will
see, hear, or smell flies in advance of eating them. The distance senses, as Aristotle tells
us, have exactly the function of informing us in advance of the dangers or opportunities

in the environment. However, what we see, smell, or hear as such are not the attributes

1 MA 700b19, 701a35, b16.
22 See the excellent discussion in Lorenz (2006) 138—47.
” The example and the basic point are from Irwin (1990) 587, n.2.
Cf. Lorenz (2006) 141: ‘behaviour of the kind reportedly manifested by sponges could, it seems
reasonable to think, be explained just in terms of perception and what we might call pro-attitudes or
contra-attitudes to items that the animal apprehends in acts of perception—for instance, occurrent states or
processes’.

* Though it may be extrapolated from current perception; see my footnote below.
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that motivate us: that would be the pleasure of consuming the food or drink, which is
not represented by the current perception of the object.

Understood in this way, phantasia is needed neither to generate desire as such, nor to
motivate selection or avoidance of objects, but to motivate selection or avoidance of
objects whose desirable attributes are not given in current perception. This would
explain why Aristotle thinks that perception in some cases of direct contact, as in the
example of the sea anemone, is sufficient to trigger desire in animals, but in others not.
It is selection and avoidance enacted through locomotion that requires phantasia.

However, this claim too might seem to be undermined by Aristotle’s account in

MA 7 of animal locomotion. Here he says that:

In this way living creatures are impelled to move and to act, and desire is the last cause of movement,
and desire arises through perception or through imagination and thought. (701a34-6, revised
Oxford transl. by Farquharson)®®

If one takes Aristotle to be talking exclusively here about locomotion—the movement
of the whole body from one place to another—then it would seem that perception can
take the place of phantasia also in this instance.”” However, Aristotle’s account of
locomotion in the MA is based on a more basic account of spatial self~motion which
seems also to apply to cases where the animal moves part of its body but not necessarily
the whole of the body.”® Aristotle opens the MA by saying,

Elsewhere we have investigated the movement of animals after various kinds, the difference
between them, and the causes of their particular characters (for some animal fly, some swim,
some walk, others move in various other ways); there remains an investigation of the common
cause of any sort of animal movement whatsoever. (698a1-7, revised Oxford transl. Farquharson,
my emphases)>’
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7 This seems to be the view of Lorenz (2006) 141, n.13, though it is unclear to me how he maintains its
consistency with the view that only phantasia will do in generating locomotion.

2 Lorenz (2006) denies this, citing Phys. 254b7-12 which suggests to him that motion of a part of the
body is only spatial motion per accidens: v 81) kwodvTwy kal kKwovuévwy Ta uév kata cuuPefnros kwel kal
kweita, 7a 8¢ kal avTd, kard cvufefnros uev ofov Soa Te T¢ Vmdpyew Tois kKwobow 1) kKwovpévols Kal Td
katd pépiov, Ta 8¢ kal avTd, Soa uy TG Vmdpyew TG KWodvTL 1) TG KWwouuévw, unde TG udpLdy TL avTAY
kwelv 1) kweiofau. In the first case, we say that something moves accidentally because it is attached to
something that moves. The soul moving because the body moves seems a case in point. In the second case,
the point seems to be that the whole may be said to move accidentally insofar as a part of it moves or is moved:
so in A. Kenny’s example (Kenny (1969) 13—-14), the pianist moves because his hands move. But the point
here seems to be not that the pianist does not move spatially, he after all moves his hands, but that he moves as
a whole only accidentally in that it is his hands that move per se, or as one might also say, the pianist moves his
hands per se, while in moving his hands per se he also moves himself as a whole accidentally. So read, the
passage does not support Lorenz’ claim that spatial movement of a part is only spatial movement per accidens. It
would be odd, after all, if Aristotle thought that all movement of a part was per accidens, since his view is that
natural substances move themselves by one part moving another.
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His answer goes back to the account in Phys. VIII of self~motion, the account of how
one part within the animal sets up motion in another part.”” This is an account that
applies in the first instance to the internal parts of the animal. In some cases, such
motion translates into the spatial movement of the entire animal, but it seems that the
account in its basics is equally suited to explaining the motion of body parts, even
where the animal as a whole does not end up moving place. The case where desire
results in the moving of one’s legs with the result that one’s body moves as a whole
does not seem to be of a fundamentally different sort from the case where desire results
in the moving of one’s arms to take a drink, in the example of MA 7 (701a32-3). It
seems possible, then, to include the spatial motion of parts rather than the whole of the
body as a kind of spatial self~-motion. But if so, it seems in principle possible to explain
Aristotle’s inclusion of perception in the discussion as relevant to those cases, like the
sea anemone, where a stationary animal moves itself to avoid or pursue an object
because it is currently perceiving it as pleasant or painful. And so there is no contradic-
tion between those inclusions of perception in the account of spatial motion and the
claim that phantasia is necessary, in the manner suggested, for the spatial motion of the
entire animal.”’

In the case of human action we can see a role for phantasia parallel to its function
in animal locomotion. In the case of human action, what is desirable is the doable
(to prakton), where the doable is what could be otherwise. Elsewhere (Nic. Eth. 111.3),
Aristotle makes it clear that we only deliberate concerning what could be otherwise,
which, in this context, excludes the past and the present. Human action, then, is always
orientated towards the future. Aristotle is clear that when nous instructs desire it
identifies or seeks to identify what is truly good. With a nod to Plato (Protagoras
356a-357¢), Aristotle says (DA 434a7-11) that reasoning brings together phantasmata
of the various outcomes and measures which one is the greatest. Where we pursue the
apparent good on the basis of appetite (epithumia), rather than reason (logos), the
desirable is identified on the basis of what appears pleasant now. Aristotle says that
what is pleasant now appears also pleasant and good simpliciter (DA 433b8—10) because
appetite does not ‘see’ (horan) the future. Here what is desirable is clearly identified on
the basis of what appears pleasant now, but the form in which the appearance informs
desire is as an appearance of what is pleasant and good simpliciter. The phantasia thus
seems to have a generalizing intent that goes beyond what may be given in perception
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30 Contrast Lorenz (2006).

> DA L3 4282911 appears to say that phantasia does not belong to the ant, the bee, or the worm. Both
the ant and the bee would seem to be clear counter examples to the claim that locomotion requires phantasia.
However, the text is corrupt and seems contradicted by Aristotle’s ascription of memory to bees elsewhere.
Reading pév 1 peAirry, okdAnri 8ot as understood also by Alexander would alleviate the problem, given the
highly qualified ascription of phantasia to creatures, such as worms, which move indefinitely (434a5). Still,
Aristotle would have done better, on my reading, using a stationary animal as his example. I am grateful to
Klaus Corcilius for raising the issue.
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here and now. Put differently, even if I perceive the sweet honey now as pleasant, the
appearance that instructs my desire to want to eat some (more) is the appearance of the
honey as pleasant and good simpliciter. Phantasia again goes beyond what is immediately
given in perception.

The role of phantasia in action and locomotion then is this. Phantasia arises as a
movement from actual perception: its content is therefore similar to that of actual
perception, though the fact that it is a distinct movement also allows for variation in the
content. Most importantly, however, the perceptual content of a phantasia need not
occur as a representation of the sense-object that gave rise to the actual perception or to
any current sense-object. Phantasia is therefore useful as a mode of presentation of
perceptible contents that goes beyond what is given in immediate perception. Phantasia
serves to project available perceptual information onto a—at least as yet—not per-
ceived future state of affairs. It thereby triggers a desire to bring that state of affairs
about. Phantasia is here the representation of perceptual information in the mode of the
possible, in the mode of what is doable.

Aristotle’s account is developing points made by Plato. In the Philebus (40a—b) Socrates
introduces the notion of phantasmata as picture-like accompaniments of judgements.*>
Socrates is here interested in the pleasures that we take in conjuring up phantasmata of
future states of affairs, like imagining that you are going to be rich. Socrates makes it clear
that you can have such phantasmata about past, present, and future, and with this Aristotle
would agree. However, the particular interest in the context is the relationship between
desire and the phantasmata of the future. Aristotle does not see phantasmata as dependent
on judgement or belief (doxa)—his example of the sun appearing to be a foot across while
you judge it to be much bigger is a case to show, pace Plato, how the two come apart.
However, he does see phantasia as responsible for presenting pleasant appearances of
future state of affairs which trigger desire.

Phantasia, as we have seen, is a mode of sensory representation that operates in
relation to locomotion. Phantasia is required in order to cause locomotion because,
I have argued, it projects perceptible content as an object of desire. Perception as such is
limited to representing the present, but what motivates us to move is a representation
of a future good. Phantasia is projection of desirable perceptual features based on past or

present perceptual information.””

2 The relevance of this passage to Aristotle’s account of phantasia was noted already by Hackforth (1945) 72.

3 The account I have given is generally in agreement with Lorenz (2006). However, I am more sceptical
than Lorenz about the necessary role of memory in generating phantasmata about the future. Lorenz (134)
argues ‘On the basis of Posterior Analytics 2.19, then, we may assume that, on Aristotle’s view, animals that
have the capacity for retaining sensory impressions can apprehend appropriate items that they cannot
currently see, hear, or otherwise perceive, provided that they retain suitable sensory impressions. We can
now add a second point, namely that the capacity for phantasia in fact involves the capacity for retaining
sensory impressions. These two views, taken together, suggest a cognitive role for phantasia. Animals that are
capable of phantasia have cognition apart from perceiving: they can apprehend appropriate items that they do
not currently perceive by way of their senses, provided that they retain suitable sensory impressions.” Current
perceptual experiences may generate concurrent phantasmata (cf. 428b25-30). Imagine the first time you eat
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Phantasia may be viewed as an affection of the perceptual faculty that it has by virtue
of the perceptual faculty’s integration in a soul with locomotion. We should think of this
integration in hierarchical and teleological terms: the higher faculty is locomotion
which perception serves, as we saw in our first text from Sens. What did not appear
from this passage, which we had to learn from Aristotle’s account of the causes of
locomotion in DA II1.10-11, is that locomotion requires affections of the perceptual
faculty, phantasmata, that go beyond the affections that define the perceptual faculty as
such. Phantasia is thus an activity of the perceptual faculty, which while it goes beyond
the activities that strictly define the perceptual faculty, is necessary for the animal that
has locomotion.

Corroboration of this claim comes in Aristotle’s discussion of phantasia in the
so-called ‘imperfect” animals in DA II1.11:

We must consider also what it is that produces movement in the imperfect animals which have
perception by touch only — whether they can have imagination and wants, or not. For they
evidently have pain and pleasure, and if these they must have wants also. But how could they
have imagination? Or is it that just as they are moved indefinitely, so also they have these things
[sc. desire and phantasia] but indefinitely? (433b31-434a5)

Generally, Aristotle thinks that distance senses are required for animals that move
around, so that they can spot dangers before they bump into them and avoid running
past nourishment they need in order to survive. Aristotle however admits that there are
certain animals which move even though they only have touch, that is no distance
senses. We may think for example of certain worms or grubs which have no obvious
organs of sight, hearing, or smell. These imperfect animals are (as Simplicius rightly
points out) not maimed animals. They have the organs required to bring about their
natural ends, it is just that those ends are very modest compared to those of higher
living beings. The right perspective on the imperfect animals is, then, to say that since
their motion is imperfect (by their nature) they only have the instruments to allow
them to move imperfectly. This means, in particular, that they have no distance senses,
only touch as we are told. They move indefinitely and so do not require distance senses

taramosalata: you may while, and by virtue of, having your first mouthful present the image to yourself of
another pleasant mouthful, and reach for another spoonfull. No doubt future appetitive encounters with
taramosalata will be informed by this experience, but retained phantasmata do not seem to be necessary for all
cases of forming a desire of the sort leading to locomotion. It seems that one can project desire-generating
phantasmata on the basis of current perception without the mediation of memory. It is also worth noting that
if memory is a requirement for locomotion-causing phantasia, then Aristotle’s claim that there are animals that
do not have memory will apply only to stationary animals. While Aristotle never gives particular examples
when talking of animals without memory, there are passages where one naturally thinks of locomotive
animals. So in HA VIIL.1 589a1-3 Aristotle says that animals with memory tend to stay longer with their
offspring, while those without memory leave their young having reared them. Earlier in HA V1.6 563b9-11
Aristotle had mentioned that many birds leave their young in this way, so it is natural at 589a2 to think that his
point applies to some birds. We may object that even such birds clearly have recognition skills, but it is not
obvious that such skills need be based in what Aristotle takes to be memory (which requires, amongst other
factors, perception of time, Mem. 449b28-30).
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to direct their motions towards definite targets. But the fact that their natural motion is
indefinite is also reflected in the manner in which they have phantasia and desire. The
way to read this, I suggest, is that their phantasia does not present them with a definite
object of desire and so their desire is not directed at a definite target. They have only
the sort of hazy desires corresponding to the sort of hazy phantasiai. We may prefer to
think of such hazy desires and phantasiai as no desires or phantasiai at all: surely a desire is
defined by its object, so if there is no real object, then there is no real desire. But
Aristotle feels the pressure of accommodating the claim that there is no locomotion at
all without phantasia, so the claim that an indefinite motion is caused by an indefinite
desire fits his purposes.

The wider lesson to be drawn from the example of the imperfect animals is this.
Phantasia acts to set the target. Perception works as the means to deliver this target.
Both are teleologically subordinate to locomotion. So if the locomotion is indefinite
the phantasia is indefinite and the perceptual means are similarly limited. Nature does
not waste her efforts on equipping grubs with eyes and ears when they are incapable
anyway of directing their motions to or away from objects. Mutatis mutandis we should
adopt the same causal hierarchy for perfect animals: because we have locomotion we
have phantasia to represent the target of locomotion, and because we have locomotion

we have the perceptual instruments to pursue this target to our satisfaction.

Phantasia and Thought

The discussion has focused on the role of phantasia in locomotion. However, I want to
end by offering some outline remarks on the role of phantasia in rational thought since
this role gives us reason for thinking that Aristotle has a more general consistent notion
in mind throughout his different uses of phantasia.

In APo 11.19 we find Aristotle tracing a development of our understanding of
fundamental concepts rising from perception, through memory, experience, and
rational thought (nous). The process is clearly supposed to explain in some sense how
we come to grasp the fundamental concepts that can be expressed in scientific
demonstrations. Since the process depends on memory, we are entitled to see the
process as involving phantasia. Because phantasia, unlike perception, does not rely on
the presence of a perceptible object, phantasia allows us to accumulate perceptual
information serviceable for comparison and generalization of the sort that Aristotle
thinks leads to the articulation of the most fundamental concepts.

DA 1I1.8 adds important information on the relationship between phantasia and
rational thought. Aristotle says there (as we saw cf. (j) on list) that whenever we
contemplate we do so together with a phantasma. What Aristotle seems to have in
mind is the sort of example he gives in Mem.1 (449b30—450a13), a passage I shall return
to in the next chapter: when you think about triangle you cannot help but at the same
time have an appearance of a triangle in mind, similarly to the way in which you may

talk about the properties of triangle in general on the basis of a particular triangle drawn
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before you on a blackboard. Aristotle then says that ‘phantasmata are like aisthémata
(sense-objects as perceived) except without matter’. The contrast is not obvious since
Aristotle would also say that in perception we perceive only the sensible form and not
the matter of the object (DA 11.12), a point which Aristotle has just reminded us of in
DA TI1.8 (432a2-3). But one way we can make sense of the contrast is to return to what
in this chapter has been the fundamental contrast between perception and phantasia: the
point that phantasia, while having perceptible content, is not tied to the presence of
perceptible object. While we may have an image of a particular square of a determinate
size, we need not have an image of a square possessing all the attributes of squares
occurring in our perceptible environment, such as tables, CD boxes, picture frames,
and so on. Like a mathematician’s drawing, phantasia represents a particular perceptible
object but allows for a degree of abstraction from the wealth of perceptual information
attached to the perception of external objects. Phantasia, in this sense, presents percep-
tible content abstracted from the concrete particulars in a way that allows the intellect
to home in on the proper object of thought. This claim does not exclude the fact that
the content of phantasia may appear as particular, as implied by Nic. Eth. 1147b5. For
the thought is that the phantasia of a triangle, say, is abstracted from any particular
external triangles we may have experienced, not that it does not appear to us as a
particular triangle. It is again, then, the way phantasia allows for the presentation of
perceptible content in the absence of any concrete sense-object which for Aristotle
(a) provides the contrast with perception proper, and (b) makes phantasia useful for
the further ends that perception serves, in this case thought.

When Aristotle said in the Sens. that perception contributed to the well-being of
those animals that have knowledge by showing them many difterences from which
knowledge of intelligibles arises, we may take it that phantasia plays a crucial role in
registering those differences. There is thus a common thread in Aristotle’s treatment of
phantasia in locomotion and thought: the ability to represent perceptual contents
beyond those caused by, and by virtue of, a present sense-object. On the one hand,
this reading allows for the contrast between the general veracity of perception and the
doubtful truth value of phantasia as a representation of current perceptible reality. On
the other hand, however, by allowing us to handle perceptible contents beyond the
immediately given, by giving us perceptual information offline, as it were, phantasia
provides the important bridge to the projection and generalization of perceptual
information required for perception to contribute to action and thought, and so to
the well-being of those animals equipped with those capacities.

Conclusion

The point of this chapter has been to show how phantasia depends on the perceptual
capacity. The perceptual capacity works as an efficient, formal, and final cause of
phantasia. As an efficient cause insofar as active perception brings about the kinésis of
phantasia, as a formal cause in that perception provides the contents of phantasia, and as a
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final cause in that phantasia helps make perceptual capacity useful in locomotion and
thought for the relevant living beings as beneficiaries.

‘We may still want to think of phantasia as a kind of capacity. This should present no
problem as long as it is clear that phantasia does not enjoy the status of a dunamis in its
proper Aristotelian use: phantasia is not a principle of change, and specifically it is not a
natural principle of change, in the sense of a formal, final, or efficient cause. Phantasia is
better seen as one of the affections we undergo by virtue of the perceptual capacity.
Indeed, we may see the account of phantasia as a prime instance of the explanatory
primacy of capacities in Aristotle’s psychology, whereby a capacity works as an
explanatory principle in relation to other behaviours that we as living beings display
as ensouled.

The account of phantasia has brought up another issue of general significance. The
difference between the two notions of a final cause suggested two teleological per-
spectives on the capacities. One was that of the proper final cause, the end of the
capacity, which coincided with the formal cause, another that of the beneficiary which
introduced further teleological relations between a capacity and others. So in account-
ing for phantasia, we needed to understand the way in which the perceptual capacity
contributed to the realization of other capacities for a certain kind of living being.
‘While the perspective of the end allows for a modular approach, the perspective of the
beneficiary thus seems to require a holistic approach. We can only understand the way
in which perception contributes to the good of the beneficiary by relating it to the fact
that the beneficiary is a being with either locomotion, or action, or intellect, or a
combination of these. The holistic approach, which comes to the fore in the last two
chapters of the DA, foreshadows the approach to the capacities in the biological works,
where, as I shall argue in the last chapter of this book, the capacities will be put to work
jointly in the context of explaining and defining the differences between the various

kinds of living beings.
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The Intellect and the Limits of
Naturalism

One of the grounds Aristotle gave (413a23) for saying that something is alive and has
soul is that it ‘thinks’ (noein). Thinking takes a range of forms, inferring (sullogismos),
calculating or reasoning (logismos, dianoia), deliberating (bouleusis), forming opinions
(doxai)! and suppositions (hupolépseis), a kind of imagination (phantasia, DA 433a10,
b29) thinking of eternal truths (thedria), and more. Aristotle takes these different
activities as manifestations of nous, ‘the intellect’. So, for example, he begins his
discussion of nous in DA I11.4 by referring to the part of the soul by which it knows
(gindskei) and understands (phronei), before clarifying that by nous he means ‘that by
which the soul reasons and supposes (dianoeitai kai hupolambanei)’ (429a23—4).

It is clear, then, that there is a variety of cognitive activities that Aristotle takes to fall
under nous. One might, therefore, ask what, if anything, is the unifying aspect which
justifies calling them all nous? Moreover, is there a way of distinguishing nous from the
other cognitive capacity we have come across, perception? We should bear in mind
that Aristotle charges some of his predecessors with not properly distinguishing the

two.” The following passage gives clues to both kinds of question:

Since we can distinguish between a spatial magnitude and what it is to be such, and between
water and what it is to be water, and so in many other cases (though not in all; for in certain cases
the thing and its form are identical), flesh and what it is to be flesh are discriminated either by
different faculties, or by the same faculty in two different states: for flesh necessarily involves
matter and is like what is snub-nosed, a this in a this. Now it is by means of the sensitive faculty
that we discriminate the hot and the cold, i.e. the factors which combined in a certain ratio
constitute flesh: the essential character of flesh is apprehended by something different either
wholly separate from the sensitive faculty or related to it as a bent line to the same line when it has
been straightened out. Again in the case of abstract objects what is straight is analogous to what is
snub-nosed; for it necessarily implies a continuum as its matter: its constitutive essence is
different, if we may distinguish between straightness and what is straight: let us take it to be
two-ness. It must be apprehended, therefore, by a different power or by the same power in a

! Aristotle also mentions true doxa as an example of true thinking (noein) at 427b9-10.

2 A particular problem for those who composed the soul out of the four elements and made both
perception and knowledge happen by the action of like element on like, cf. DA 1.5 409b26—410b15. See
also Metaph. I".5 1009b13-39 on predecessors who take perception to be knowledge.
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difterent state. To sum up, in so far as the realities it knows are capable of being separated from
their matter, so it is also with the powers of nous. (DA 1I1.4 429b10-22, after Smith revised
Oxford transl.)

The upshot of the passage is that nous is distinguished from perception by dealing with
the logos. This analysis of nous applies, most properly, to thinking about essences.
However, one might think that there are ways in which other kinds of thinking,
including those surveyed at the beginning of this chapter, could also be characterized as
dealing with logoi.® So in calculating we are thinking about relationships between
numbers, again a form of logos, in making inferences we are thinking about the way in
which propositions provide reasons for each other, in forming a belief we are respond-
ing to persuasive argument,” in deliberating we are sensitive to the way there is best
reason to act, and measuring up the better of several options (434a7—10). One might
think of nous then in general terms as the capacity by which we are responsive to logos,
in its various manifestations.” This point would help explain why Aristotle refers to
nous also as logos or as the part having logos.®

One might object that nous is sometimes used in contrast with logos, particularly
when nous is concerned with definitions or principles. So at Nic. Eth. 1142a25-6
Aristotle says that there is nous of definitions (horoi) of which there is no logos.”
However, here logos is used in a specific sense of proof or demonstration (apodeixis)
to contrast with nous of definitions.” But it is clear from several places in the Metaph.
that this is not a general contrast since horoi themselves are kinds of logoi, namely, logoi of
the essence.” Indeed, we have already seen Aristotle use this conception of logos in
DA 1I1.4 when he exemplified the intelligible by the logos of flesh, the essence
of flesh. The claim then is that nous in its different forms is responsive to different
kinds of logos.

It is important to have a general conception of the intelligible since it is clear that
Aristotle wants to characterize a variety of intellectual activities in DA I11.4—8 and not
just theoretical ones. As I noted earlier, Aristotle also begins his discussion by clarifying
that by nous he means that by which we reason and have suppositions, so here he is not

> Polansky (2007) 437 remarks: ‘what can be known, what can be opined truly or falsely, and what can be
at all put into logos are matters for thought. This seems sufficiently expansive to encompass all things’.

* Aristotle presents pistis as a form of argument in Rhet. 1355a4—18.
Cf. EE 1248a 33, which suggests that nous is part of or an aspect of logos.
See, e.g., Pol. VIII.14 1333a25, Nic. Eth. V1.1 1139a4, with Bonitz (1870) 436, s.v.III.
TO yap TPAKTOV TOL0DTOV. AvTiKELTAL A€V 81) TD V' 6 [uév Yap vois TAV Spwv, dv odk €oTt Adyos.
As at APo 11.19 100b10.
Metaph. 1017b22: (dvaipovuévov e yap 00dev elvar, kal 6pilew mdvra): érv 76 7{ %v elvar, od 6 Adyos
opiopds, kal TovTo odola \éyerar ékdorov. Compare also the claim at Metaph. 1030a6—7 that there is an
essence only of those things whose logos is a definition (horismos, cf. horoi, a8). In Metaph. A 1075a1-4 what is

® N o W

9

being thought of in theoretical science, the essence, is the logos and is the same as the act of noésis: 7 ém” éviwv 7
émoTiun 76 mpdypa, éml uev TV oty dvev UAns 1) ovola kal 70 T{ Hv elvar, éml 8¢ 7oV BewpnTidv 6
Adyos 76 mpdypa kal 1 vénais; ody €répov ody GvTos Tod voouuévou kal Tob vod, Soa un YAy éxel, TO avTo
éora, kal 1 vénas 7o voovuévy pia.
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particularly thinking of theoretical nous. And as we read on in II11.6-8 it is clear that the
account of thinking is not restricted to essences. In II1.6 he contrasts the nous that is of
essence, which does not say ‘something of something’, with the sort of nous that
concerns predications (430a27-30). He compares the difference between the two
sorts of thinking to that between special perception of simple qualities and accidental
perception, say, seeing that this white thing is a man. In II1.7 Aristotle refers to the role
of the ‘reasoning soul’ (dianoétiké psukhé) in determining the practical good: ‘when it
asserts or denies good or bad, it avoids or pursues it. That is why the soul never thinks
(noei) without an image’ (431a15—17), a point that he repeats when referring to the
noétikon (431b2). Aristotle draws the comparison here between the practical good and
bad, on the one hand, and the true and the false on the other saying that they are in the
same genus (431b8—12). The intelligible objects falling under the scope of nous are
wider, then, than those contemplated by theoretical intellect.

This conclusion brings us up against the question of how to translate nous and noein.
It has been urged by Myles Burnyeat that nous should be translated by ‘intellect’, and
not ‘thought’ and noein as ‘to understand’, not ‘to think’. Dianoiesthai, not noein, he
argues,'” is Aristotle’s word for everyday thinking. This is because nous implies epistémé,
knowledge in the sense properly articulated in the APo.'" But, as we have seen, while
this is sometimes the case, it is not always so. It would be misleading to translate noein
by ‘to understand’ in those contexts where Aristotle allows for false noein (427b9), or
presents doxa as a kind of nous,'* or takes supposition as a function of nous (429a23),
where we know that supposition can be both true and false (427b16-21)."> There is
the further awkward point that ‘understanding’ tends in English to indicate a state
rather than the episodes of actual thinking, which Aristotle takes to be the highest
manifestation of nous. Hence for want of better one may want retain, with reservations,
the translation of noein as ‘to think’.

However, one might seek to accommodate Burnyeat’s position to some extent.
One point would be to say that while nous in its various forms has logos in its various

forms as its object, what it most properly responds to and reproduces is true or correct

' On the basis, i.a., of DA 1.3 415a7-12; 1.4 408b11-29.

"' Burnyeat (2008) 27.

12 Note also 427b27: mepl ¢ ToD voelv, émel ETepov Tob alofdveabal, TovToU 8€ TO pev davraciao dokel
elvar 76 8¢ vméAnus, mepl pavracias Sroploavras ovTw mepl fatépov Aexréov. For this to be ajustification of
Aristotle’s procedure, to noein has to be translated in a way that allows it to be at least not implausible that it
could be phantasia or supposition.

'3 Burnyeat (2008) 35 takes the reference at 429223 to be only to first potentiality nous. The puzzling
implication seems to be that episodes of ordinary thinking are either not manifestations of nous in actuality or
that they are not manifestations of nous in actuality. In DA I1.5 the three stages of knowing grammar seemed to
imply that it was the same knowledge that was developed at various levels of potentiality and actuality. In
contrast, the objects of theoretical wisdom could only be a subset of those of ordinary thinking since there is
clearly a range of objects, falsehoods, contingent, or practical truths, that are the objects of ordinary thinking
but not theoretical understanding. Of course one can make mistakes or focus on aspects that are not essential
when learning grammar but thinking in these ways hardly qualify as ways in which one, at any level,
potentially knows grammar.
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(orthos) logos."* This clearly applies to the theoretical and practical nous, but it is also true,
one might reasonably say, of both belief and persuasion.'® If so, nous works properly in
grasping true logos. Second, since nous is concerned with logos and logos in its most
proper sense is a definition or statement of essence, that which is most noéton,'® we can
see how the highest expression of nous is also the grasping of essence, that is, under-
standing in its highest form. In those cases where noein gets it wrong or is expressed in
mere doxa or persuasion, we might think of this as a kind of nous not fulfilling its proper
end. If we think of nous in terms of its final cause, ‘understanding’ would seem a proper
conceptualization of what nous really is, though it may still fail as a translation of all
occurrences of nous. Such a view might seek to counter the objection that there is a
distinct practical nous, by saying that just as theoretical nous is fulfilled in thinking about
true definitions, so practical nous is fulfilled in deliberating truly about the best course of
action. While such exercises of nous remain inferior to those of theoretical nous, one
might still talk of practical understanding or wisdom."” Nous, then, would be a capacity,
or group of related capacities, for discerning true logos, which is most fully, but not
exclusively, manifested in theoretical understanding.

There are, indeed, different conclusions that one might draw from the variety of
intellectual activities associated with nous concerning the status of nous as a capacity.
One possibility is that Aristotle thinks of all the intellectual activities as activities of one
basic if complex capacity. In that case, one might present the relationship between the
various kinds of thinking and the capacity of nous as like that between the various kinds
of perceptual activities and the perceptual faculty understood as the five senses and their
dependent functions. We have already seen Aristotle compare the relationship be-
tween thinking of essences and thinking about predicative propositions as being like
the relationship between special and accidental perception. So, on this suggestion, we
would have a general intellectual capacity with a general object, perhaps logos, differ-
entiated according to various specific kinds of object.

Another picture emerges, however, from Nic. Eth. VI. Here Aristotle seems to
distinguish the theoretical and practical nous into parts with distinct domains.

Earlier it was said that there are two parts of the soul, the one that has reason (logos) and the

irrational. But now we should distinguish in the same way about the rational. Let it be assumed

4 Cf. Nic. Eth. VI1.11138b32—4: 816 Sei xal mepl Tas THS Puxis éfeis 1) pdvov o’L/\”qHJJg elvar 7007
elpnuévov, dAXa kal Stwpiouévov 1is éorw 6 dphos Adyos kal TobTov s Spos; 1139b12-14: dudorépwv o7
TV vonTikdV poplwv dAifeta 76 épyov. kal ds oby pdAioTa €€es dAnbevoer éxdrepor, adTal dpeTal dudoiv.

15 Cf. Rhet. 1.1 1355219-18: dndov 67L 6 pdAioTa TovTO Suvduevos Bewpeiv, éx Tivwy kal TdS yiveTal
ovAoyLouds, odTos kal évbvunuarikos dv eln udAora, mposdaPfwy mepl woid 7é éori 76 dvfunua kal Tivas
éxeL Suadopas mpds Tovs Aoyikovs culoyiopots. T8 Te yap dAnlés kai 76 Spowov 74 dAnbei Tis adTiis éoTi

Suvduews eiv, dua 8¢ kal of dvlpwmol mpds 10 dAnbes medikaow {kavds kal Ta mAelw Tvyxdvovol Tis
aAnbelas: 8o mpos Ta évdofa oToxacTikds éxew Tob dpolws Exovtos kal mpos Ty dAjfewdy éoTw. (My
underlining.)

' Cf. DA 1114 429b3.

17 See, however, Frede (2004) 14, who argues Aristotle viewed practical knowledge in relation to
theoretical knowledge as a sort of wisdom manqué.
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that the parts having reason are two, one by which we contemplate beings whose principles
cannot be different, and one by which we contemplate those that can be different. For in relation
to each of the objects that differ in kind there is naturally also a part of the soul that differs in
kind,"® since it is in virtue of a certain likeness and kinship with their objects that their knowledge
belongs to them. Let one of these parts be the scientific and the other the calculative;
for deliberating and calculating are the same thing, and no one deliberates about what cannot
be otherwise. Consequently, the calculative is one part of what has reason. (Nic. Eth. VI.1
1139a3-15)"

Aristotle starts the argument by assuming that the two kinds of reason are parts. He then
offers a reason for why the two must be different parts rather than one. He 1s here not so
much giving a reason for saying that the kinds of reason count as parts of the soul, as he is
giving grounds for why, given that they are parts, they must be different parts. The
explanation is that they have objects of quite different kinds. They will then, on the
object criterion, differ fundamentally as capacities, and so they can hardly be the same
part.* Rather they are showing a fundamental difference as capacities, which is ‘natural’
to parts. The difference between their objects is indeed great: they are not just different
but different in genus (genos). Genos need not mean genus within a taxonomy, let alone
‘highest genus’, but, as Pellegrin has argued, genos does indicate a level of generality at
which the term is available for further division." In the context of stressing that the
difference between the scientific and the calculative abilities is so great as to be compara-
ble to the difference between the non-rational and rational parts, it seems likely that gernos
is being used to stress the degree of difference between the objects of the two abilities.
So, the Nic. Eth. tells us that the scientific or theoretical capacity has to be treated as
distinct from the calculative and practical capacity. In the DA, the distinction between
theoretical and practical reason is clearly assumed by Aristotle in his discussion of
locomotion, where he divides nous or the rational part (fo logistikon) into theoretical
nous and the nous and dianoia that orders us to move, also referred to us practical nous
(432b26—433a6, al14). As in the Nic. Eth. the distinction is made with reference to the
distinct objects of the two kinds of rational capacity.*? The distinction seems corro-

'8 The point is worth underlining in relation to the discussion of parthood in Chapter 3: Aristotle is not
showing why the theoretical or practical reasons are parts, but in assuming that they are parts he is arguing that
they must be different, because they display a difference that is natural to different parts.

19 mpSTepov e odv EXéxln 80 elvar pépn Tis Yuxis, 76 Te Adyov €xov kal 76 dAoyov: viv 8¢ mepl TOD
Adyov €xovros Tov adrov Tpémov Siaipetéov. Kal vmokelohw 8o Ta Adyov €xovra, év pev ¢ Bewpodper Ta
TowalTa TOY SvTwy Sowy al dpxal un évdéxovtar dAws éxew, €v 8¢ & Ta évdexduevas mpos yap Td TG Yéver
E”TGPCL KO.L\ TL:)V Tﬁg l//UXﬁS ,LLOPL/(,OV E(/T€POV T({’:) '}/E/VEL 76 Wp(\)s‘ éK(iTEpOV 7TE¢UK(;S‘, Gi’ﬂ'Ep K(XH’ 6“0“57'7]7(7’, TIva KOLE
olkeldTnTa 1) yvdois vmdpxer avrols. Aeyéabw 8¢ TolTwy 16 pév émiaTnumovikoy T6 8€ AoyLoTikdy: TO yap
Bovdeteotar kal Aoyileabar TadTdv, oddeis b€ BovAeveTar mepl 7w w1 évdexouévawr dAws €xew. doTe 16
AoyioTikdy éotw €v 1L uépos Tob Adyov €xovros.

20 For them to be the same part there would have to some definitional dependence between two, as we
saw in Chapter 3.

2! Pellegrin (1986) 86, 97.

22 Cf. 432b27-9: 6 pév yap Oewpyrucds oty Bewpe mpartdy, 008 Ayer mept pevkrod ral Siwrrod
ovlev, del 8¢ 7 ki{vnois 1) pedyovds Tu 7 SidkovTds T( éoTw.



226 THE INTELLECT AND THE LIMITS OF NATURALISM

borated by Aristotle’s references to the reasoning (dianoia) or calculative (logistiké) soul
specifically in contexts of action.” The focus in the rather scrappily organized chapters
of DA 111.4—8 seems to be on theoretical nous; perhaps because attention will be paid to
practical nous in the account of locomotion, as of course in the ethical works.
However, particularly III.7-8 seems concerned to establish some general claims
about both theoretical and practical nous: that all nous is a capacity to become like its
objects, that all nous involves phantasmata. The conclusion that practical nous and
theoretical nous are distinct capacities with distinct objects also allows, then, for certain
general points to be true of both qua nous.

No doubt we also need to think of both parts as having reasoning and computational
abilities: practical reason will reason about ways to achieve an end, theoretical reason
will think of ways to reach a conclusion, theoretical will divide two numbers, practical
reason will measure which of two possible outcomes is the greater good. By distin-
guishing the rational capacities according to their proper objects we do not need to
deny them shared rational competencies. If theoretical and practical nous share rational
processing at some level of generality it might also explain why Aristotle thinks he can
clarify nous in general at the start of DA II1.4 by saying that it is ‘by which we reason
and form suppositions’. These are activities that offset the rational capacities from other
capacities of the soul, but not the rational capacities from each other.

To conclude: the two rational capacities seem to be different at a more fundamental
level than the perceptual capacities. The perceptibles were different in species from
each other, the perception of common perceptibles was the perception of each of the
special senses by virtue of a common capacity, while accidental perception was a
function of the special senses as unified. The difference between the practical and
theoretical intelligibles seems more basic, at more a generic level than that between the
perceptibles; however, they can still be understand as forms of logos, in a way that allows

us to think generally of nous as a rational capacity.

The Theoretical Intellect

A mainstay of the argument of this book has been the claim that the capacities that
serve to define the soul in the DA are natural. Moreover, they are natural according to
the Physics’ notion of nature as an inner principle of change: for living beings the soul is
an inner principle of change. What makes living beings natural is that they have such an
inner principle of change. What makes them living is that for them their inner principle
is a soul or part of a soul: to be a living being is to have an inner principle of change and
rest, where that inner principle does at least one of the things that only souls do. It is
worth stressing, then, that where Aristotle’s naturalism about the soul properly begins is

not with the claim that living beings are composites of form and matter, nor with the

2 431a14: Siavoyruch puxs; 433a2: Suavolas; 433a14: vods & Evexa Tov Aoyilduevos rai 6 mparTikds;
433a18: duavoia mpakTik;
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claim that living beings are subject to change, but with the claim that they have within
themselves an inner principle of change and rest and that the soul is such a principle.

There is reason to doubt, however, whether the theoretical intellect serves as such as
principle. This point is brought out clearly in a passage from the PA 1.1:

However, it is not the case that all soul is an origin [principle, arkhé] of change, nor all its parts;
rather, of growth the origin is the part which is present even in plants, of alteration the perceptive
part, and of locomotion some other part, and not the rational; for locomotion is present in other
animals too, but thought in none. So it is clear that one should not speak of all soul; for not all of
the soul is a nature, but some part of it, one part or even more. (641b5-9, transl. Lennox (2001))

Aristotle signals early on in the DA that the theoretical intellect may be exempt from
the natural philosophical study of the soul. In I.1 the point was put in terms of the
relationship between the affections of the soul and the body. If if is possible for any
affection to be separate from the body it seemed to be thinking (noein, 403a8). This
raised the possibility that nous should not be studied by natural philosophy but, perhaps,
by first philosophy (cf. 403b16). After the common account of the soul in DA II.1,
Aristotle again left the door open for some part of the soul that might be separable from
the body (413a4-5). In I1.2, in the context of the separability of the various parts of
soul, he said ‘about the theoretical capacity (dunamis) nothing is yet clear, but it seems
to be another kind (genos) of soul, and it seems possible for this alone to be separated, as
the eternal from the mortal’ (413a24-7). In 1.3 he approached the matter from the
point of view of the serial dependency of the kinds of soul, saying ‘about the theoretical
intellect there is another account’ (415a11-12).

On the other hand, one might think that there are reasons why nous, in some shape
or form, should be subject to the same kind of analysis as the other capacities of the
soul. Nous was one of Aristotle’s original examples of parts of soul and their functions,
with intelligible (noéta) showing the priority in the account of the objects to the activity
(noein) (DA 1.1 402b12—-16). Presenting the causal account of the soul in 1.2, Aristotle
used nous as one of the ways in which we say that something is alive. In II.5 perception
was analysed as a kind of change alongside theoretical thinking: we might think then
that if learning, having knowledge, and manifesting knowledge do not count as
changes for which the intellect is responsible, then nor should the capacity of percep-
tion count as a principle of change. As for the separability from the body, already I.1
seemed to imply that nous did depend on the body through depending on phantasia,
and as we saw Aristotle affirms in DA II1.7 that thinking, including the theoretical
variety, always requires the presence of a phantasma. We cannot then assume that
Aristotle’s suggestions that the theoretical intellect might fall outside of the scope of
natural philosophy reflect his final say.

The amenability of the theoretical intellect to natural philosophical explanation is
then an open matter until we reach DA II1.4-5. It is already apparent from the start of
Aristotle’s account that he wants us to understand nous in analogy with the perceptual

capacities. One way of judging the extent to which the theoretical intellect complies
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with the natural philosophical approach is by the extent the theoretical intellect follows
the example of the senses.

If thinking (fo noein) is like perceiving, it is either a kind of being affected by the intelligible (to
noéton) or some such other thing. It is necessary then for it to be unaffected, but able to receive
the form and in capacity such as it but not this, and it has to be similar, just as the sense-faculty is
in relation to the sensibles so the intellect is in relation to the intelligibles. (429213-18)

The first implication of the analogy between the intellect and the senses is that the
intellect is passive in relation to its objects. The intellect is a capacity to be changed by
certain objects, the intelligible forms, just as the sense-faculty is the capacity to be
changed by the sensible forms. Exercising one’s nous is to manifest one’s receptivity to
what is knowable.

However, two points seem immediately to undermine the analogy with perception.
One is the claim that ‘nous thinks everything’ (429a18). If this was true without
qualification, then nous would also think the perceptibles and nous would not have a
distinctive object in terms of which we could define it. The basis of Aristotle’s reply is
that nous thinks everything qua intelligible, while perception perceives things qua
perceptible. What is characteristic of intelligibles emerges from Aristotle’s contrast
with perceptibles:

Since magnitude is one thing and being a magnitude another, and water and being water (and the
same holds for many other cases, but not all, for in some cases they are the same), one discerns
what it is to be flesh and flesh by something difterent or by the same thing differently disposed.
For there is no flesh without matter, but just as the snub, it is this thing in this thing. For one
discerns the hot and the cold by the sensory [capacity], and the things of which the flesh is a kind
of account (logos). But one discerns what it is to be flesh by something else, which is either
separable or as the bent line is towards the same line when it has been straightened out. Again, in
the case of abstract entities the straight is like the snub: for it is found together with continuity,
while the essence is something else, if what it is to be straight is different from the straight (let it be
duality). So one discerns [these] by a something else or by the same thing differently disposed.
Generally, then, as the subject-matters are separable from the matter, so also are the attributes of
the intellect (nous). (429b10-23)>*

When we perceive flesh, say by touching it, we perceive it as hot or cold; when we
think about it we think about what makes it flesh, which is the account of what flesh is,
the logos. I take the comparison of perception with a bent line and nous with a straight

to be that it is by nous that you can see how long the line really is. Additionally, the
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straight line gives you a length by which you can measure other things. The difference
between thinking about flesh and perceiving might then be put in terms of thought
telling you what flesh is, while perception provides a perspective on its non-essential
attributes.”® Or better: perception provides a perspective on a thing’s attributes,
irrespective of whether they are essential or not; so it would not be impossible in
principle to perceive a thing’s essential attributes, but one would not perceive them as
essential.

We can, then, separate the objects of thinking and perceiving. Aristotle draws the
inference that ‘one discerns [these] by a something else or by the same thing differently
disposed’. The thought is that the relationship between the intelligible and the
perceptible is mirrored in the thinker in the relationship between what is responsible
for thinking and what is responsible for perceiving. If the objects are different, it seems
clear that the capacities are different too. But what if they are the same thing difterently
disposed? One might think that this would allow for active perception and thinking to
be exercises of the same capacity, or perhaps part of the soul.?® However, the implica-
tion of ‘being by the same thing differently disposed’ seems not to be to question that
the perceptual and the intellectual are different capacities. That claim, as we have seen,
is firmly grounded in the distinction between their different objects. The point is rather
to highlight that the intellectual capacity need not be separable from the perceptual
capacity in the sense that it exists or can exist separately from it, just as the logos that
defines flesh cannot exist separately from the hot and the cold which we perceive.
Recall the opening question of the chapter of whether the intellectual part was
separable or not separable in magnitude but in account (429a11-12). The answer
given now for thinking about intelligibles, such as what it is to be flesh, is that it is not
separable without qualification (429b16: khéristéi) but only in account. The situation
difters, however, in the case of thinking about those intelligibles which, unlike flesh,

are not realized in matter. Here, given the parallel between the status of the intelligible

2 Cf. Metaph. 1.1 981b10-14: &1 8¢ 76w alobfoewr oddepiav Hyodueda elvar copiav kaitoi kupidraral
Y elotv abrar 7w kal €kaora yrdoers: AN od Ayovar 76 Sua T{ mepl 0v8evds, ofov Sua i Bepudv To wip,
daAda pdvov 87u Bepudy.

26 The latter is suggested by Whiting (2002) 159-60. Her argument against taking the subject of what is
different in being but one in number to be soul is that Aristotle never says of the nutritive soul that it is so
related to the perceptual soul. But this is not quite true if we recall DA I1.2: Aristotle at 413b16—21 clearly
envisages that the nutritive capacity is one of the differences (cf. oTws dpduer Kal mepl éTépas Siagopds Ths
Yuxis . ..) which belong to the unitary soul of animals, and which cannot be separated off in place, but only
in logos. Moreover, if the subject is a soul unitary in place, of which the different constitutive capacities are
separate only in account, this would give us the desired contrast, both in II.2 and in the passage we are now
considering, with theoretical nous, which is, at least as agent intellect, separable simpliciter. One difficulty with
‘Whiting’s suggestion of taking the subject to be the part is then to make sense of how a part of the soul, such
as the perceptual, counts as separable in magnitude in relation to another part such as the nutritive (153),
given that almost the entire animal body, and in particular the heart, serves both capacities (cf. GA I1.5 741al—
13; Iuv. 468214—469b20). Whiting talks of the parts as different ‘physiological systems’ (152) but since the
bodily parts involved seem to be spatially coextensive or at least overlapping, it is hard to see how difference
in place works to distinguish them. For a critique of Whiting’s reading, see further Corcilius and Gregoric
2010).
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vis-a-vis matter and the intellectual capacity vis-a-vis the perceptual capacity, it may be
that the intellect that thinks of immaterial intelligibles can exist separately from the
perceptual capacity. We shall return to this case.

‘We have seen that Aristotle carves out a notion of the intelligible as distinct from the
perceptible, thereby satisfying the object criterion for the distinctness of the intellectual
and perceptual capacities. So far then we seem to have an analysis of the intellect as a
capacity on a par with that of the senses, subject to the same causal principles.
However, Aristotle also infers from the claim that nous can think everything that
there is no organ of nous. This point seems again to put nous on collision course with
his previous understanding of capacities, as a first fulfilment of the body. So, to recall,
Aristotle said in DA I1.1:

As then cutting and seeing are a fulfilment so also is being awake, and as the ability to see and the
capacity of the tool, so is the soul [a fulfilment]: and the body is what is in potentiality. But just as
the eye is eye-jelly and the ability to see, so also in the other case are the soul and the body
[together] the animal. (412b27-413a3)

Here sight was one with the eye as its first fulfilment. The account of sight in II.5
brought out this relationship between the capacity and organ: the eye as transparent
contributed to the capacity to be acted on by colour, since the transparent is what has
the ability to be acted on by the colour of something else. Similarly, in his account of
the other senses, Aristotle identified sense-organs with properties that helped provide
them with the capacities to be acted on by the relevant sense qualities: the inner ear
contained still air, capable of reverberating to incoming sounds, the sense-organ of
touch was composed of all the four simple bodies and thereby able to be acted on by all
the four qualities of body, and so on. The composition of the organs was in this way
geared to the reception of a particular sensory quality or set of sensory qualities. By
being composed in this way, the various senses could respond to just this kind of
sensory quality rather than others. One might say that the senses were primed to
perceiving certain sensory qualities by already being like them at a high level of
potentiality, that of first fulfilment.

In DA 111.4 Aristotle contrasts the way in which the senses are prepared to perceive
certain objects by virtue of the composition of their organs with the way in which the
intellectual capacity is capable of thinking all things and therefore can have no proper
organ. He explains that if the intellect was mixed with the body ‘it would be of a
certain quality, either cold or warm, and there would be a certain organ, just as there is
for the sensory part’ (429a25-6). While one might think that a positive determination
of the intellect by its organ would make it particularly capable of thinking certain
things—just as taste is capable of becoming dry by its organ’s being actually wet—such
an organ would also prevent the intellect from thinking about other things,>” and as

27 429220~1: Tapeppaduevor yap kwlder 76 dAASTpLov kal dvrippdrrer. The point and the language
recall Plato’s description of the receptacle in Timaeus 50e1-51a3: Spowov yap ov v émeoidvrawr Twi Ta Tjs
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Aristotle said the intellect is able to think all things. Therefore, there can be no organ of
thought, and in that way, as Anaxagoras said, nous is unmixed with the body.

This argument reflects the fundamental difference, pointed out in DA IL.5, between
the intellect and the senses that the state of our intellect prior to education is that of first
potentiality, while our senses are at the level of first fulfilment. The claim that we are
able to think all things is not to be taken in the sense that we can all without further ado
think about mathematics, chemistry, philosophy, and ethics. The claim is rather that
we can learn any of those things, and once we have learnt, then we are in position to
think about them whenever we like (429b5-9). However, even at this stage of first
fulfilment, the intellect is still not determined in the way the senses are, that is in such
way that it cannot also think of other things. Aristotle insists that the intellect is nothing
until actually thinking (429b30—1). This may be because he believes that the ability to
think all things remains as a condition for the intellect as a whole. So it is not the case
that by learning mathematics we thereby exclude the ability to learn chemistry or
philosophy. The intellect by being informed by mathematical truths does not lose its
ability to take on truths of chemistry and think of those or any other truths. So it is not
as if the intellect by being determined by a certain kind of intelligible information at the
level of first fulfilment thereby becomes determined in a way that excludes it from
being determined by other kinds of intelligible information, the way a sense-faculty’s
being informed by the form of one kind of special sensible at a level of first fulfilment
excludes its being informed in this way also by the form of another kind of special
sensible.

This argument serves to exclude a dedicated organ for the intellect. So the capacity
of the intellect escapes the specific kind of hylomorphic explanation, whereby the
capacity is to be understood as the form of its own proper organ. However, it does not
follow that theoretical thinking eludes any hylomorphic explanation, specifically not
the sort of explanation Aristotle referred to in DA 1.1, whereby an affection of the soul
was to be fully explained only by including an account of the necessary bodily
affection. For while thinking may not be an activity of a specific bodily part, dedicated
to thinking in the manner of an organ, it may still involve necessary bodily affections.

The obvious candidates for such affections are those of phantasia. DA 1.1 suggested
that nous depended on the body via phantasia. We saw in the last chapter how
imagination depends on perception and therefore on the sense-organs. It is a change
caused by perception, which remains in the sense-organs after perception (425b25).
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Moreover, Aristotle talked of our dreams as images occurring in the blood, distorted by
the commotion of the blood in our sleep.

Aristotle is clear that both practical and theoretical thinking depend on phantasia. In
the case of practical thinking, phantasia presents an image of something capable of
provoking pursuit or flight (431b3). In the case of theoretical thinking, he explained, as
we saw in the last chapter, that ‘whenever we contemplate (thedréi) it is necessary at the
same time to contemplate an image’ (432a8-9). Aristotle continues the discussion of
the relationship between phantasia and thinking in Mem.1:

We have spoken about the imagination earlier in the DA. And thinking is not possible without
an image (phantasma)—for the same affection occurs in thinking that also takes place in diagrams:
for in this case while we make no use of the triangle having a definite quantity, nonetheless we
draw a triangle with a definite quantity, and the thinking [person] in the same way, if he thinks
something which is not a quantity he places before his eyes a quantity, while he does not think of
it as a quantity; and if the nature [of what he is thinking of] is a quantity, but an indefinite one, he
puts before his eyes a definite quantity, but thinks of it as a quantity only. It is another story why it
is not possible to think anything without continuity, nor timeless matters without time, but it is
necessary to cognise magnitude and change by that with which one also cognises time.* So it is
clear that the cognition of these is by the first sensory faculty. Memory, also of the intelligibles, is
not without an image, and the image is an affection of the common sense, so that memory would
belong accidentally to the intellect but in itself to the first sense-faculty. (449b30—450a14)*

The passage leans on Plato’s description in Republic VI of how mathematicians use
images when thinking about geometrical figures: they make a diagram of a particular
square, say, but what they are talking about is not this square but a square as such. In the
same way, we put before our mental eye images of what we are thinking about, though
it is not the images we are concerned with but what they are images of. Since the
presentation of the image is a function of the common sense, thinking necessarily
involves an affection of the body, that is, an affection of the organ of the common
sense.

Assume now that the phantasma occurs as an affection of the common sense-organ;
for the sake of argument let’s say as an image in the blood. Is the relationship between
the act of thinking and this bodily affection on a par with the relationship, as described
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in DA 1.1, between anger as a desire for revenge and the boiling of the blood around
the heart? On the one hand, we may say that in both cases the bodily affection is
hypothetically necessary for the formal activity: no anger without boiling of the blood,
no thinking without an image in the blood. However, Aristotle says in the passage just
quoted from Mem.1 that the phantasma, and so presumably any necessary material
change involved in the phantasma as such, belongs to the sensory faculty as such, but to
the intellect only accidentally. This suggests that from the point of view of thinking as
such the phantasma, and any accompanying necessary bodily changes, are accidental.

To answer the question of the last paragraph fully, however, we need to look more
carefully at the relationship between the intelligible forms and the phantasmata. Together
with Mem.1 consider DA 432a3—10:

Since there is nothing separate, as it seems, apart the perceptible magnitudes, the intelligibles are
in the perceptible forms, both those entities that are said by abstraction and those entities that are
states and affections of perceptible things. And because of this somebody who does not perceive
would neither learn nor understand anything, and whenever he contemplates, it is necessary that
he contemplate together with an image. For the images are like the percepts (aisthémata), apart
from being without matter.”

What does Aristotle mean by saying that the intelligible forms are ‘in’ the perceptible
forms? It is fairly easy to see how the form of triangle might be said to be in various
perceptible triangles. The mathematician, as we are told, abstracts the form of triangle
from the various material triangles in the world. No doubt we also learn that there are
triangles by seeing them in the world, so if we had not perceived them we would not
have tried to learn about them. Here the intelligible form ‘being in the perceptible
form’ might mean something like ‘instantiated in perceptible forms’: we see and learn
about triangle from perceptible instances of triangle. Phantasia, by way of memory
images, preserves what is perceived, so that in the absence of perceptible triangles in the
environment, we use these as the basis of our considerations as to what a triangle is.
Indeed, as a basis of abstraction remembered triangles might be more useful than
currently perceived triangles in that they may allow us to compare and contrast a
wider range of different triangles. This much seems consistent with the role Aristotle
assigns to memory in coming to grasp essences in APo I1.19. We might, then, think of
the role of the phantasmata as that of a basis for abstraction, where the attribute
abstracted is thought of in itself and not as an attribute of this or that object remem-
bered.

However, what about the other case of ‘entities that are states and affections of
perceptible things’> We need not presuppose that Aristotle has the same account in

mind as in the mathematical case, but clearly the two should be compatible. If we take
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‘states and affections’ broadly to include essential attributes, we may take flesh as an
example again. Flesh is perceptible, indeed its material attributes, as hot and cold, are per
se perceptible. What we try to understand intellectually is the logos of flesh as perceived,
which expresses the essence of flesh. Generally, we may say that we try to understand
the form structuring the various perceptible attributes of the things we encounter in the
world. When we think about what they are, their perceptible attributes are present to
us because we think of the form as the form of those perceptible attributes, just as we
think of the essence of flesh as a logos of the hot and the cold, and these attributes are
given to us by touch. When we think of forms that are forms of perceptible entities,
like flesh, we require perception or memory to present the perceptible qualities as a
substrate for the intelligible form.

But why not present perceptible qualities in a non-perceptual mode when thinking
about their logos? So one might think of pink as a ratio of white and red but not present
white and red to oneself as if one was seeing them (perhaps one could think of these too
in terms as certain ratios). The probable answer is because it is by perception that one
properly discerns white and red, or hot and cold. Recall that the perception is the
primary mode of cognition (krinein) of perceptual attributes. Presenting the perceptible
qualities in a perceptual mode is presenting them in the cognitive mode which is most
proper to them. Such perception, at least in the case of qualities like hot and cold, is
rarely if ever wrong. Perception is then the most proper way of fixing the attributes for
which the form is supposed to provide the logos. We can see phantasia as the perceptual
mode by which perceived qualities are remembered and presented to us in thinking.

As we saw, Aristotle suggested in DA I11.4 that the relationship in thinking between the
intellect and the capacity of perception mirrors the relationship between the intelligible
and the perceptible objects. The passage we have been looking at, DA 432a3—10 seems to
develop this point. Just as the intelligible form is found in the perceptible forms, so the
intelligible form is thought in the perceptible forms as presented to us by phantasmata
(431b2). The claim that the intelligible forms are thought in, or with, or not without
phantasmata thus mirrors the claim that the intelligible forms are found in the world in the
perceptible forms. The reason why the intelligible form has to be thought in the
phantasmata seems to be the same as the reason why the intelligible forms have to be in
the perceptible forms outside of us: just as the essence of flesh exists as the essence of
perceptible flesh, so the essence of flesh is thought of as the essence of perceptible flesh. For
that reason thinking about the essence requires the engagement of phantasia as the
representation of perceptible flesh; and for that reason we can say that the exercise of
the intellect is inseparable from that of the perceptual faculty.

However, it should be clear that this does not imply that the intelligible is not
separable in form or in account from the perceptible form presented in the phantasma.
While the intelligible form is the essence of the perceptible object, it is not itself
perceptible. We perceive the flesh but not its logos; and while we imagine hot and cold
when we think about their logos, our thinking is about the logos of hot and cold, not hot
and cold as such. It does not follow, therefore, from thinking being’s dependent on



THE INTELLECT AND THE LIMITS OF NATURALISM 23§

phantasia, in the way that has emerged, that the intellect is the same capacity as
the perceptual.’’ What we think about is not the same as what we perceive. Since
the ability to think the intelligible forms is presented as the ability to be acted on by the
intelligible forms, this ability has to be different from the ability of the perceptual
capacity too. If we refer to the ability to be acted on by forms by its traditional name of
‘passive intellect’, it should be clear then that the passive intellect is not phantasia or the
perceptual faculty. Aristotle makes the point explicit by denying intellect to animals
with phantasia.®® The correct position seems then to be that the passive intellect is
inseparable from the perceptual faculty in magnitude but separable in account.

Let’s take stock. Aristotle has introduced a new faculty in the intellect, with a distinct
kind of object, intelligible forms. This passive intellect has no organ, and is in that sense
unmixed with the body. It does, however, spatially coincide with the perceptual
capacity, and necessarily so, since the intelligible forms are only to be found together
with the sensible forms presented by the perceptual capacity by way of phantasia, and
are grasped as the essence of the features presented by phantasia.

The necessity for material affections in the body to occur while we are thinking is
not a function of what thinking itself is but a function of phantasia. The material
affections are explanatorily tied not to the process whereby the soul thinks the
intelligible forms as such but to the process by which the perceptible forms are
presented of which the intelligible forms are the essence. The affections the body
undergoes when we think may be viewed then as an existential precondition of
thinking. In that sense, it remains true to say that thinking is ‘not without the body’.
However, such bodily affections are not hypothetically necessary in the sense that they
follow from the account of thinking as such. This is the crucial point that offsets the
intellectual affections from those affections common to the soul and body that we
looked at in DA I.1. From the point of view of thinking as such, any material change
that happens in phantasia is, therefore, per accidens. In contrast, ‘boiling of the blood
around the heart’ is part of the account of the sort of change that anger is. An account
of anger was only thus complete once the affection of the body had also been
accounted for; while an account of the material changes that happen in phantasia do
not enter into the account of what thinking is. Thinking, then, eludes the standard
natural philosophical account of the aftections of the soul.

Might one not insist that material changes are hypothetically necessary for thinking
to occur by the transitivity of hypothetical necessity? So if phantasia is hypothetically
necessary for thinking and material changes are hypothetically necessary for phantasia,
such changes will also be hypothetically necessary for thinking? It is important here to
distinguish between two notions of hypothetical necessity: one kind which involves
merely an existential dependency and which may be understood as transitive; another

kind which is also explanatory, as conceived within Aristotle’s framework of the four

3T As Aquinas points out, In Aristotelis De Anima Commentarium §693.

32 DA 111.3 428a19-24; Mem. 450a15-19.
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causes, and which is not as such transitive. There is clearly a large number of existential
preconditions for any activity, but most of these are not explanatorily relevant to the
particular activity as such. So gravity is necessary for playing football, but not in a way
that is explanatory to football as such. In contrast, Aristotle’s notion of hypothetical
necessity seems particularly intended to pick up on those causal factors that are
explanatorily relevant to the phenomenon as such. Being made of wood and iron is
directly relevant to the axe’s ability to function as an axe, being transparent is directly
relevant to the eye’s ability to take on colour, and so forth. In contrast, having a (any)
colour may be an existential precondition of both axe and eye (and follow from their
having a certain kind matter) but it does not contribute as such to the function that
makes them an axe or an eye. Similarly, in the case of thinking the movements in the
blood may be required for phantasia to occur, and may therefore be an existential
precondition for thinking, but they are not explanatorily required by what thinking is as
such. The phantasia of perceptible qualities is explanatorily required, but the material
changes by which this happens are not.

The material changes indirectly involved in thinking therefore fall outside the scope of
the standard hylomorphic account, though we may still say that they show the way in
which thinking is existentially dependent on material changes. Thinking only happens in
natural beings like us, who are such as to undergo material changes of the sort involved in
perception. It would be wrong to say therefore that the sort of thinking we have been
considering falls completely outside the scope of natural philosophy: while we do not
understand what thinking of this sort is with reference to material changes, we do need to
understand how thinking can occur with reference to such changes.

Now the sort of thinking we have been concerned with so far has been thinking of
abstract intelligibles, like square, and intelligibles that are states and affections of matter,
like flesh. These are forms that are necessarily found amongst perceptible forms.
However, Aristotle’s argument in DA I11.4 leaves us with a third category of intelligible

mentioned, intelligibles that exist without matter:

In the case of the intelligibles without matter what is thinking and what is being thought are the
same. For theoretical knowledge and what is knowable in this way are the same (but the reason
why it is not always thinking needs to be considered). (430a4—6)

What made necessary the occurrence of a phantasma together with thinking of the
other intelligibles was that these were intelligible forms that were only found in the
context of perceptible forms. However, in the case of intelligibles without matter there
is no such constraint: for these are found without matter—which must mean ‘only
without matter’—and so not in perceptible forms. But if so, the implication is that
such thinking requires no perceptual processes and so no material changes of the

sort associated with phantasia.>® The prospect is raised, then, that such thinking of
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immaterial intelligibles can itself occur without any bodily preconditions. Such think-
ing may in other words be separable not just in account but also in magnitude from the
body.

The mention of thinking of immaterial intelligibles sets up the discussion of the so-
called agent intellect in DA III.5. This chapter is amongst the most obscure and
contested in the corpus.”* All one can reasonably aim at is an account which, in Plato’s
words, is ‘no less likely than another’s’.

Agent Intellect
Aristotle launches the subject as follows:

[a] Since just as in all nature there is, on the one hand, something which is matter for each kind
(this is what is all those things in capacity), and, on the other hand, another thing which is the
cause and maker, by virtue of making all things, such as the craft is qualified in relation to the
matter, it is necessary that these differences obtain also in the soul. (DA II1.5 430a10-14)

Now in one way the opening of IIL.5 is all according to plan. We know that
intellection is a kind of being affected, or something like it, and so will require an
efficient cause. This follows for knowledgeable thinking as it does for perceiving. The
analogy with craft is of the sort we are familiar with in Physics II when Aristotle seeks to
explicate what happens in natural causation. Strictly speaking, Aristotle says here
(195b21-5), it is the craft which is the efficient cause when a craftsman makes
something. In the case of perception, the sense-object was the efficient cause. But
instead of referring to the intelligible object as the cause, he says something else. He says
that the distinction between capacity and cause has to obtain also in the soul. This is
strange, given the analogy with sense-perception, since the distinction there between
the agent, the sense-objects, and the patient, the sense-faculty, was not a distinction
within the genus ‘soul’. The sense-objects are not one species of soul and the sense-
faculty another.”® But Aristotle is explicit that the agent of thinking is another kind

of soul, namely an agent intellect:

[b] For the one intellect is such by becoming all things, the other by making all things, in the
manner of a kind of disposition (hexis), such as light, for light in a certain way makes the potential
colours actual colours. (430a14-17)

soy oy i e A n \ , .
000€ mpdyua 00leév éoTi mapa Ta peyédn, ws dokel, Ta alobnTa kexwpiopévov (432a3—4) it makes sense to say
that Aristotle’s point here is limited to enmattered forms. It neither applies to god’s thinking about himself
nor to ours about him.

** For an overview of leading interpretations up until his time see Brentano (1867) 5—40. The interpreta-
tion of the agent intellect I shall be developing here is most closely aligned to those of Frede (1996), Caston
(1999), and Burnyeat (2008).

B agree with Caston’s (1999) 206 ‘taxonomical’ reading of the phrase ‘in the soul’, as meaning within
the kind soul.
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Calling the cause of intellection another kind of intellect comes, as I said, as a surprise to
us, given the analogy with perception. But Aristotle immediately moves to restore the
analogy: he compares the role of the agent intellect to light, that is, to the medium of
sight. It is clear that the role of the agent intellect is not one that usurps that of the
intelligible objects. For light does not act on the senses instead of the sense-objects;
rather it enables the sense-objects to act on the senses.”® Similarly, the implication
seems to be that the agent intellect acts on the intelligibles so that they can act on the
passive intellect. That this should be Aristotle’s point might not be immediately clear.
For what he says here is not that light makes the colours actually seen but that he makes
them actual colours. Yet there is good reason to think that for Aristotle these are just
different ways of referring to the same circumstance. For Aristotle the potentiality to be
seen, that is visibility, is part of the nature of colour. In actually being seen colours
actualize their nature as visible (DA II1.2). Similarly, I take it that Aristotle wants us to
think of the agent intellect as actualizing the intelligible objects’ nature qua intelligible,
such that they act on the intellect so as to make us actually think of them. The agent
intellect is thus required in order to actualize the intelligibles in actual intellection, for it
is in actual intellection that they actualize their nature as intelligibles.”” The analogy
with perception has been restored: both in thinking and in perception we have three
factors: the faculty, the object, and the medium which actualizes the object’s ability to
act on the faculty.

What is the nature of this agent intellect? Aristotle’s analogies with an art and light
suggest the following points. If the agent intellect is related to the passive intellect in the
way an art is related to the matter, then the agent intellect would be separate from the
passive intellect. For the art is separate from the matter on which it works. Against this,
one might point out that Aristotle is explicitly talking about what is true in all nature,
and in nature, as we know, the efficient cause 1s, in various ways, internal to the patient.
One might then want to insist that the analogy with art is just a partial analogy, meant
to focus on the efficient causal aspect without this further implication of being external
to the patient. However, the analogy with light might seem to further support the
suggestion that the agent intellect is external in that light is an external medium. If this
does not seem clear-cut either, because Aristotle also seems to want the light to extend
inside the eye,”® one might respond that the light enters into the eye from the outside,

and is only inside the eye insofar as the light shines outside it. So primacy would go to

3¢ That the agent intellect within the terms of the analogy works to provide the medium should not be taken
to mean that it is not also outside of the analogy itself an intelligible, indeed the highest intelligible, as in Republic
VII, the form of the good ends up serving both functions in the Image of the Cave.

37" As Frede (1996) points out, the analogy between the intelligible and actual colours suggest that Aristotle
is not simply concerned with what makes the intelligible actually intelligible but with what makes it actually
thought of, for in DA III.2 he understands the actuality of colour as its actually being seen. The same reading
is advocated by Kosman (1992) 348-50.

% Cf. Sens. 2 438b5-10.
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light as an external source of vision, and so the agent intellect would have to primarily
exist outside of the passive intellect, even if it in some sense enters into it.

This argument is still drawing out implications which may exceed the point of the
analogies. It is worth, therefore, emphasizing the oddness of the alternative view, that
the agent nous is internal to the soul that has the passive intellect. For this would imply
that the same subject is actively thinking at the same time as the passive intellect is only
potentially thinking, at least at those times when we are not actively thinking. Not only
does it on this account become harder to explain why the subject is not always
thinking, given that the agent intellect which is supposed to activate thinking is already
present in the subject.”” It also becomes quite mysterious how we could be unaware
that such thinking is always taking place within us, if we are genuinely the subject of
the agent intellect.*”

There are reasons, then, for taking the active nous to be external to the passive nous.
Aristotle seems to confirm its external status when he says, immediately following the
light analogy, that ‘this intellect is separable and impassive and unmixed, being activity
in substance’ (430a18), and again, a few lines down, that ‘this alone is immortal and
eternal’. The agent intellect, then, is separable as a different kind of substance from the
passive intellect, a substance which is always active and survives the destruction of the
passive intellect (430a24).

Agent nous is, then, a separate substance from the mortal substance of which the
passive intellect is a part.*! This notion of the agent intellect fits another detail Aristotle
pointed to in II1.4: that the thinking of immaterial intelligibles is the same as its object
(430a3-5). The prime example of such an intelligible is god. So in Metaph. /1 6-7 the
first unmoved mover is presented as the pure activity of thinking without any matter.
God is, in Kosman’s celebrated phrase, ‘thinking thinking thinking’. His thinking can

be at one with its object, itself, because it is without any material aspect.

3" Aquinas takes the agent intellect to be internal to the individual soul and necessary for it to extract the
intelligible form from perceptible objects. However, it is not clear that there is such a job for the agent
intellect to perform, since one may take the passive intellect’s characteristic capacity exactly to be the
receptivity to the intelligible forms of perceptible objects, just as it is the peculiar capacities of the senses to
be able to receive just the perceptible forms of external objects.

40 The point that we do not remember (4302a23—4) seems of little use here, since the problem concerns
our current state of awareness while we are thinking.

It could still be true that the agent intellect plays, as it were, the cuckoo’s egg within the nest of the
individual soul, belonging to the individual soul as a separate substance housed within it. In support of this,
one might cite Aristotle’s observation in DA [.4 that ‘the intellect seems to be engendered (egginesthai) as a
kind of substance (ousia), and not to be destroyed’. He argues that, while the decay of the body may occlude
thinking, thinking as such remains unaffected (apathes). We might, in view of the dependency of passive
intellect on the body in thinking about material substance explain this in terms of the failure to provide
perceptual contents. However, this weakness of the body does not affect the capacity to think itself. He
concludes ‘the intellect is probably something more divine and impassive’ (408b29). However, we should be
careful about drawing firm conclusions from this passage which after all occurs in the aporetic context of
Book I. DA II1.5 takes precedence, also because the distinction between agent and passive nous may exactly
be a clarification and partial correction of why nous appears to us to be a separate substance and is perhaps
something more divine: it is so in the sense of agent nous but not in the sense of passive nous.
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What about the special case when we think about god? As a thinking about an
immaterial form, our thinking will not be dependent on phantasmata. Nor therefore
will our thinking depend on any material processes. Our thinking, like god’s, will in
this sense also be separable from the body, impassive and unmixed (430217-18). We
might also say that while thinking about god we are thinking thinking thinking.
However, this is still a case of our passive intellect thinking about god, not a case of
us becoming one in substance with the agent intellect. Moreover, while sharing the
state of god, we are not affected in such a way that we can remember our experience of
being god since the immaterial form as immaterial does not involve any representation
through perceptual images. It is this issue that I take Aristotle to be addressing in the
final lines of II1.5:

But when separated (khdristheis) it is alone what it is, and this alone is deathless and eternal. But we
do not remember because this [sc. the agent intellect] is impassive, while the patient intellect is
corruptible, and without this nothing thinks. (430a22-5)*

These lines are often quoted in support of the view that the agent intellect must be
internal to the individual soul at least during his lifetime. For otherwise it seems to
make little sense either to say that the agent intellect when separated is only what it is or
to say that we do not remember, understood after death, because the agent intellect,
the only thing that survives, does not carry the experiences we have had during life. So
a reading like mine which takes the agent nous to be god has to resist this view of agent
nous as an integral part of the individual soul.

Let’s try first to say, then, what is meant by the agent intellect being separated. Our
first impression was that this meant separated from the individual soul, with the
implication that it was somehow previously part of the individual soul. I would suggest
instead that we understand ‘separated’ as meaning ‘separated from our thinking’, that is
to say, no longer an object of our thinking. The reason why the agent intellect is
separated when it is no longer thought of by us is that our thinking and it are one when
we are thinking of it. For the agent nous is an immaterial intelligible and as such it is at
one with our thinking of it. This case, then, relates directly back to the discussion in
II1.4 430a3-5 of the identity of thought and object in thinking of immaterial intelli-
gibles. When the agent intellect is not thought of by us it is itself simply what it is, no
longer bearing the relation of being thought of by us. The identity between our passive
intellect and the agent intellect in active thinking is limited by our capacity to maintain
thinking. That is why the identity that obtains between our intellect and the agent
intellect in active thinking does not entail that our intellect too is deathless and eternal,
or that we are always thinking thinking thinking. The sameness of our passive intellect
with the agent intellect is a temporary isomorphism, not an enduring sameness of

substance. Moreover, we do not remember what the agent intellect thinks, even
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though we are at one with it whenever we think, because the agent intellect does not
remember things, being impassive, whereas our intellect, which is passive and could
remember, is destructible. So while we may remember (in the qualified way allowed
for by Mem.) what we have thought during our lifetime, we will not remember what
the agent intellect as such has thought, nor of course the thoughts of other human
beings with distinct passive intellects.

In conclusion, Aristotle adds ‘and without this nothing thinks’.*> This claim—Ilike
everything else in the chapter—may be read in a number ways. One reading is
‘the passive intellect thinks nothing without the agent intellect’.** This might in turn
be taken either to mean (a) that the passive intellect thinks of the agent intellect alongside
whatever other intelligible form it is considering or (b) the passive intellect thinks because
the agent intellect acts on it. (a) seems to be excluded by the light analogy: the light is not,
in normal circumstances, a further object of vision alongside colours; similarly the agent
intellect should not be a further object alongside the other intelligibles. (In any case, surely
we do not think of god whenever we think of something.) However, (b) again calls for
clarification of how the agent intellect acts on the passive so as bring about thinking in it.

Now the subject of the efficient causation of intellection was raised back in DA I1.5,
as a point of disanalogy with perception. While an external object was needed to
trigger actual perception, Aristotle said that ‘knowledge is of the universals and these
are somehow in the soul itself; for this reason coming to think (noésai) is up to oneself,
whenever one wants to (boulétai)’ (417b22—4). Aristotle recalls the point in DA I11.4
when he says that somebody has become a knower in activity ‘when he is capable of
activating (energein) [his knowledge] through himself (dia hautou)’ (429b7). If we ask
about the efficient cause of learning, we should no doubt refer to a teacher or
perceptual experience. But when it comes to the activity of thinking about what we
have learnt, Aristotle’s suggestion is that the efficient cause is our wanting to think. The
verb for ‘wants’ (boulétai) may be meant to remind us of Aristotle’s word for rational
desire (boulésis). We would seem then to have a rational desire for theoretical thinking,
for thinking about theoretical truths, corresponding to our rational, practical desire to
do the right thing. Aristotle would be following in Plato’s footsteps, when he in the
Republic IX presented the desire for truth to be a characteristic of reason.

If there is this parallel between theoretical and practical reason it is clear that saying
that a rational desire is the efficient cause of the activity of theoretical thinking cannot
be the full or precise answer. For, as Aristotle’s analysis of locomotion makes clear,*’
the efficient cause that leads us to motion is not simply desire but the desire for a certain
object, the orekfon. The efficient cause of active thinking requires mention of the object

of rational desire.

3 kai dvev TovToU 000V voEi.

* Alternatively, ‘it [sc. the passive intellect] thinks nothing’. Given that god thinks without a passive
intellect, it seems unlikely the subject is the agent intellect with rodrov referring to the passive intellect.

45 See the following chapter for more detail.
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Now, as we saw in the account of nutrition, Aristotle has already given us an answer
to what it is that all living beings desire ‘and for the sake of which they do all the things
they do according to nature’, namely, to participate in the eternal and the divine in the
way they can’ (DA 415a28-415b1). The locus classicus for how god, while unmoved,
moves as an object of desire is Metaphysics A7 (1072a24-b4).** God, we are told, instils
desire because he is the best and rational desire (boulésis) is for the real good. We are
moved, then, to try to be like him. He is the final cause of our rational desire.

In Nic. Eth. X. 7-8 Aristotle presents the activity of theoretical reason as the highest
form of participating in the divine: it is a form of imitating the very activity that
characterizes god.*” Putting these elements together, we might say, then, that the
object of rational desire is to participate in the activity of theoretical thinking in the
manner of god. On this reading, the efficient cause of thinking depends on this final
cause: the eternal and divine activity of thinking works so as to make us think by
triggering our desire to be in the same state.* God is, then, not a competitor to our
rational desire as the efficient cause of thinking, but that which as its final cause
motivates our rational desire to think. He can do so because he displays in activity
the goodness of active thinking.
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*7 For an illuminating articulation of this thought and its roots in Plato, see Sedley (1999) and Sedley
(2008) 169-72.

8 Corcilius (2009) 9—10 raises the pertinent worry that if an object of desire triggers desire insofar as it is
thought of, then the object of desire cannot be the cause of our coming to think of it also: ‘if we do not wish
simply to think without further qualification, but to think of something determinate, say X, then the very
identification of what we wish to think about, i.e. the object of the desired thought X, requires us to be
already thinking of X’. (On the problem, see also Caston (1999) 217.) Here, the antecedent may be
questioned. It may be that prior to specific acts of contemplating X, one desires to contemplate, since this
is the best state, that of god (just as somebody may desire to go to school because they want to be educated). It
is god qua thinking whom we desire to imitate, and the fact that thinking always takes the form of thinking of
X or Y, does not mean that one has to desire thinking of X or Y. What decides whether one on a particular
occasion contemplates of X or Y will have a further answer, but this is not strictly relevant to the context of
DA 1115, which is to explain what activates thinking. The answer to why one thinks of X rather than Y will
in any case not be forthcoming in terms of desiring to be like god since god thinks about himself only,
whereas human contemplation ranges over a variety of essences. But does the circularity problem not
reappear in terms of thinking as an object? Do we not already need to be thinking about thinking in order
to desire to think? Certainly one needs to cognitively represent thinking, perhaps even by nous itself (cf.
Metaph. 1072a30 cited above, but also MA 6 700b18-20: raira 8¢ mdvra dvdyerar els vodv kal Spelw. kal
yap 1 pavracia kal 1) alebnos Ty adriy ¢ vo xwpav éxovow.) But identifying theoretical thinking as
something desirable hardly requires practicing theoretical thinking: one does not contemplate an essence or
go through a proof when representing thinking as something pleasant and worthwhile. (The issue relates to
the question of how desire (boulésis) may be viewed as a function of nous, which I touch on in the next
chapter.)
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It might be possible to explain the role of god as a final cause of the intellect also in
terms of its role as a first principle of knowledge. One might say that that god, like the
Form of the Good in Republic V1I, fulfils the intellect’s potential to know at its highest
level. Moreover, one could say that the god as the highest principle played a role similar
to light, in the Images of the Sun and Cave, in ensuring the intelligibility of other
intelligibles. For all of this one could find support in Aristotle’s Metaph. and the APo.*’
It is in this light that one might view Aristotle’s comment in DA 111.4 (429b3—4) that
we are able better to link lesser intelligibles after thinking about the exceedingly
(sphodra) intelligible.””

However, viewing the agent intellect as the highest intelligible does not fully explain the
account of it in DA IIL5 in two respects. First of all, viewed as a principle of knowledge,
god is still viewed from the point of view of an intelligible object in its own right. This
intelligible may, as immaterial, be the same as thinking. Nonetheless, it is not clear how it
activates thinking in us, since as an intelligible it is still characterized as a potential object of
thought. God as thinking, on the other hand, is picked out from the point of view of being
active. Second, it is not clear—or as clear—why god as an intelligible should move us to
think, whereas it is clear how qua thinking he moves us as an object of desire, as a being
whose state is desirable. For as we know from Nic. Eth. X.7 contemplation is the most
pleasant activity, and the life of active contemplation is the happiest.

One might still wonder why, given the desire to think actively and the ever-presence of
the agent intellect, we do not always think. This, as 430a5-6 shows,”" is clearly a question
Aristotle is sensitive to, though he never seems to give a direct answer.

Nic. Eth. tells us that contemplation is the most pleasant state, so if it was entirely up to
those of us who know presumably we would always do it. One kind of answer of why we
do not always contemplate comes in Phys. VIIL4 (255b3—4), where Aristotle suggests that
various obstacles prevent us from always thinking, like a stone preventing a wineskin from
floating by holding it down. Here he seems to have in mind various external factors,

perhaps hunger or oncoming traffic or such like. There are practical exigencies which

4 In APo 1.2 Aristotle refers to the first principles of demonstrative knowledge both as the cause of the
conclusions (71b23, b31-2) and as the cause of our knowledge itself (72a31-3). ‘For you understand better if
you know from the higher explanations; for you know from what is prior when you know from unexplain-
able explanations. Hence if you know better and best, that understanding too will be better and best” (APo 1.9
76a19-22). ‘He who chooses to know for the sake of knowing will choose most readily that which is most
truly knowledge, and such is the knowledge of that which is most knowable; and the first principles and the
causes are most knowable; for by reason of these, and from these, all other things are known, but these are not
known by means of the things subordinate to them’ (Metaph. 1.2 982a32-b5, rev. Oxford transl.).

>0 We might think that this effect is just a matter of mental gymnastics, but if so it does not quite explain
the notion of the exceedingly intelligible or how thinking difters from sight (there are clearly ways one can
train one’s eyes as a warm-up exercise). Rather the idea is that there are certain objects and thinking about
these helps us think about other objects because the intelligibility of the latter somehow depends on the
former, so having understood the former helps us understand the latter. The most obvious example of this
relationship is the way principles explain other propositions within a system of knowledge.

5! “The reason why it [theoretical knowledge of the immaterial intelligible] is not always thinking we must
consider.’
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require human beings to turn away from theoretical matters.”” In these cases, it will not be
our desire to engage in theoretical thought. So, rational desire will not always favour
contemplation over practice. More fundamentally, we also know from the Nic. Eth.
(1175a4-5) that any human activity is incapable of being continuously sustained.”” It s,
I think, this kind of answer Aristotle has in mind in DA II1.5 when he contrasts the agent
and the patient intellect. The agent intellect is always contemplating what it knows, the
patient intellect only sometimes, given the human condition. On this reading we also get
the thematic link with the distinction Aristotle draws next between the agent intellect as
immortal and eternal and the patient intellect as perishable. The patient intellect’s inability
to sustain contemplation is part of its general human limitations, compared to the agent
intellect. What needs to be explained is the absence of contemplation in us given that all
the conditions obtain. Here the answer is either obstacles peculiar to the thinker’s
situation, including contravening wishes or appetites, or more fundamentally the weak-
ness of the human intellect.>* What is not required here is, as it were, an external efficient
cause to explain positively the onset of particular episodes of thinking. The visual analogy
would be with light and colours present but us shutting our eyes or falling asleep. If light
and colours were always present the explanation of why vision does not always happen
would be clear: because we are incapable of always seeing. Meanwhile, the agent intellect,
god’s thinking, is a constant presence, which motivates us to think theoretically by its
goodness and perfection.

Conclusion

Is Aristotle’s account of the intellect consistent with his general view of the capacities of
the soul as causes of change in living beings? The passive intellect, as passive, has a
capacity to undergo change of the kind featured in DA II.5. On the other hand, both
DA 11.5 and Phys. VIL.3 suggested that Aristotle saw the activity of thinking as a
perfection or fulfilment which, while it might involve changes in various categories,
did not qualify properly as a change. Aristotle’s point in PA I.1 that the intellectual part
(to noétikon) will not fall under the study of nature, as an inner principle of change, may
reflect his sense, as in Phys. VIL.3, that the activity of thinking falls into none of the

recognized categories of change.” Moreover, in those cases of thinking that did seem

2 Nic. Eth. X.8 1178b33-5: ‘But, being a man, one will also need external prosperity; for our nature is not
self-sufficient for the purpose of contemplation, but our body also must be healthy and must have food and
other attention’ (transl. W. D. Ross).
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%5 Here again is the passage (641b4—10) in Greek: Hodk éori maoa 1) hoys) kwicews dpyi, 008é 76 udpa
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aligning the three parts of soul here to the different categories of change, finding none for the intellect.
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to involve a necessary bodily affection, those that involved phantasmata, the relationship
between the two was non-standard when compared to the account of anger in DA I.1;
while in those cases where thinking did not involve phantasmata, namely thinking of
immaterial intelligibles, the intellect was altogether independent of the body. In the last
case, the intellect was formally at one with the agent intellect, which appeared to be
god. The upshot of this analysis is that the account of human intellect involves elements
of both form and matter but the relationship between them is non-standard in relation
to the model presented in DA 1.1. The agent intellect as immaterial falls outside the
study of nature. It is separable from matter in the sense that it exists without matter and
matter plays no role in the account of agent intellect. Agent intellect therefore belongs
to first philosophy, by the standards of DA 1.1, not natural philosophy.

Does the inclusion of the agent intellect show then that the DA is not essentially a
work in natural philosophy? Not quite. Natural philosophy studies nature as an inner
principle of change. But nature is not causally autonomous: ultimately natural change
relies on an external first mover. Natural philosophy therefore needs to take into
account a cause that is of nature but not in nature, as does Aristotle in Phys. VIIL. In a
similar way, he brings in the agent intellect in DA IIL.5 to explain the first unmoved
mover of thinking. The opening of IIL.5 is no doubt meant to remind us of this
viewpoint on nature. It should not surprise us that even in those activities in which we
are most autonomous, in thinking which is up to us when we know, we are still
ultimately dependent on an external mover. If we were not, we would not be like the
rest of nature. In referring us on to the role of god, Aristotle’s psychology is of a piece

with his physics.
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The Locomotive Capacity

Already in DA 1.1 Aristotle warned us of the difficulty of determining which parts of
the soul were difterent from which. Also in II.2 he indicated that it was difticult to tell
in what sense different capacities counted as parts. Amongst the capacities he listed
there was the locomotive capacity. We might have presumed that the locomotive
capacity was a part of the soul, in the same way as the nutritive, perceptual, and
intellectual capacities. For it is mentioned alongside these also on other occasions, and it
serves, it seems, to differentiate a class of animals, just as perception differentiates
animals from plants. As it is a differentia it should therefore also enjoy the definitional
separateness of perception or the intellect.

However, it is precisely in the account of the locomotive capacity in DA I11.9-10
that Aristotle’s worries about determining which capacities are parts of the soul come to
the fore. He thinks that the ability to move spatially poses a particular challenge for an
analysis of the soul into parts. These are worries that arise particularly for a Platonic
conception of parts, but Aristotle is clearly concerned that his own notion of parthood
should not also fall prey to them.

Before we descend to the level of detail it may be helpful to give an overview of the
argument of these two chapters. Aristotle starts by raising some puzzles about what it
means to say that there are parts of the soul and how to identify them. He then goes on
to discuss whether the locomotive capacity can be identified with any of the parts of soul
that we have already dealt with, the nutritive (432b14-19), the perceptual (432b19-26),
the intellectual (432b26—4332a6), and finally, the desiring part (43326-8). In IIL.10,
Aristotle shows first that locomotion is caused by a combination of desire and intellect
or imagination (43329-30). He then returns briefly to a criticism of those Platonists who
have approached the partition of the soul in the wrong way (433a31-b4), adding an
analysis of the phenomenon of psychic conflict, which Plato had used in the Republic to
divide the soul into three (433b5-10). He concludes that the principle that moves
animals (433b10) is one in form but many in number. We can further distinguish factors
in the motion of the animal (433b13—-27), but the first mover is the object of desire as
presented to the animal by intellect or desire (433b27-30). The conclusion is, then, that
there is a moving part which draws on two capacities together, the desiderative and the
intellectual or the imaginative, in the case of non-intellectual animals.

Let us now look at the detail of Aristotle’s critique of Plato. Aristotle asks whether
the locomotive capacity is a part of the soul or the soul in its entirety:
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... we need to consider a) whether it is some one part of the soul which is separable either in
magnitude,1 or in account, or whether it is the soul in its entirety, and if it is a part, whether it is
some peculiar part over and above the ones we are used to talking about and which have been
mentioned, or whether it is one of these. But a difficulty immediately arises as to both the sense in
which we should say that there are parts and how many we should say there are. For the parts
appear to be indefinite (apeira)® in a way, and to be not only those which some claim when they
make divisions, the rational, the spirited and the appetitive parts, while others divide the soul into
the part that has reason and the irrational part. For according to the differences on account of’
which they separate these parts, also other parts will appear which are further removed from each
other than these, the ones that we have spoken of just now, the nutritive, which belongs both to
plants and all the animals, and the perceptual, which one cannot easily characterise as either
irrational or rational. Moreover, the imaginative part, while it is different in being from all of them, a
great difficulty pertains to saying which of these it is the same as and different from, if one lays down
separate parts of the soul. And in addition to these, there is the desiring part, which would seem to be
different from all of them both in account and in capacity (dunamei). And it is surely absurd to tear
this away from the rest (diaspan): for deliberation occurs in the rational part and appetite and spirit in
the irrational part; and if the soul has three parts there will be desire in each. (DA 432a19-b7)

The passage sets out the puzzles that arise from certain ways of dividing the soul.
Aristotle refers to a way in which the parts of the soul appear to be indefinite, and then
provides a list of those parts. Aristotle clearly has in mind Plato or Platonists, as we can
tell both from the reference to the division of the soul into three parts, the calculative,
spirited, and desiderative, and from the mention of the division the soul into the
rational and the irrational part, both known from the Republic and the Timaeus.>

Now the Platonists are said to divide the soul into parts according to certain ‘difter-
ences’, namely differences in account (logos) and capacity (dunamis). A natural way of
understanding this joint specification is as differences in capacity according to logos. That is
to say, the Platonist will posit two different parts for two capacities that differ from each
another in account, or as one might say, in light of DA I1.2 (413b29-31), where what it is
for each of the capacities to be differs. This point seems well illustrated by the example of
desiderative part (fo orektikon) since Aristotle has already highlighted this as a capacity that s
different in being but the same in number as the perceptual capacity. The Platonist, as
Aristotle construes him, would have to posit two different parts on this basis.

Confirmation of this reading comes at 433a31-b4, where Aristotle restates the
objection:

! Clearly ‘magnitude’ does not mean the same as ‘place’ in general. Yet place may be taken to be one kind
of magnitude and I take it, with most commentators, that in this context Aristotle has the same in mind when
he talks here of ‘separable in magnitude’ as what he meant in I1.2 by ‘separable in place’.

2 One could translate apeira as ‘infinite’. But ‘indefinite’ seems better in that the point seems to be that the
predecessors’ way of dividing the soul offers no definite limit to how many one could thus divide rather than
that the parts they divide will actually be infinitely many.

> While Aristotle refers to some people dividing the soul into three and others into two, the Timaeus shows
clearly that the two ways of dividing the soul may be taken as complementary rather than competing; see in
particular Timaeus 69¢—70b.
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It is clear that this kind of capacity of the soul, so-called desire (orexis), causes motion. But the
parts of the soul become exceedingly many (pampolla) for those who divide the parts of the soul if
they divide and separate them according to capacities (dunameis): the nutritive, perceptual,
intellectual, deliberative, and furthermore the desiderative. For these differ from each other

more than the appetitive and spirited [differ from each other].*

Again Aristotle refers to the problem of the proliferation of parts and makes the
comparison with the greater difference that obtains between the nutritive and percep-
tual souls as compared to the difference between the appetitive and spirited. And now
he is explicit that the problem arises because these philosophers separate the parts
according to (kata) capacities. We can easily see why the Platonist would be committed
to exceedingly many parts on the criterion of diftference of capacity in account, since for
difference in account it is sufficient that an element in the definiens differs. This explains
why seemingly overlapping capacities like the orektikon and the appetitive or the
spirited would end up counting as separate parts, clearly a reductio ad absurdum.

Aristotle, then, is criticizing dividing the parts of the soul on the basis of capacities. This
approach differs from his own, as we found it in DA I1.2-3. For while the parts of soul were
capacities, they were not parts simply by virtue of being different capacities. Rather the
capacities that counted as parts were parts of the definition of the soul, specifically, the
fundamental kind of souls of living beings. Such capacities were as elements of the definition
also required to be not just definitionally different but separate. We can see how this
criterion of being a part of soul will serve to severely limit the capacities that count as parts.

Now it is clear that Aristotle charges the Platonists with general taxonomical
confusion: they seek to make do with only two or three parts but their criterion of
parthood, difference in capacity, when applied generates many more parts. The
confusion is aggravated by the fact that of the three capacities that they recognize as
parts, at least the two, the appetitive and spirited, are much less different from each
other than some of the capacities that they do not recognize as parts, including the ones
that are much more different from each other, the nutritive and the perceptual and the
intellectual, which therefore have a much better claim to be parts.

There are also difficulties specifically for our understanding of desire, the capacity that
Aristotle ultimately wants to make responsible for locomotion. Using the Platonist
criterion, desire too, as a capacity, becomes a separate part. So Aristotle mentions it, at
433b3, alongside the nutritive, the perceptual, the intellectual, and the deliberative parts,
asyet (eti) another part the Platonists have to acknowledge. “Yet’ of course underscores the
indefinite number of parts. But the passage also echoes the claim at 432b4-5 that the
Platonists break off (diaspan) orexis from the other parts.” That is to say, the Platonic analysis
separates a part off from the others which properly belongs to them.

t8n pev odv 1) TowadTn Svvaus kwel Ths Yuxins, 1 kalovuévy Speéis, pavepdv. Tois 8¢ Siapovol Ta uépn
Ths Yuxis, éav kard Tas Suvvduels Saupdot kal ywpllwot, mdumola yiverai, Bpemtucdy, alobnTikdy,
vonTikdy, BovdevTikdy, éTL SpexTikdy TadTa yap mAéov Sradéper dAMIAwY 1) émbuunTikor kal Qupikdy.

> Adopting the reading of Simplicius against Themistius, see Rodier (1900) ad loc. The reading is also
adopted by Corcilius (2008) 50—1. For diaspan referring to separating off an entity from that which it naturally
belongs to, see Aristotle, Rhet. 1386a10.
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Now it has been clear from early on in Book II that Aristotle understands desire as
closely related to the cognitive capacities, perception, phantasia, and intellect. So in II.2,
Aristotle claims that it follows necessarily from having perception that one has desire,
since perception will include perception of pleasure and pain and it is necessary to
desire the one and shun the other. Appetitive desire seems therefore to be a capacity
that follows from having perception, and which cannot be explained without reference
to perception. I suggested that this dependency on perception indicated that appetitive
desire therefore does not count as a part in its own right.

In DA 111.7 Aristotle again analyses desire and avoidance (phugé) as consequences of

perceiving pleasure and pain.

To perceive then is like bare asserting or knowing; but when the object is pleasant or painful, the
soul makes a quasi-affirmation or negation, and pursues or avoids the object. To feel pleasure or
pain is to act with the perceptual mean towards what is good or bad as such. Both avoidance and
appetite when actual are identical with this: the faculty of appetite and avoidance are not
different, either from one another or from the faculty of sense-perception; but their being is
different. (431a8—14, after revised Oxford transl. by Smith)

The activity of perceiving something as pleasant is the same in number as the activity of
desiring it, while perceiving something as painful is the same activity as avoiding it.
One might think of appetite here as the emotive side of the perception of pleasure,
withdrawal or repulsion as the emotive aspect of the perception of pain. The emotive
and cognitive are here two sides of the same coin, one in number. Aristotle’s position
does not seem unreasonable: the pain of being burnt and the urge to remove one’s
hand from the fire can readily be viewed as aspects or dimensions of the same
experience, rather than two distinct activities, one following the other.” On the basis
of the numerical identity of the activities, Aristotle makes the further claim that the
capacity for appetite is also the same in number as the perceptual, as is the faculty of
avoidance, albeit they are all of course different in being, in that we would give
different accounts of what it is to feel pleasure or pain and what it is to pursue or
avoid these.” The key thought for our purposes is that since feeling or otherwise
perceiving something as painful involves at the same time being repulsed by it, we can
see the ability to avoid pain as implied by the ability to perceive pain.

Both the abilities to desire and to flee are the same as the perceptual capacity though
different, as he says, in being. This claim anticipates the statement in II1.9 that desire is

© This is of course a mere sketch of a position. For in-depth clarification and defence of this kind of reading
see Charles (2006).

7 One might object that the perception or thought has to be a distinct activity from the desire since one is
the cause of the other (cf. MA 7 701a35—6, Metaph. /A7, 1072a29-b4). However, for Aristotle, saying that the
two activities are one in number does not undermine the claim that the perception of the pleasure is the cause
of the appetite, any more than the claim that the activity of the sense-object and that of the sense-faculty are
one in number but two in being undermines the claim that the one is the cause of the other (DA III.2
425b26—426226). Recall also the point from Chapter 4 that active potentialities are realized together with
passive potentialities. See further Charles (2006) 378 for replies to this objection.
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diftferent in being from the other capacities, but it also underscores how close appetitive
desire is as a function to perception. The upshot is clear: appetitive desire while
different in definition from perception is also definitionally dependent on perception:
you simply cannot say what it is to experience appetitive desire without make reference
to perception, since what characterizes this desire as appetitive is its responsiveness to a
certain perceptual experience, pleasure. Hence appetitive desire can be said to belong
to the perceptual part.

Much the same is true of the relationship between rational desire, boulésis, and
practical reason. In DA 1I1.7 431a14-17 Aristotle goes on to make the same kind of
point about thinking that he has just made about perception: “To the thinking soul
images serve as if they were contents of perception (and when it asserts or denies them
to be good or bad it avoids or pursues them).” The parallel with perception suggests that
we take intellect’s assertion of something as good and its pursuit of it as two aspects of
the same activity of the intellect, rather than two distinct activities, one leading to the
other. We can think of wishing as the emotive dimension of thinking that it would be
good that something come about. Correspondingly, we can, in analogy with the
perceptual case,” take both to be activities of the same capacity, that of practical
intellect.

Boulésis arises out of practical reason’s assent to something as good, much as epithumia
arises out of the perception or phantasia of something as pleasant. Rational desire is not
a separate part or an aspect of a separate part from the intellect, but a feature of the soul
we have by virtue of being rational. So when Aristotle says that desire is the principle of
practical reason (433a15—16) and again more precisely (433219-20) that what is desired
(to orekton) is the principle of reason (dianoia), he means to say that the rationally
determined good is the proper object of practical reason and makes us desire it and
move towards it. We should not think then that desire in these cases is external to
practical reason, and that reason merely facilitates the enactment of what we already
independently desire.” Rather it is an aspect of reason to desire what is rationally
determined as good, and therefore it is right and proper to think of rational desire as
belonging to the rational part of the soul.

Consider also Aristotle’s analysis at 433b5—-10 of the sort of conflict Plato used in
Republic IV to separate the parts of the soul: the conflict between reason and appetitive
desire. Aristotle understands the conflict between an appetitive desire for some cur-
rently available pleasure and the rational judgement that one should refrain from this
pleasure in terms of the difference between what appears good to us by virtue of reason
and what appears so because of phantasia: by virtue of reason we have a conception of
the good over time, but phantasia presents what is pleasant here and now as if it was
good without qualification. What is noteworthy is that it is appearances of what is good
which we have by virtue of logos and phantasia which generate the opposed desires and

¥ See again Charles (2006) for a full treatment of the analogy. ? See Cooper (1989) 30-1.



THE LOCOMOTIVE CAPACITY 251

motivate us. The opposite desires are in this way embedded in the two different
cognitive parts, the intellectual and the perceptual.

On this reading, Aristotle’s response to his own initial question: ‘if the locomotive
capacity in some sense is a part of the soul is it the same as one of the parts or a new
part?’ is to affirm the first option. The difficulties that II1.9 finds with identifying the
locomotive capacity either with perception or reason have to be dealt with by more
fully describing perception and reason so that they can accommodate desire. The
mistake made by the Platonists is, then, too hive off orexis from the parts of soul that
we have already recognized, in particular perception and intellect. They are forced to
do so because they use difference in capacity to identify parts. But while orexis as a
capacity is different in account both in its appetitive and rational versions from either
perception or intellect, it is not different in number from either of these. Rather they
belong to these capacities as aspects further to those functions which, as we have seen,
properly define them.

I said at the outset of this section that we would expect locomotion to be a part of
the soul in its own right, because it differentiates certain animals. Now the account
I have developed accommodates this expectation as follows. Appetitive desire is
responsible for moving us, but this is a further specification of the perceptual part. It
also seems to require phantasia, which is not given to all animals. There is therefore
room for locomotion to work as a further differentia within the class of living beings
with perception. However, phantasia, as we have seen, is not itself a part but a further
aspect of the perceptual part. This taxonomy crucially differs from the Platonic
whereby orexis was hived off (diaspan) from the perceptual part, and made a separate
part without essential determination by perception or reason. From Aristotle’s view-
point this gets the taxonomy completely upside down: epithumia is not a part which

somehow has perception, rather it is an aspect of the perceptual part.

Moving the Body

One problem one might have with this account, and the account as an interpretation of
Aristotle, is that it is unclear how a desire for something as pleasant or as good will
translate into locomotion. We may think that this is particularly unclear given the
analysis of desire as a function of perception or thought, that is, as a function of
essentially cognitive capacities. Aristotle of course warned us in DA II1.9 against
thinking that either cognition or desire on its own was sufficient to trigger locomotion:
those who knew how to act might fail to do so for want of desire and those with self-
control might not to what they desired, but what their intellect told them. These kinds
of case could be understood as cases where rational and appetitive desires do not line up
and one kind of desire prevails over the other, along the lines explained by Aristotle at
433b5-10. The desire that leads to locomotion needs then to be understood as the
prevailing desire in those cases where there are conflicting motivations. However, this
account still seems to leave an explanatory gap between the formation of the prevailing
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desire and the execution, not as a matter of motivation—we are assuming that one is
now as fully motivated to move as possible—but as a matter of execution. A paraplegic,
we might imagine, could be fully motivated to reach for the cup of water, but fail to do
so, because he cannot move his limbs. It seems fair to raise this point in an account of
locomotion, since what needs to be explained after all is not just how we are motivated
to move but how we actually manage to move ourselves.

Aristotle is well aware of this point, and the way he deals with it is instructive,
I think, of his approach to the capacities of the soul in the DA. What moves us in
locomotion is a complex of factors. The object of desire (fo orekton) is itself unmoved
but moves desire when represented by intellect or phantasia as something good or
pleasant. As we have seen, the perceptual or intellectual representation of the object as
good coincides with the formation of a desire for it. Desire in so being moved moves
the animal. We might say, then, that what moves us is two-fold: the object of desire
which only moves and the desire which both moves and is moved. However, the way

desire moves the animal allows further analysis:

The instrument by which desire moves, this is already something bodily, which is why it should
be considered amongst the functions common to body and soul. But for now, to sum up: what
moves in the way of an instrument is found where beginning and end are the same — just as a
joint. For here the convex and the concave are the end and the beginning (which is why the one
is at rest and the other is moved), being different in account but the inseparable in magnitude. For
all things are moved by pushing and pulling, which is why it is necessary, just as in a circle, for
something to be at rest and for the movement to begin from there. (433b18-27)

Aristotle introduces the instrument in a way that suggests that the discussion of it
belongs elsewhere, in the discussion of the works common to body and soul. He does
just enough here, by way of summary, to show how an instrument might do the job
that desire requires. So the instrument of desire reflects the role of desire as a moved
mover. The instrument is like a joint in which the moving part and the moved part are
to be found in the same place: as an end it is at rest and as a beginning it is in motion.
The MA will tell us much more about how this instrument works, and will identify it as
pneuma. However, one thing that this sketchy account of the instrument establishes is
that desire does not move us simply by virtue of the experience we have of desiring
something, but by virtue of a bodily movement that happens, somehow, as desire is
moved by the object of desire. Aristotle is aware, then, of the need to show how the
account of desire as a certain psychic change matches up with an account of bodily
movements, where the account of the bodily side is an integral part of the account of
locomotion.

What 1s striking, however, is how Aristotle seems to think that the account of the
bodily organ of desire properly belongs to another context, in which functions
common to body and soul are to be dealt with. There are two alternative messages
one might draw from this observation. One is that there is more to be said about the

bodily aspect of locomotion, but enough has been said for now to define the capacity
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of locomotion. Another is that the capacity for locomotion cannot be fully accounted
for in the DA, but belongs to other works, notably the MA.

Before trying to choose between these options, it may be helpful to compare the
instrument of locomotion with the instruments of perception. When we perceive
there is a change in the body. How to characterize this change is not at issue here; what
I wish to underline is that the change happens at the point when the sense-object acts
on the sense-faculty, that is, insofar as the activity of perception takes place. The organ
of perception is then involved in any bodily changes insofar as the sense-faculty is
moved, insofar as it undergoes the change we understand as defining perception. We
might say that the change happens insofar as the principle (arkhé) of perception does its
job. Now contrast the instrument of locomotion: before the animal moves itself it will
represent to itself an object as pleasant or good. This may involve a change in the body,
but if so it is not the bodily change that involves the instrument of locomotion, as such,
but a change in the sensory capacity. Nor yet does desire’s being moved by the object
of desire call for the introduction of the instrument, and perhaps this motion too can be
understood as a motion in the sensory part. Rather what makes Aristotle talk about the
instrument is desire’s moving us (434b19, 21). If we take the principle (arkhé) of
locomotion, as Aristotle puts it, to be the object of desire, then there is no role yet
for the instrument of locomotion as such, nor yet when we are thinking of desire
simply as a response to the object of desire. Rather it is only when we start thinking of a
desire that has so arisen as moving us that the instrument is brought in. Compared with
perception, the instrument is introduced not at the point where the soul works as a
causal principle or origin of locomotion, but at the point of the output of the soul’s
work, downstream, as it were.

This point reflects the sense that much of what Aristotle says about locomotion in
DA 1I1.9-10 is about what it takes psychologically to motivate an animal sufficiently to
move, rather than what it takes for an animal to translate such a motivation into
appropriate motion. The focus on the former aspect makes good sense in the context of
the DA, which is after all about the capacities of the soul as the principles (arkhai) of life
behaviours. Recall that Aristotle’s brief was to consider the soul, how it caused motion
(kinoun, 432a18-19). The fact that the involvement of the bodily instrument of
locomotion arises causally downstream from the activity of this principle, that is of
the intellectual or perceptual capacity, creates the impression that the bodily instrument
is tagged on to the account of the soul as the cause of locomotion, in a way one could
not say that the account of why the organ of vision, say, is required was tagged on to
the account of the capacity to see. From the point of view, however, of accounting for
the way the animal moves itself, it is clear that the bodily instrument is quite crucial.

There seems then to be a certain ambiguity in what it means to account for
locomotion. Insofar as the aim is to show the soul as a principle of animal locomotion,
we may think that the DA has done the job, but insofar as we aim for an account of
animal locomotion, including how the body moves given the input of the soul, we
may think that much is left out, which will be filled in by the MA.
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In view of these observations, how might one try to understand the reference to
‘functions common to body and soul’? At first glance, it is puzzling why such functions
should be the preserve of a work other than the DA, since, as we saw (Chapter 8),
Aristotle in the first chapter of Book 1 said that the majority of the affections of the soul
were ‘not without’ (outhen aneu, 403a6) or ‘with’ (meta, 403a16) the body, and that
they should be explained by us as natural philosophers as forms in matter. So if we have
been explaining affections such as perception as forms in matter, why is it suddenly no
longer the business of the DA to explain ‘functions common to body and soul’?

The phrase ‘function common to body and soul’ could mean several things.'" It
could mean that the body undergoes a function which the soul also undergoes. In this
sense, one might talk of you and me undergoing a common experience when we both
independently experience the joy of fatherhood. Second, it could mean that the body
and the soul together perform a function. Similarly, my wife and I together experience
the joy of parenthood. When Aristotle employs the phrase in the Sens., he seems to
have the second notion in mind:

It is clear that all the [attributes] mentioned are common to the soul and the body. For they all
either occur with (meta) perception, or through (dia) perception, and some happen to be
affections (pathé) of perception, others states (hexeis), some are protections (phulakai) or preserva-
tions (sotériai) [of perception], and yet others destructions (phthorai) and privations (steréseis) [of
perception|. That perception happens to the soul through the body is clear both with and
without argument. (436b1-8)

The phrase ‘common to soul and body’ implies here that the various activities of the
soul depend on the body, because they depend in various ways on perception, and
perception ‘happens through the body’. There seems then to be a dependency of the
soul in these affections on a bodily process of some sort, which justifies the claim that
they are common to body and soul.

In another occurrence of the phrase (PA 1.3 643a35-b3), Aristotle says that one
should not divide, at least in the context of dichotomous division, by using functions
common to the body and soul. His examples are walking and flying. His point is that
there are cases of the same species, like ants, which are either walking or flying, and so if
one uses walking and flying as differentiae, the same species will end up on opposites
sides of the division.

Now the introduction to Sens. clearly marks a distinction between, on the one hand,
what is true of the soul as such and therefore what is true of animals in terms of having
such a soul and, on the other, what is true of animals by virtue of the affections
common to body and soul. It is clear that this distinction is not necessarily exclusive in
terms of its extension, since perception falls on both sides. So we are on the one hand

referred back to the DA for what perception is and why it belongs to animals, while, on

10" See Lennox (2001) 164. Lennox also notes a significant third understanding, ‘the functions of body and

soul that are common to an animal’, which, however, seems less relevant to the context of DA II1.10.
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the other hand, Aristotle mentions perception as an affection common to body and
soul, and indeed the affection common to body and soul by virtue of which other
affections that make reference to perception may be said to be common to body and
soul. Nonetheless we can see the distinction in the way perception is dealt with in the
two cases: as we saw, the DA offers a definition of what perceiving and the capacity to
perceive are in the context of defining what the soul is, while the PN addresses
affections that animals may have by virtue of having perception, but are not defining
of perception as such. But if it is not by virtue of having perception as such or of some
other capacity that defines their soul that animals have these perceptual affections, then
it must be by virtue of some other facts about them. Some of these could be facts about
their souls as the specific kinds of animals they are, which is why we need to bring in
the comparison between difterent kinds of animals. But others are common to all living
beings or animals and in these cases, such as sleeping and waking, where all animals
have the affection, it seems reasonable to say they may have these affections by virtue
also of their bodies, since the animals do not have them simply by virtue of perception.
While, then, perception is an affection common to body and soul, what is true of
perception as such is something we can explain in terms of the soul, while other things
that are true of perception may be true also because perception is a bodily state. Again
one should be clear, in light of DA 1.1, that what is true of perception as such may,
indeed should, include facts about the body, since perception as such entails by
hypothetical necessity certain material changes. What is in view, then, when we talk
of treating affections as common to body and soul would be explaining further features
of, or facts about, the affections other than those that simply follow, about the soul or
the body, from defining the psychological affection in a certain way. Investigating
functions as common to body and soul is an approach to psychological phenomena
which, in this way, goes beyond that of the DA, though as in the case of perception the
phenomena studied may overlap.

Looking at something as an affection common to body and soul seems appropriate,
then, in those cases where we are investigating features of the affection that are not true
simply in terms of the soul. We may plausibly see the PA passage as also relying on such
a contrast. For if it is the same animal species, the ant say, which in some cases has wings
and in others not, then it cannot be by virtue of ant soul that these differ, for insofar as
ant soul is the form of ant, the soul should be the same for all ants. This does not, of
course, mean that ant soul does not play a role in explaining why some ants fly and
others do not, but it cannot be ant soul itself that explains the difference. That is why
we need to bring in the body, explaining flying or walking in terms of both the body
and the soul.

Now to return to locomotion, the distinction between what is true of animals in
terms of their soul and what is true of them in terms of the community of body and soul
seems appropriate given that the cause of locomotion has been identified as an affection
of the soul, the desire for a certain object presented to us by intellect or phantasia. The
cause of locomotion in this sense can be described in terms of what is true of the animal
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by virtue of its soul. I repeat that this does not mean that the cause of the soul does not
have a material basis, nor that there are not material processes happening in the desiring
animal, any more than to say that perception has been defined as a psychological
affection means that it does not have a necessary bodily aspect. What it rather means is
that insofar as there are material processes going on while we represent and respond to
an object as desirable these are happening by virtue of the soul of the desiring subject.
However, when we consider the account of how desire moves the body, it seems clear
that we can only understand this by reference to further facts about the body. So the
explanation which Aristotle offers in summary of a joint which is convex is not a
psychological explanation as such, but belongs to mechanics or mathematics in a way
that is entirely neutral as to whether the subject is animate or not. So in MA 1-4
Aristotle embeds the account of how an animal moves itself within a greater account of
how motion happens in the universe in a context that makes no reference to soul. As in
DA 1I1.10 (433b18-27, just quoted), he refers to a mathematical model of how the
same joint is divided into two, allowing it to move and be moved at the same time (MA
698a18-b8). He is explicit that an inanimate object such as a stick can exhibit the same
relation of being an unmoved mover, as the hand that holds it (702b2-3)."" The
implication seems to be that in order to understand the notion of a moved mover, the
role played by the instrument of locomotion in DA II1.10, we need to understand
how the body works in terms of a wider mechanical phenomenon that does not
require having soul. It is clear therefore that the explanation of self~motion at the point
where we introduce the bodily instrument requires bringing in facts about the body
that are not facts that apply in terms of the body being the matter of the soul, let alone
the matter of the capacity of desire.'?

The account of locomotion shows the limitations of the DA’s approach to the
capacities of the soul. Aristotle approaches them as the causes of life behaviours,
specifically as their formal, final, and efficient causes. In some cases, such as perception,
this account has immediate consequences for the material realization. We can see how
a capacity to be affected by colour must be realized in transparent matter, given that
only the transparent provides the ability to take on the colour of something. The
implication of certain kind of material account of perception follows immediately from
the formal account. However, in the case of locomotion the account of the cause
of locomotion was in the first instance the representation of an object as good or
pleasant and the concurrent response to it as desirable. Neither has immediate material
consequences specific to locomotion (though they may have material implications as
perception or desire). Rather to understand how desire moves the body we need to

look elsewhere for the material account, to an account of the material processes which

"' Cf. also Aristotle’s use of the example of a mechanical puppet (701b2-10).

12 So, for reasons different from those offered by Corcilius (2008) 247, I agree that this instrument should
not be treated as the organ of desire, if this means placing it on a par with the organ, say, of vision.
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does not draw its explanatory principles directly from the psychology of desire, but
from general mechanical principles operative in nature at large. If then we are
interested in the capacity for locomotion in the full sense of the capacity that explains
why the body moves when we have certain desires, we do not get this in the DA.
Locomotion is not the only such psychological phenomenon, as we shall see in the

next chapter.
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The Descent from Definition: The
Capacities of the Soul Applied

The DA structures the account of the soul around those capacities that enter into the
definition of soul at the highest level of generality: nutrition, perception, and the
intellect. These were capacities that were explanatorily fundamental to the other
behaviours of living beings as living. Aristotle’s suggestion was that once we had
defined those attributes that were essential to the soul, we could then explain further
features of living beings by virtue of those attributes.

The opening of the Sens. marks the shift from the definition of the capacities to their
application:

Since definitions have been made concerning the soul in itself and about each of its capacities in
its turn (kata morion autés), the next stage is to inquire about animals and all the living beings what

their specific and what their common activities (praxeis) are.

Aristotle summarizes the results of the DA in a way that brings out four contrasts with
‘the next stage”:

(1) He says that the DA defined ‘the soul in itself”. This contrasts with the inquiry into
living beings, which is ‘the next stage’. While clearly many of the things that are true of
living beings hold by virtue of what is true of the soul itself, the explanatory object is still
different. So while it will be true of a certain animal that it perceives, and therefore it
will be true of it that it perceives in the way defined by the DA, it may also perceive in a
particular way which may or may not contrast with the way other animals perceive. To
explain how a specific animal perceives is therefore not the same as explaining what
perception itself is.

(ii) Aristotle mentions the definition of the capacities alongside that of the soul itself.
As we have seen, these two definitions are closely related in that Aristotle defines the
soul by defining its basic capacities. He adds ‘kata morion’: this may simply be a stylistic
variant for kata meros, meaning ‘in turn’, as in my translation above. However, kata
morion could also be taken as a reference to the role of the capacities as parts in the

1 ~ ~
Sens. 436a1-5: Emel 8¢ mepl puxiis kal avriy Sudpiorar mpérepov kal mepl TV Suvdpewy €kdoTns KaTa
s sy > , Vs . . > .
uépiov avTis, Exduevdy éoti morjoachar Ty émiokefw mepl TV {wwv kal Tav {wny éxdvTwy drdvTwy, Tives

sy N N
elolv {8t kal Tives kowal mpdéels adTdv.
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definition of the soul.” If so, the line reads like a confirmation of the reading of psychic
parthood I offered in Chapter 3. In any case, Aristotle is clearly indicating that in the
DA the capacities were defined in the context of defining the soul itself. As we move to
accounting for living beings this is a constraint that is lifted.

(i) Indeed, the further contrast between capacities and activities (praxeis) confirms
that we are no longer dealing with activities in the context of defining the soul.” As
I argued in Chapter 1, one reason why the account of the soul goes with an account of
its capacities is that what it is to have a soul, and hence what it is to be alive, is not to be
understood at the level of being active but at the level of being in capacity, namely at
the level of so-called second potentiality. When referring to the next phase as the study
of the activities of living beings, we may take it, then, that Aristotle is no longer
particularly concerned with capacities as such. This of course does not mean that the
activities to be considered are not activities of capacities which we may have come
across in the DA: clearly perception will be play a prominent role not just in the Sens.
itself but also in the small treatises that follow, commonly referred to as the Parva
Naturalia (PN). Nor does it mean by contrast that we did not consider activities in the
DA: again clearly we did consider those activities that defined the capacities. However,
the move from capacities of the soul to activities does suggest that we will not be
considering those activities from the point of view of defining these capacities, and that
we are no longer considering them as activities that define capacities that contribute to
the definition of the soul itself.

(iv) Finally, Aristotle presents, as part of the next phase, questions of comparative
biology. The concern of the DA was with those basic capacities that defined the souls
of living beings, for example, perception for animal soul. Therefore, there was no
reason to consider those activities of perception whereby the souls of various kinds of
animal diftered, nor was there any reason to investigate the different kinds of activities
which might be common to all living beings but were not such as to define their souls.
The lifting of the DA’s definitional constraint therefore also allows us to look more
widely at activities whereby living beings differ where the difference concerns the
operation of those capacities that define them as the kinds of living beings they are.

Aristotle says more in the next lines about the kinds of activities to be studied now:

Let’s take what was said about the soul as established, and let’s speak about what remains and let’s
speak first about the things that come first. It is clear that the greatest [attributes],* both those that

2 So the Modern Greek translation of Sotirakis and Eustathiou (n.d.). What may count in favour of this
reading is the fact kata morion is followed by autés, which is not required by the other reading, and could be
taken as a partitive genitive, referring to the soul.

3 Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias (ad loc.): ‘He [Aristotle] has used the word “action”, praxis, here, just as he is
accustomed to elsewhere, as a more common alternative to activity, energeia.” Alexander may have in mind
DA 11.4 41521620 where Aristotle says that ‘the actualities and actions (energeiai kai praxeis) are prior in
account (kata ton logon) to the potentialities (dunameis)’ (414a18-20).

1 supply ‘attributes’ as a complement for ‘greatest’ and again at 4362 with wdvra 7a Aexfévra without
implying any categorical restrictions (though clearly mpdéeis should be taken as included). ‘Aftections’ is an
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are common and those that are specific to animals, are common to soul and body, such as sense-
perception, memory, anger, appetite and generally desire, as well as pleasure and pain. For these
belong to almost all animals. But in addition to these some are common to all that participate in
life, whilst others belong only to some of the animals. The greatest of these happen to form four
pairs, namely waking and sleeping, youth and old age, inhalation and exhalation, and life and
death. We need to consider, concerning these, what each of them is and by what causes they
happen. It belongs to the natural philosopher to know the first causes of health and disease. For
neither health nor disease can occur in those that are deprived of life. That is why most of the
natural philosophers complete their inquiry with medical principles and those doctors who
pursue their art more philosophically begin their studies with the principles of natural philoso-
phy. It is clear that all the [attributes] mentioned are common to the soul and the body. For they
all either occur with (meta) perception, or through (dia) perception, and some happen to be
affections (pathé) of perception, others states (hexeis), some are protections (phulakai) or preserva-
tions (sétériai) [of perception], and yet others destructions (phthorai) and privations (steréseis) [of
perception|. That perception happens to the soul through the body is clear both with and
without argument. But we spoke earlier in the De Anima about the sense and perceiving, what it
is and why this affection happens to animals. (436a1-b10)

If we consider the subject matter of the theses forming the PN: memory and recollec-
tion, sleep, dreams (and divination through dreams), longevity, youth and old age, life
and death, and respiration, none of these are activities that define faculties of the sort
that will enter into the definitions of any of the major kinds of soul or life forms in the
DA. That is of course not to say that they do not relate importantly to these kinds of
soul. So, both dreams and memory are affections or activities of the perceptual faculty.
However, they are not activities that help define the perceptual faculty. And that is why
the consideration of these activities belongs to a new stage of Aristotle’s psychology,
the stage initiated by the Sens. Nor should saying that the Sens. introduces the study of
affections that do not define the soul be taken to mean that Aristotle will not offer
definitions of these activities. On the contrary, he clearly announces at 436a16—17 that
we should consider what the conjunctions (suzugiai) waking and sleeping, youth and
old age, inspiration and expiration, life and death each are and why they happen.
However, these affections do not play a part in the definition of soul itself or any of its
main types. I take it that is why none of them were accounted for in the DA.

Now Aristotle uses perception as part of his strategy to show that these affections are
indeed common to the body and soul. What about perception itself though? Percep-
tion was defined in the DA. But if the Sens. is required to complete Aristotle’s account
of perception, does that not show that the DA’s definitions of the perceptual faculties
were somehow incomplete? No. Again we should distinguish between what Aristotle
wants to say about perceptual activities in the context of defining the faculty itself and
what he wants to say about perceptual activities more widely. So he says ‘But we spoke

alternative term which I will use elsewhere, but I avoid using it here to prevent possible confusion with 7dfy
at 436b4, which, in its contrast with €ets, seems to carry a more specific sense.
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earlier in the DA about the sense (aisthésis) and perceiving (aisthanesthai), what it is
(ti estin) and why this affection happens to animals’. Aristotle is, in effect, saying to his
audience here: ‘Don’t ask me now what perception itself is. In the DA, I defined the
faculty and the actuality of perception. I also explained why perception belongs to
animals (cf. DA TI1.12—13). What we shall now deal with are affections that the animals
have as a consequence of having perception. These are affections that arise with or
through perception, or are in some way states or affections of perception. So in the
context of accounting for these affections I will be talking also about perception, but
whatever I will be saying will not alter the account I gave in the DA of what perception
is; rather that account will be assumed and used as the basis for my accounts of the other
affections.’

Read in this way the passage confirms that Aristotle wishes to distinguish the inquiry
to be conducted in the Sens. and subsequent works into activities involving perception
from the inquiry that provided the definition of the faculty and activity of perception in
the DA.

Aristotle announces an interest in features of living beings that are ‘common to body
and soul’, and seeks to show the range of these affections by showing their dependence
on perception. We last came across this phrase in DA II1.10 when Aristotle said, in
discussing what moves us, that ‘the instrument by which desire moves, this is already
something bodily, which is why we need to consider it amongst the functions common
to body and soul’ (433b19-21). In my discussion of this phrase I argued, partly with
reference to Sens. 1, that the phrase indicated aftections of the body which could not be
explained directly by extension of the soul’s affections. In referring to features common
to the body and soul we are picking out aftections whose corporeal aspect brings with it
some explanatory independence from the formal psychological account.

Aristotle thinks that their dependence on perception shows the other features also to
be common to body and soul. It is clear from the range of features and the range of
relations indicated by the prepositions ‘through’ and ‘with’ that he thinks that this
dependency can take a variety of forms. However, scholars have sometimes thought
that the claim that perception itself happens ‘through (dia) the body’ (Sens. 436b6-7) is
in conflict with the view of the DA that perception is the activity or fulfilment of the
body.> Given the Platonic pedigree of such talk, they have the impression that it
represents an earlier pre-hylomorphic thinking about the soul. Socrates famously
argued at Theaetetus 184c that the sense-organs were that ‘through which’, rather
than that ‘with which’, we perceived, whereas the soul itself was that with which we
perceived. This preference for thinking that the soul perceives through the body is
reflected in other Platonic works. So at Timaeus 43c4—5 Timaeus refers to perception as
a motion that reaches the soul ‘through the body’ (cf. also 45d2, 64b3—6). The
implication of this idiom for Plato seems to be that the body is a conduit for what the

> Cf. Menn (2002) 89-90.
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soul perceives rather than an integral part or aspect of that which perceives. It would
clearly be odd if Aristotle thought of the relationship between perception and the body
in a way that conflicted with the DA, or parts of it (DA I1.1-5) in the same breath as he
refers back to the DA’s account of perception and its causes (436b8—-10). However, we
can explain the Platonic ring to the phrase ‘through the body’ without conflict with
Aristotle’s hylomorphism: he too would accept that there is a way in which sense
impressions are mediated through the sense-organs to the central sensorium. The
activity of the external sense-organs is communicated to the central sense-organ
through passages (poroi) in the body.® Nonetheless, we may say that the expression
by allowing for a Platonic view is significant in two ways. One is that it keeps a door
open for a Platonic conception of the relationship between soul and body in percep-
tion. Aristotle’s point I take to be this: even if you are a Platonist and therefore the sort
of person who is most likely to think that the soul undergoes a considerable number of
important affections on its own apart from the body, you will accept that perception is
an affection common to body and soul.” For even Plato speaks of perception happen-
ing together with the body. Indeed, it is he who may be said not only to have
introduced the notion of affections ‘common to body and soul’ in the Philebus
(34a3-b8) but to have done so in the particular context of perception. Aristotle’s
phrasing reminds us of this Platonic background. It thereby underlines how Aristotle
takes the claim that perception is common to body and soul to be uncontentious: you
do not have to accept my hylomorphic account to accept the claim; indeed be a
Platonist, and you will still accept it. So, in this context, it is not important for Aristotle
what story you want to tell of the relationship between the body and the soul in
perception; what is important is that you have some story according to which
perception is common to body and soul, be it a Platonic one or an Aristotelian one.
However, there is also another aspect of the phrase ‘through the body’ which makes
its appropriation from Plato peculiarly suited to Aristotle’s conception of features
‘common to body and soul’. On the Platonic conception of perception, the body
undergoes certain changes before the soul is altered. So in the Timaeus (64b) the bodily
changes are communicated round the body before they reach the intellect.® From an
Aristotelian perspective it would be wrong to say, and most clearly so in the case of

special perception, that the changes happen in the sense-organs prior to the act of

© Cf,, for example, Aristotle’s stipulation of passages (poroi) that extend from the proper sense-organs to the
heart in GA I1.6 743b35-744a5. The lack of vision caused by severing some of the ophthalmic poroi behind
the eye suggests that these (if not all the poroi connected to the eye) have some mediating function in vision,
cf. Sens. 438b8—16. For a full discussion of the complex evidence see Lloyd (1978), especially at 220, and
Johansen (1997) 67-95.

7 Note the similar phrasing at Somn. 454a7—11: émel 8¢ odire s huxis idtov 76 alobdveobar odire Tod
odparos (06 yap 1 Svaus, TovTov Kal 1) évépyeia 1) 8¢ Aeyouévn alabdnats s évépyeia kivnals Tis S Tob
ogdparos 1hs Puxis éott), davepov ws ovre Ths Puxns 10 wdbos {Sov, oUT dipvyov cdua Svvarov
alofdveshar. As in Sens.1, so in this passage the dialectical appeal of Aristotle’s claim that perception is
common to body and soul is widened by a phrasing acceptable to a Platonist.

8 Alternatively, ‘consciousness’, fo phronimon, cf. O’Brien (1997).
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perception. Although special perception will not happen unless the sense-organs are
integrated with each other and the common sense-organ, per se perception can still be
said to be a change in and of the special sense-organs insofar as it is the special senses as
such that are causally responsible for special perception. (Similarly, we might say that
the Foreign Office is responsible for promoting the UK’s interests abroad, though such
a function exists only as part of the whole governmental administration.) However,
what Aristotle gains by using the Platonic phraseology is to highlight a degree of
independence of the body in perception considered as an affection common to body
and soul. On the reading I proposed ‘common to body and soul’ was used particularly
of embodied affections of the soul insofar as the body provided explanatory informa-
tion that was not hypothetically necessary given the formal psychological definition.
Other scholars have taken the expression to indicate a degree of dualism, again in
tension with the view of perception as the activity and fulfilment of the sense-organs.
The way in which this is right, on my reading, is just that the body has a degree of
explanatory independence which it does not have when we consider the body simply
as a potentiality for the activity of the senses. The Platonic phrasing is appropriate in this
context: it suggests that something happens to the body before something happens to
the soul, but the way to understand this ‘before’ in Aristotle is that there is a certain way
one should look at the body independently of what happens in the soul in order to
understand these affections. But this is of course perfectly compatible with there being
no such explanatory ‘dualism’ when we consider the relationship between the aftection
that defines perception as such and its bodily aspect.

The lifting of the definitional constraint allows Aristotle to address a range of
psychological aftections that cannot be explained directly in terms of perception as
defined in the DA. Their accounts will take up much of the PN. But the lifting of the
definitional constraint also allows him a different perspective on perception itself. As
we have seen, Sens. 1 presents the next topic after the DA as the activities of living
beings common to body and soul, as they are common or specific to different kinds of
living being. Yet the remainder of the Sens. has as its explicit subject matter the sense-
organs and the sense-objects. Indeed, the conclusion of the Sens. at 449b1-3 says
simply ‘it has been said concerning the sense-organs and the sense-objects in what way
they are disposed generally or in relation to each sense-organ’. It is hard to recognize
the introduction to the Sens. in these lines. We can see a motivation for tackling the
two subjects of the sense-organs and the sense-objects together after the DA: for if the
DA talked about the sense-objects only insofar as they helped define the potentialities
of perception and if it talked about the sense-organs only insofar as they provided
potentialities of perception, then we can understand why one might be curious to
know more both about the sense-objects and about the sense-organs themselves, that is
to say apart from their role in defining the sense-faculties.

However, if we accept this as a plausible motivation for tackling the sense-organs
and the sense-objects together in the work following the DA, then it becomes all the
more curious why Aristotle introduces this work in Sens. 1 as one concerned with the
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various activities of living beings and with the distribution of these activities across
living beings.” I want therefore to consider the discussions of the sense-organs and
sense-objects in the rest of the Sens. with a view to showing the relevance of these
discussions to the inquiry into the activities of living beings and their distribution. The
answer I shall suggest is that the accounts of the sense-organs and the sense-objects
provide Aristotle with resources for accounting for the non-defining activities of living
beings and differences and similarities amongst these activities."

I have suggested that Sens. 1 sets up the inquiry into activities of living beings that
rely on but do not define the main faculties of the soul. I have further suggested that the
lifting in the Sens. of what I have called ‘the definitional constraint’ (activities are
studied insofar as they allow us to define the major faculties and parts of soul) allows
Aristotle to explore differences in the ways in which the same faculties are realized in
different living beings. The contrast with the definitional approach of the DA is
highlighted by the introduction to each of the main themes of the Sens., the sense-
organs in Sens. 2 and the sense-objects in Sens. 3. Chapter 2 introduces the discussion of
the sense-organs as follows: “We have already spoken about the capacity (dunamis)
which each of the senses has. But as to the parts of the body in which the sense-organs
naturally occur, some seek to find them in accordance with the elemental bodies’
(437b18-20). Again this seems to be a back-reference to the DA as having defined the
sense-faculties. The reference is meant to allow Aristotle to move on to a new subject
matter, the composition of the sense-organs. When Sens. 2 concludes by saying that
the perceiving parts of the body have now been defined, we can take Aristotle to imply
that we have now defined not only the perceptual faculty, in the DA, but also its bodily
parts, in Sens. 2. Sens. 3, in turn, begins as follows:

Concerning the sensibles that correspond to each sense-organ, I mean for example colour,
sound, odour, flavour and the tangible, we have spoken generally about these in the DA,
what their function (ergon) is and what the activity (fo energein) is according to each of the
sense-organs. But we need to inquire what we should say that each of them is, for example what
colour is or what sound is or what odour is or flavour, and similarly concerning touch but firstly
we should inquire about colour. For each of them is said in two ways, the one as actuality, the
other as potentiality. We said in the DA how colour and sound are the same as or different from
the senses in actuality, such as seeing and hearing. But let’s now say what each of them is such that
it will produce perception and its actuality. (439a6—17)

This approach to the sense-objects underlines the difference between the DA and the

Sens. In the DA the sense-objects were discussed insofar as their actuality allowed us to

% Sens. 1 may be read as the introduction to all of the PN and we may think that the introduction’s
emphasis on activities and their distribution is quite appropriate to the rest of the PN. My point here is that we
also have to make sense of Sens. 1 as an introduction to the Sens. itself.

0 Cf. van der Eijk (1997) 233: ‘the material bodily embedding of psychic functions accounts for the
occurrence of variations (diaphoral) both in the distribution of these functions over various kinds of animals
and in their exercise.’
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determine the actuality of the senses. The thought in DA I1.4 (415a16—21) was that
since actuality is prior in account (logos) to potentiality and the actuality of the sense-
object is prior to the actuality of the sense-faculty, we need to consider the actuality of
the sense-object first when defining the sense-faculties. That was why the discussions
of the five senses in DA II 7-11 began with an account of the proper object of each
sense-faculty. Aristotle’s interest in the sense-objects in the DA was thus determined by
their role in defining the sense-faculties. Accordingly, in the passage just quoted
Aristotle suggests that the DA said what colour and sound were in actuality in their
relation to the senses but not what they were in potentiality. It now seems clear that the
reason why he only said in DA what the sense-objects were in actuality was that it was
the actualities of the sense-objects that he needed to identify in order to define the
sense-faculties. Now we might think that if we know the actuality of the sense-object
then we can also easily state its potentiality insofar as the potentiality of the sense-object
to be perceived is explained by its actuality (just as the potentiality of the sense-faculty is
explained by its actuality). However, Aristotle makes it clear in the next sentence that
by considering the sense-objects in potentiality he means considering what the sense-
object is such that it has the potentiality to bring about perception: ‘let’s now say what
each of the sense-objects is so as to bring about perception in actuality’. In other words,
what Aristotle wants now is an account of the sense-objects which explains why they
are capable of bringing about perceptions.'" If this account is to be genuinely explana-
tory, the sense-objects’ role in perception cannot itself feature in the account. Rather
what we are looking for is some understanding of features of the sense-object in which
the capacity to cause perception is, as we might say, grounded. There will then be two
sides to accounting for the sense-objects in the Sens.: one to show what the sense-
objects are as such, the other to show the consequences of the sense-objects’ being such
for perception. Notice again the difference between this approach to the sense-objects
and that of the DA: the Sens. does not approach the nature of the sense-objects from
the point of view of simply defining the sense-faculties; rather it enjoins us to describe,
first, the nature of sense-objects independently of perception, and then the conse-
quences for perception and its actuality (tn aisthésin kai tén energeian, 439a17) of the
sense-objects’ having this nature.

A good example of how the Sens. difters in just this way from the DA is the
discussion of colour. In the DA I1.7 colour was said by nature to have the power to
change the actually transparent (418a31-b1, 419a9-11). This account of colour was
clearly linked to the role of colour in vision, insofar as vision happens when the sense of

sight is affected by the colour through the actually transparent medium.'> Moreover,

1 . o . .
In 7{ 8¢ éxaoTov avTdv ov moujoeL T alolnow kal Ty évépyeiav at 439a16—17 the participle v is

causal/explanatory.

'2 This link was not enough to make Aristotle’s definition of vision in terms of colour circular: the
medium of vision, like the sense-organ of vision, is actually transparent, but neither is part of the meaning of
‘the actually transparent’.
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the account of colour in DA I1.7 was generic. Aristotle mentions species of colour as
well as species of other sensibles on other occasions in the DA (422b10-16, 426b8—12).
His reason for mentioning different species of sensible on these occasions was to
indicate the range of qualities that the sense-faculty in question had the potentiality
to assume in perception (so 422b10-16). This information was particularly called for by
Aristotle’s conception of the sense-faculty as a potentiality to discriminate (krinein),
where ‘discriminating’ means discriminating between species within a genus of sensible
(421a26-b2, 426b8-16). However, the DA provided no account of colour itself, that is
independently of vision, nor of the different species of colour. In contrast, Aristotle in
Sens. 3 offers us the following account of colour that allows us to explain the different
species of colour and thereby the different species of colour vision. Colour is ‘the
boundary of the transparent in a bounded body’ (439b11-12). Light and darkness in
unbounded bodies such as air and water are the actuality or privation of transparency.
By analogy, white and black are the states of transparency and its absence in bounded
objects (439b14—18). On that basis, Aristotle thinks we can explain the other colours as
mixtures of white and black according to certain ratios. Finally, we can explain the
different kinds of colour perception as the result of the agency of the difterent colours
on the faculty of sight.

On this last point too the Sens. is of course fully consistent with the DA: it was after
all in the DA that we learnt that the faculty of sight has the ability to be changed by
colour as such and that the faculty is in potentiality what the colour is in actuality. So to
be told that there are seven kinds of colour perception because there are seven kinds of
colour is fully in line with the DA’s understanding of the relationship between sense-
object and sense-perception. Indeed, if the DA was right in ascribing causal priority to
the sense-objects over the actuality of the senses, then Aristotle has positively to
differentiate the different kinds of colour if he wants to differentiate the different
kinds of vision. For, given the causal priority of colour over vision, it would only be if
there were different kinds of colour that we could explain why colour on different
occasions acts so as to bring about different kinds of colour vision. However, it is only
in the Sens., and not in the DA, that Aristotle explains the different kinds of colour and
thereby the diftferent kinds of colour vision, for the reason that these differences were
not relevant to the definition of sight as such in the DA. So the fact that there are seven
species of colour was not relevant to the definition of sight, whereas it is relevant to our
understanding of the different kinds of perception that animals engage in, given that
they have the faculty of sight.'”

The species of colour explain a further aspect of our perceptions, namely, their

pleasantness or painfulness. Now which perceptions are pleasurable or painful is an

2 If Burnyeat (2004) is right to say that the material on sound originally included in the Sens. was moved
to DA I1.8, then one of the changes made to the material seems to be to have cut back drastically the
discussion of the different kinds of sound. All we get on this subject in DA I1.8 is a brief discourse (420a26-b4)
on the analogies between sharp and flat in sound and in touch.
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important factor in explaining animal behaviour, as we have seen. We were told in DA
1.2 413b23—4 (cf. 414b4) that wherever there is perception, there is pleasure and pain,
and wherever there is pleasure and pain, there is also appetite. The connection between
perception and desire is further explored in the account of animal motion in DA II1.9—
11. Animals come to desire and pursue objects when they perceive them as pleasurable
and shun them when they perceive them as painful. However, with the possible
exception of taste,'* pleasantness and painfulness play no role in defining the various
kinds of perception in the DA."> The pleasantness and painfulness of sense-objects are
features that do not play a role in the definition of the sense-faculties in Book 2 of the
DA. That role is performed by the proper objects of the senses. Pleasantness and
painfulness are, however, features of the sense-objects that arise out of their nature
and which significantly affect our perceptions. In other words, features whose expla-
nation is just the job for the Sens. Aristotle accounts for the pleasantness of colours and
flavours in terms of the ratios in which their ingredients, white and black, are mixed. So
there are seven pleasant colours because there are seven colours mixed from white and
black according to definite ratios expressible by numbers (440al, 442a12-19). The
colours that are mixed according to indefinite ratios are less pleasant. Similarly, in the
case of sounds, the pleasant ones are concords (sumphoniai) of high and low in
accordance with numerical ratios (439b25-440a6). It is, then, by understanding how
colours, sounds, and flavours are mixed that we come to understand why some
perceptions are pleasant and others not. We have another example, I submit, of how
a fuller characterization of the sense-objects than that provided by the DA allows
Aristotle in the Sens. to explain aspects of perception not included in the definition of
the sense-faculties.

The Sense-Objects in Comparative Psychology

I have given examples from the Sens. of how differences in the sense-objects explain
aspects of perception other than those used to define the senses in the DA. Is there any
evidence in the Sens. of Aristotle’s using his account of the sense-objects also to
demonstrate likenesses and diftferences between living beings? The discussion of smell
in Sens. 5, I think, presents a paradigm of how characteristics of the sense-objects, as
well as the sense-organs, allow Aristotle to establish significant differences and simila-

rities between the perceptual activities of different animals. It may be correct, with

T 586 and 76 Avmpév are mentioned as objects of taste at DA 111.13 435b23, whilst the proper object
of taste, flavour (yvuds), is described at DA 1.3 414b13 as a kind of seasoning (1jdvoud 7t). However, neither
févopa nor 1§89 is mentioned as a proper object of taste in the definition of taste in DA I1.10. 76 yAvk? is
mentioned as one of the species of flavour at DA II1.2 426b11, but whether the sweet is also pleasant would
seem to depend on one’s attitude to food and drink at a given time. For further discussion of the object of
taste, see Chapter 5 above, pp. 113-15.

15 The pleasantness of odours was also mentioned in connection with the object of smell (421a11-13), but
this was in order to show our inadequate access as human beings to the proper object of smell.
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W.D. Ross and Philip van der Ejjk, to give a low estimate of the amount of compara-
tive psychology offered by the PN in general and the Sens. in particular.'® Nonetheless,
the discussion of smell in Sens. 5 provides a significant example of the sort of inquiry
into the differences and similarities between animal activities which will be pursued on
a much greater scale in the PA, HA, and GA.

The difference between human and animal smell is discussed at some length in
Chapter 5 (443b17—444b7). The account of this difference is driven, as we would
expect from the causal priority of the sense-objects, by an account of the differences
within the sense-object, odour. Aristotle explains that there are two different kinds of
odour, one that is pleasant in itself, another that is pleasant only accidentally. Odours
that are pleasant accidentally are pleasant only if the perceiver has a desire to eat or
drink the odorous object, whereas odours that are pleasant in themselves are pleasant
irrespective of our desire to eat and drink. Only humans perceive the odours that are
pleasant in themselves, a form of perception that has uniquely salutary effects on
humans. It is clear that such differences do not imply that the animals and humans
do not have the same sense of smell; what we rather have is a differentiation of two
species within the object of smell (cf. 443b17) and thus a differentiation of two species
of smelling, one of which is available only to humans. The DA’s definition of smell as a
faculty therefore remains generally true for both humans and other animals.

Notice how in the discussion of the differences between human and animal smell
Aristotle returns to the distinction between what is special and what is common,
introduced in the opening lines of Sens. 1. So the perceptions of odours that are
accidentally pleasant are said to be ‘common to all animals’ (443b26),"” whereas the
smelling of odours that are pleasant in themselves is ‘special to the nature of man’
(444228-29)."® Smelling in general is of course an activity that is special to some
animals (those moving in space), whilst smelling of the per se pleasant odours is special
to a sub-group of these animals. The differentiation of two species of odour in Sens. 5 1s
an innovation compared to treatment of smell in the DA and one that allows Aristotle,

as we have seen, to identify one sort of olfaction that is special to one group of living

' Ross (1955) 18 observes that ‘His [Aristotle’s|] psychology aims at being comparative, and at being
psycho-physical. Comparative psychology is not very prominent in what follows, until we come to the De
Longitudine Vitae and the De Iuventute’. Ross notes the elements of comparative psychology in other treatises
in the PN (e.g. in the discussion of smell in Sens. 5), though these are slim pickings by comparison with the
PA and the HA. However, it may be more proper to say not that comparative psychology is not prominent in
the PN, but that it is comparative psychology in its capacity of establishing the common activities of animals
that comes to the fore in the PN, whereas comparative psychology in its capacity of showing the differences is
more in evidence in the works that in our editions follow the PN. So van der Eijk (1997) 235 says: ‘One
might say that History of Animals VII-IX and Generation of Animals V discuss the differences that manifest
themselves among different species of organisms with regard to, i.a., to their perceptual apparatus, whereas
in DA and PN Aristotle focuses on what all living beings possessing sense-perception have in common’ (his
italics).

7 Gore adrau [sc. ai Sopal] uév, kabdmep eimoper, kara cuufefnros €xovat 76 8V Kkal Avmiipov, 816 kal
mavTav elol kowal Tév {Dwv; cf. 444b5—6.

18 {8iov 7iis T0d dvbpdymov dicews; cf. 444a3.
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beings, humans, as well as another sort that is common to all animals. We have, then, a
clear example from the Sens. of how the inquiry into the sense-objects allows Aristotle
to identify some perceptual activities as special to some animals, and others as common
to a larger group of animals. We have, in other words, a clear example of the study into
the sense-objects delivering what Sens. 1 promised, an account of activities that are
common and special to animals.

In order to show that the smelling of the accidentally pleasant odours is truly a
common activity Aristotle brings in the case of non-breathing animals:

But that creatures which do not breathe have the olfactory sense is evident. For fishes, and all
insects as a class, have, thanks to the species of odour correlated with nutrient, a keen olfactory
sense of their proper food from a distance, even when they are very far away from it; such is the
case with bees, and also with the class of small ants, which some denominate knipes. Among
marine animals, too, the murex and many other similar animals have an acute perception of their
food by odour. (444b7-15; revised Oxford translation by J. I. Beare)

There is a parallel discussion in DA I1.9 421b9-422a6 of smell in non-breathing
animals. The DA passage is much less specific in identifying the various species of
non-breathing animals, and that in itself may be taken as evidence of the greater interest
in comparative psychology in the Sens. However, there is nonetheless sufficient
similarity between the two discussions to threaten my claim that the Sens. has a
different approach from the DA to the activities of perception. So let me briefly
highlight the difference between the ways in which the two works discuss the case
of non-breathing animals. First, what is noticeable in the DA is that the olfaction of
non-breathing animals was brought up as a problem: given that smell happens in
humans through inhalation but not so in the non-breathing animals, is what we call
smell in fact two senses (421b20-1)? No, answered Aristotle, for the non-breathing
animals respond to the same odours as we. Since they perceive the same ‘smellable’
(osphranton) as we, the sense by which they respond to it must be smell, for the sense of
smell is just the sense by which we perceive the smellable. In the Sens., meanwhile, the
case of non-breathing animals is not used to raise a definitional question about the sense
of smell. It is simply stated as ‘evident’ that the non-breathing animals perceive odours,
and this is a point made in order to show that they (despite their different mechanisms
of smelling) like other animals are attracted to odours on the basis of their relationship
to food and drink. In Sens. 5 the case is thus used to underline that the odours that are
pleasant accidentally are so to all animals: wherever there is smell, animals perceive
odours as pleasant insofar as they attracted to the odorous object as food or drink, even

in the case of non-breathing animals.

The Sense-Organs in Comparative Psychology

So far I have said a good deal about how differences within the sense-objects allow
Aristotle to explain both different kinds of perceptual activity and differences in those
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activities between different animals. What about the sense-organs? How, if at all, do
they enter into the explanation of perceptual activities in the Sens.? Do the sense-
organs too lend themselves to comparative psychology? Let us return first to Sens. 2. As
already mentioned, this chapter revisits the assignment of the sense-organs to the four
elements in DA III.1. In DA II1.1 Aristotle was concerned to show that there was no
other sense-faculty than the five considered in Book II. As we saw in Chapter 9, his
argument was that since all of the four elements were represented in our sense-organs,
and all the sensible properties were properties of the four elements, we had by virtue of
having those sense-organs the ability to perceive all the sensible properties. In Sens.
2 Aristotle again correlates the elements with the organs, though with minor altera-
tions: smell, for example, is assigned to fire in Sens. 2 but to air or water in DA IIL.1. In
the Sens. Aristotle’s interest, however, is not in the completeness of the senses as
defined in DA Book II; it is in the composition of the sense-organs themselves. In
the case of the eye, it is clear that the Sens. (438b2-5) assumes the lesson of DA I1.7 that
what is to be changed by colour has to be transparent in order to be acted on by colour.
It was implied here that the sense-organ of sight also had to be transparent. However,
in the context of defining sight DA 11.7 did not itself draw the implication that the eye
had to be made of water or any particular kind of transparent matter. That the organ of
sight is made of water is something we learn only later in DA III.1. This omission in
DA 11.7 should not surprise us since the identification of the particular transparent
matter of the sense-organ of sight is not called for by the definition of the definition of
sight as a faculty. The identification, however, is a job for the Sens. 2, given its concern
for the composition of the sense-organs in themselves.

Aristotle establishes the watery composition of the eye by reference to a range of
phenomena or events. It is tempting to label this section of Sens. 2 ‘things that do and
do not befall the organ of sight by virtue of its composition’.!” He thus starts with an
affection (pathos) of the eye which has led people to identify the matter of the eye with
fire through their ignorance of its true cause.> This is the affection of the flash that
appears when one’s eyes are rubbed. The flash is not to be explained by there being any
fire in the eye, but rather by its smoothness. There are other aspects of the organ of
sight that the fiery composition thesis does not explain: that sight does not see itself,
that it does not see without light, and that we see both in wet and in cold conditions.
There is also the phenomenon of reflections of objects in the eye, which to some
suggests that the eye sees those objects by means of the reflections, but which is in fact
to be explained again by the smoothness of the eye. More generally, Aristotle calls for a
proper understanding of optics, which will explain why the eye as a smooth object
behaves such as to give rise to flashes or reflections. Other aspects of the composition of

the eye are brought in to support the watery composition of the seeing part, such as the

' Time and again Aristotle refers in the discussion to what does or does not happen (sumbainei, 437225,
a29, 437b2, b5, b23, 43827, 13, 438b12, b17).

20 ¢ - \ .
Sens. 437a22-3: mowoloL 8¢ mdvTes Ty S mupds dua 76 wdbovs Twos dyvoetv Ty altiav.
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fact that the white of the eye is fat and oily. This explains why the water in the eyes is
resistant to cold,?’ and so, presumably why our sight is able to function even in freezing
conditions, a point that the fiery composition thesis failed to explain (437b21-2).
These are all accidents of the eye that are explained by the fact that the eye is made
of water, and which cannot be explained on the alternative fiery composition thesis.
We find in the watery composition of the eye, then, explanations of various aspects of
sight, and it is the fact that the watery composition thesis explains these aspects that for
Aristotle recommends it to us rather than the fiery composition thesis. Where DA I1.7
only brought us to the point of appreciating that the organ of sight would have to be
transparent, Sens. 2 has shown us an eye that is not only transparent but watery,
smooth, and in parts oily. These are features that allow us better to understand a
range of affections of the eye, some relevant to vision, others not.

As far as comparative psychology goes, the discussion of the matter of the sense-organs
provides further material for comparisons between different animals. At 438a22-5 the
fact that the white of the eyes of blooded animals is fat and oily explains why they do not
freeze in the cold, whereas the eyes of bloodless animals have hard skin which offers
similar protection. An explanation of why both blooded and bloodless animals can see in
cold conditions thus follows from a consideration of different, but functionally analo-
gous, features of their eyes. The discussion in Sens. 5 offers further examples. The
peculiar human ability to perceive odours that are pleasant in themselves is related to
the peculiar coldness of man’s brain. Since these odours are hot they rise through
inhalation to the brain and prevent it from getting too cold. Alongside this peculiar
feature of man’s physiology, which helps explain the peculiar way in which smell
happens in humans, our organ of smell also has features shared with all other blooded
animals. Blooded animals smell only through breathing; the reason is that their organ of
smell is covered by a lid, comparable to an eyelid, which is removed only through
inhalation of air. The fact that blooded animals breathe only through inhalation naturally
leads Aristotle to wonder what the organ of smell could be in non-breathing animals.
This is a question that has been on the cards since Sens. 2. Aristotle suggested in Sens. 2
(439b25) that smell could be correlated with fire since odour was held to be a smoke-like
exhalation. But in Sens. 5 (443a30) he explicitly retracts this claim because ‘a
smoke-like exhalation cannot occur in water, and water animals too smell’. Given
this retraction, it is appropriate now to wonder ‘what the organ is whereby they
[non-breathing animals| perceive odours’ (444b15-16). Aristotle’s solution is to explain
the difference between the organs of smell in breathing and non-breathing animals by
analogy with the difference in the eyes between soft-eyed animals with eyelids, like man,
and hard-eyed animals with none. This difference in the organs further explains
why breathing animals only smell when they breathe but the non-breathing ones are

21 o . A .
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able to smell at all times, ‘on the basis of what is possible for them from the start’
(444b27-8), presumably the ‘innate breath’ referred to elsewhere.”

It is true that there is a there is a considerable overlap between the comparative
material on smell mentioned in Sens. 5 and in DA 11.9. DA 11.9, like Sens. 5, points
both to the inferiority of human smell and the superiority of human touch. However,
the reason why Aristotle in DA I1.9 talked about the difterence between human and
animal smell is that he wanted to underline the difficulty for us humans of identitying
the proper object of smell and therefore the difficulty we find when trying to define
the sense of smell by its proper object:

Smell and its object are much less easy to determine than what we have hitherto discussed; the
distinguishing characteristic of smell is less obvious than those of sound and colour. The ground
of this is that our power of smell is less discriminating and in general inferior to that of many

species of animals. (421a7-10)

All of this made good sense as an exploration of why we have peculiar difficulties in
defining smell compared to the other senses. Aristotle then (421a10-b8) proceeded to
explain why human smell is inaccurate (because of its organ), how it is imprecise (we
have only access to odours based on the pleasant and painful and name them after
flavours), and he naturally drew comparisons with the relative accuracy of our other
senses. He also argued (421b9—-422a7) that smell is a mediated sense and in this context
he brought in the difference between blooded animals which smell by breathing in air
and animals that smell in the medium of water. He explained why smell happens by
inhalation in blooded animals: we have a sort of ‘nose-lid” comparable to the eyelid that
is lifted when we breathe in. However, the key point for Aristotle in deploying the
comparative material in DA I1.9 was to show that the sense of smell can be defined as
the same irrespective of the mechanisms by which animals smell. Smell is whatever
sense we perceive odours by, whether by inhalation or not. Moreover, smell is always a
mediated sense whether we smell in water or air; there is, also for this reason, no danger
of smell collapsing into a form of taste.” The comparative material is thus used in the
DA to show the difficulty of defining smell and the universality of the definition of
smell. In contrast, the comparative material in Sens. 5 does not relate to the definition
of the faculty of smell; rather it is used to highlight differences as well as similarities
between the sense-objects and the sense-organs, differences which in turn we could
use to explain the modalities of olfaction in different animals.

What I hope to have shown here is that whilst Sens. 5 revisits some of the same
comparative material from DA I1.9, it does so in a manner that is consistent with the
distinctive concerns of the Sens. with the nature of the sense-objects (cf. the distinction

between two species of odour) and the composition of the sense-organs (cf. the

> PA 1116 659b17-18.
% On Aristotle’s difficulties in defining smell in a manner that keeps it distinct from taste, see Chapter 5
above.
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difference between the organ of smell in breathing and non-breathing animals). These
concerns are distinct from the question that marked Aristotle’s discussion in DA I1.9,
namely, that of the implications of non-breathing olfaction for the definition of the
faculty of smell as a distinct and unitary faculty.

How, finally, do the aporiai in Chapters 6 and 7 of the Sens. tie in with this
interpretation? The aporiai concern the sense-objects. However, it is clear that Aristotle
wishes to draw out implications for the activity of perception from these aporiai. So he
asks whether the power of the sense-objects is infinitely divisible, and says that if so,
then our perception of the sense-objects too should also be infinitely divisible in that
that there should be a perception of every part of what is infinitely divisible. He
resolves the aporia by showing how, although the sense-object is infinitely divisible,
each part need only be actually perceptible as part of the whole to which it belongs. We
can divide one ‘ten-thousandth part in a grain of millet’ and this part will be actually
perceptible as part of the millet grain, but not on its own where it is only potentially
visible (445b7-446a20). The aporia is thus dealt with by drawing the appropriate
distinction on the side of the sense-object between perceptible in potentiality and
perceptible in actuality. Another issue explicitly raised as a question about the sense-
perceptions (peri tas aisthéseis, 447a12) is whether ‘it is possible or not that one should
perceive two objects simultaneously in the same individual time’ (447a12—14). Again
this aporia is dealt with by understanding how the same sense-object can be qualified by
different attributes at the same time (449a13-19). Again, in these aporiai the explana-
tion of the accidents of perception proceeds from a fuller understanding of the
modalities of the sense-objects.

In conclusion, I take it as a recommendation of my interpretation that it makes sense
of two pressing questions about the Sens. The first is the relationship between the DA
and the Sens. Why was the discussion of perception called for in the Sens. in addition to
the account given already in the DA? The study of the sense-organs and the sense-
objects in the Sens. was motivated, I have suggested, by Aristotle’s wish to explain
features of perception beyond their roles in defining the sense-faculties and thereby the
soul, the roles according to which they had been accounted for in the DA. The other
question concerns the relevance of the introduction of Sens. 1 to the main business of
the Sens., the discussion of the sense-organs and the sense-objects. The explanation
I have given is that, on the principle that the sense-objects are causally prior to the acts
of perception, we can account for the variety of sensory activities by providing a fuller
account of the sense-objects than that required to define the sense-faculties as such.
Moreover, we can use our understanding of the nature of the sense-organs to explain a
range of features of perception (such as how we can see in the cold or how we smell by
breathing) that do not enter into our definitions of the senses. Since attributes of
perception that do not define the senses were such that creatures with the same senses
might differ with respect to them, we could meaningfully pursue questions as to which
of these attributes were shared by which species and why. The key suggestion, then,
was to draw the contrast between the DA and Sens. in terms of the DA being a work
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meant to define the faculties, and thereby the main kinds of soul, and the Sens. as a
work that sets out to account for the various activities of various living beings that do
not define those faculties but which they engage in as a result of having those faculties.
In this way, the Sens. reads, as it should, as a stage in Aristotle’s psychology premised
on, but also distinct from, that of the DA.

Capacities in the PN

What light does the use of perception in the PN throw on the causal role of the
capacities of the soul? The capacities of the soul were presented in the DA as the
formal, final, and efficient cause of life phenomena. With the lifting of the definitional
constraint in the PN, we are no longer considering these capacities as the formal, final,
and efticient causes of their characteristic activities as such. We are no longer consider-
ing the sense-faculty by virtue of its capacity to cause perception as such and so neither
are we considering the capacities as the formal, final, and efficient cause of perception as
such. We are instead secking to explain perceptually based activities such as dreaming,
remembering, sleeping. These may involve the perceptual capacity as a cause, in either
of the three ways mentioned, but if so they will not involve the perceptual capacity as a
cause in the way in which it is a cause of perception as such. So the perceptual capacity
is involved in the explanation of sleep since sleep is the temporary suspension of the
perceptual capacity. However, the efficient cause of sleep is not to be found in the
perceptual capacity as such but in the movements of the blood that is caused by
nutriment. Sleep also has a final cause, but again this is not a final cause which is proper
to perception, but proper to the animal as a whole, since sleep helps preserve it as
animal (Somn. 458a25-32). We observed the same point in the case of phantasia which
depended on the perceptual capacity, but whose final cause lay in its benefit to the
animal as a whole (the ‘for whom’) rather than in fulfilling the function of perception as
such (the “for the sake of which’).** Aristotle shows how the perceptual capacity
provides the contents of dreams. But he denies that dreaming has a final cause in any
sense, and so, a fortiori that it should have the same final cause as the perceptual capacity
as such. Finally, while the perceptual capacities determined the body in a certain way,
so sight determined that its organ be transparent, the non-defining perceptual activities
involve a range of other features and activities of the body which extend beyond those
features directly determined by the capacity, which was why, I argued, Aristotle
wanted to approach these activities as common to body and soul. So, for example,
some of the bodily processes involved in dreaming happen independently of percep-
tion, such as the reflux of heat to the heart during sleep which transports sensory images
to the central sensorium (Insomn. 461a3-8).

2% See above Chapter 10, pp. 205-7.
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The last point offers a significant qualification of the point sometimes made that the
DA treats perceptual processes from a formal point of view, while the PN focuses on
the material aspects. The DA did not ignore material accounts of the psychological
phenomena: Aristotle, as we saw in Chapter 8, insisted that the formal account should
be couched in terms that implied a specific material account. The DA also consistently
drew out this implication, for example, in showing how the sense-organs had to be
composed of certain kinds of matter. Nor, as we have just seen, does the PN omit
formal, final, or efficient explanations of the phenomena considered. However, it is
true to say that material explanation plays a greater role in explaining the psychological
phenomena considered in the PN exactly because they are phenomena that are not
fully determined by the capacities of the souls themselves.>> The greater element of
material explanation in the PN does not then show a shortage of material explanation
in the DA in relation to its explananda, but rather that the explananda in the PN are

different in a way that creates a greater role for material explanation.

> Cf. Wedin (1988) 3: ‘Sens.’s distinctly physiological emphasis suggests that the difference between DA
and the PN consists in the fact that the former shows little interest in physiological details.’
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The Capacities in the Parts and Lives
of Animals

Underlying my discussion of the DA was the thought that certain capacities were basic
to the definition of soul. By defining these we could therefore also define soul in its
basic forms. As parts of the definition of soul they enjoyed definitional independence
from each other. Other capacities and affections of living beings could be explained by
virtue of these capacities. When we moved into the Sens., however, the focus on
defining the capacities that belonged to soul as such was lifted. The next phase was to
focus not on soul as such, but on living beings and the different ways in which they
were affected, given an understanding of what their basic capacities were. Now a
similar difference in kinds of focus may be recognized in the following passage from
Metaph. VI1.10, which I cited above in Chapter 3 in connection with showing the
priority of the parts in definition:

And since the soul of animals (for this is the substance of a living being) is their substance
according to the formula, i.e. the form and the essence of a body of'a certain kind (at least we shall
define each part, if we define it well, not without reference to its function, and this cannot
belong to it without perception), so that the parts of soul are prior, either all or some of them, to
the concrete ‘animal’, and so too with each individual animal; and the body and parts are
posterior to this, the essential substance, and it is not the substance but the concrete thing that
is divided into these parts as its matter:—this being so, to the concrete thing these are in a sense
prior, but in a sense they are not. For they cannot even exist if severed from the whole; for it is
not a finger in any and every state that is the finger of a living thing, but a dead finger is a finger
only in name. Some parts are neither prior nor posterior to the whole, i.e. those which are
dominant and in which the formula, i.e. the essential substance, is immediately present, e.g.
perhaps the heart or the brain; for it does not matter in the least which of the two has this quality.
But man and horse and terms which are thus applied to individuals, but universally, are not
substance but something composed of this particular formula and this particular matter treated as
universal; and as regards the individual, Socrates already includes in him ultimate individual
matter; and similarly in all other cases. A ‘part’ may be a part either of the form (i.e. of the
essence), or of the compound of the form and the matter, or of the matter itself. But only
the parts of the form are parts of the formula, and the formula is of the universal; for 'being a
circle’ is the same as the circle, and ‘being a soul’ the same as the soul. (1035b14-1036a1; revised
Oxtord transl. by W. D. Ross)
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There are complex metaphysical issues involved in this passage, such as the relationship
between form and matter and universal and particular and the status of each term in
relation to substance. However, one point that seems fairly clear and relevant to us is
the distinction between accounting for the soul as such and accounting for the soul as
embodied. In the DA Aristotle attempted to define the soul as such, its essence.
Accordingly, the parts of the soul enjoyed definitional priority over the whole: that
was why we could account for the soul by first defining its various constitutive
capacities. However, Aristotle suggests in the Metaph. that when we consider a living
being as a compound of form and matter, then the parts of the soul do not enjoy
definitional priority in relation to the whole living being. When, as in the PA, we turn
to explaining the parts of the body by which animals are characterized it is clear that the
explanatory perspective has changed from that of considering the parts of the soul as
such to considering them in relation to the parts of body of different kinds of animal.
The perspective is here holistic in the sense that it considers the animal as a whole
compound of soul and body. The starting point is then a certain kind of living being,
say man, whom we consider and explain as a compound of soul and body.

In this chapter I want to consider how adopting this holistic perspective on the
capacities of the soul, as realized in the body in particular kinds of living being, affects
Aristotle’s presentation of them. In particular, I want to ask whether, and if so how, the
‘modularity’ of the capacities such as we found it in the DA can be maintained once we
see them realized as parts of psycho-somatic wholes.

The account of the basic capacities of the soul in the DA was ‘modular’ in the sense
that each capacity was defined in terms of its own specific and discrete objects with no
cross reference to each other. These capacities were definitionally independent and
could therefore serve to also differentiate the souls of different kinds of living being.
However, a holistic perspective was not entirely absent from the DA. So in the final
chapters of the DA, I11.12—13, Aristotle approached the distance senses in terms of their
contributions both to the survival of animals with locomotion, and to the well-being of
animals with intellect. The animal occurred in such final explanations as the beneficia-
ry: distance perception was good for the animal given that it was such as to move or
think. Such final causal explanations, I suggested, represented, therefore, a shift in
Aristotle’s explanatory perspective from the modular one to a holistic one.

This holistic perspective which explains the manner in which the capacities work
with reference to the good of a living being came to the fore also in Sens. 1, where
Aristotle again explains why it is necessary or good for different animals to have the
various kinds of perception. I want to pursue this theme in this chapter by including the
biological works: how is the presentation of the capacities affected by adopting the
holistic perspective?

One question that naturally arises once one draws a distinction between a modular
and a holistic approach to the capacities of the soul is about their compatibility. What
ensured modularity in the DA seemed primarily the object criterion, whereby capa-
cities were defined in terms of discrete objects. When we look at how the capacities are
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integrated in different living beings, does such integration involve revisiting the
accounts of the capacities also in terms of their proper, defining functions? Or can
we, as we could in the case of the aftections considered in the Sens., explain them in an
extension of the basic capacities with the addition of further explanatory factors, such as
material explanation, final causal explanation in terms of beneficiary, and perhaps other
factors?

All animals of course have a nutritive capacity. In the DA this was defined, as we
saw, prior to and independently of the perceptual capacity. However, once we
consider these capacities as jointly realized in the animal we find a range of ways in
which the operation of nutrition is affected by its serving perception, ways which
constitute differences from the way nutrition works in a plant. One very basic way is
that nutrition in an animal serves first and foremost the purpose of maintaining the
structures necessary for perception. For example, the first thing to be formed in an
animal embryo is the heart (GA 735a21-5), which is the centre of sense-perception.
Moreover, the blood serves as material for the flesh which is the organ of touch and as
such necessary for the animal to survive. The other function of the nutritive soul,
reproduction, is also modified by being subordinated under perception or intelligence.
So in HA VII (VIII) 1 Aristotle points to the gradual differentiation in reproductive
habits as we ascend from plants to unintelligent animals, and, in turn, to intelligent
animals:

Of plants that spring from seed the one function seems to be the reproduction of their own
particular species, and the sphere of action with certain animals is similarly limited. Such
activities, then, are common to all alike. If sensibility is added (prosousés), then their lives will
differ from one another in respect of sexual intercourse through the varying amounts of pleasure
derived from it, and also with regard to modes of parturition and ways of rearing their young.
Some animals, like plants, simply procreate their own species at definite seasons; other animals
busy themselves also in procuring food for their young, and after they are reared quit them and
have no further dealings with them; other animals are more intelligent and endowed with
memory, and they live with their offspring for a longer period and on a more social footing.
(588b24—589a4, rev. Oxford transl.)

It is worth noting here the extent to which the addition of perception affects repro-
ductive behaviour: whilst some aspects, for example the addition of pleasure, might
seem extrinsic to reproduction, others like the form of parturition are clearly not. For
animals reproduction is clearly not operationally independent from perception. The
presence of the perceptual soul within a living being clearly changes how nutrition
works compared to plants. Aristotle presents this difference in how nutrition operates as
a difference in action (praxis) between plants and animals, in a way that may relate to
the use of praxis at the beginning of the Sens. However, there is no need to see the
difference which perception makes to the operation of reproduction as a change in the
way reproduction should be defined: the DA’s account of reproduction as the produc-
tion of another thing such as oneself stands (415a28, 416b15-16). The point is rather
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that you cannot fully explain how a capacity so understood works in animals without
showing how it is influenced by the capacity of perception. Aristotle is not revisiting
the difference between the nutritive and perceptual capacities as such in the HA; rather
he is pointing to the difference between how nutrition is actualized in plants and
animals.

Let’s also consider the reverse relationship: how might perception be influenced by
satisfying the nutritional needs of different animals? There is a particularly close
relationship between the contact senses, taste and touch, and nutrition. All animals
must have the contact senses in order to be able to discern what is nourishing from
what is not (cf. DA II1.12 434b13—-24). By helping us perceive flavours, taste in

particular is concerned with what is nourishing. So we learn in Sens.

That flavours, either as an affection or as a privation, belong not to every kind of dry but to
nutriment, we should grasp from the fact that that neither the dry without the wet, nor the wet
without the dry, is nutriment. For one element alone is not nutriment for animals, but what has
been mixed. Now, belonging to the food assimilated by animals, some of the perceptibles are
tangible ones producing growth and decay; for the assimilated nutriment is responsible for these
qua hot and cold, since these produce growth and decay. It is qua tastable, however, that what is
assimilated nourishes. For all things are nourished by the sweet, either by itself or when mixed.
‘We must determine these matters in the work on generation, but for now just touch on them to
the extent necessary. (Sens. 4, 441b23—442a4).

It is tempting to infer from the claim that ‘it is gua tastable that what is assimilated
nourishes’ that the proper object of taste is also nutriment. But if so, there is an overlap
between the proper objects of taste and nutrition. One obvious first retort to this
problem is to recall from our discussion of nutrition in Chapter 5 that the nutritive is a
productive capacity, and so nutriment is a final cause and not an efficient cause as is the
case in taste. The same kind of reply would go for the objection that touch and
nutriment have the same object: the dry and the wet.

However, there is in fact no need to rely on this reply in the case of taste. For
Aristotle’s explanation of the way in which the tastable nourishes shows how nutri-
ment differs from what we taste. For he explains the way in which the nutriment
nourishes qua tastable by saying that it is the sweet that nourishes because it is light.
What ‘qua tastable’ seems to mean, then, is not that an animal is nourished insofar as the
food tastes sweet to it, but insofar as what makes it taste sweet, its being light, is also
what makes it nourishing (cf. 442a6). After all, Aristotle thinks that it is the way that
sweet food behaves in the stomach (cf. 442a11-12) rather than on the tongue that
makes it nourishing. Moreover, if Aristotle held that tasting food was enough to be
nourished by it, he would be driving a wedge between the way food nourishes animals
and plants. It is noticeable also that it is not in the chapter of the DA devoted to
defining taste (I.10) that we learn that taste deals with what is nourishing. We can
acknowledge, then, the full importance of the way in which taste works with nutrition

to help the animal survive without undermining the definitional distinctness of taste
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from nutrition. The integration of the capacities within an animal in this case still allows
for their definitional discreteness.

A similar story emerges when we consider the relationship between the distance
senses, and locomotion. In DA II1.12, the distance senses (smell, sight, hearing) were
said to be for the sake of well-being (434b25). This does not mean that they are
dispensable to the animals that have them. Rather, distance senses are necessary for
those animals that move place since they need to be able to spot objects in advance of
moving away from or towards them. Again, however, the distance senses operate
differently according to the different ways in which animals move. For example, both
fish and birds move great distances and therefore need to be able to spot objects at a
great distance. Birds have therefore been equipped with fluid eyes giving them
excellent vision. Fish, too, have fluid eyes. However, they still do not see as well as
birds since they swim in murky waters. Nature has compensated for this by endowing
them with excellent hearing and smell, which, as fishermen know, direct them towards
food from afar.' The general point is that such animals’ distance perception is teleo-
logically geared to their ecological needs. Their characteristic form of locomotion in
conjunction with their environment and lifestyle explains the kind of distance percep-
tion with which the animals have been equipped. More particularly, it explains the
degree of keenness with which objects seen, heard, or smelled by an animal.

I turn now to the relationship between perception and reason. Sens. 1 analyses the
contribution of the distance senses to the well-being of animals into two factors: their
contribution to the survival of locomotive animals and their contribution to knowl-

edge. Aristotle puts the point as follows:

To all those animals which have [the distance senses] these exist for the sake of their survival, in
order that they perceive food before they pursue it, and may avoid what is bad and destructive,
while in those animals that also have knowledge (phronésis) these senses exist for the sake of their
well-being (fo eu); for they inform them of many differences from which arises knowledge
(phronésis) both of the objects of thought and of practical matters. (436b20-437a3)

Aristotle seems careful not to name human beings at 437al as the species that
participates in phronesis.” Elsewhere, Aristotle suggests that non-human animals have
a kind of phronésis, or perhaps phronésis of a kind.> How exactly to take this attribution
of phronésis to animals is debated.* However, I take it from the mention also of thought
objects (10éta) that Aristotle’s main concern in this passage is with humans.

In humans, then, the distance senses are subordinate to two different faculties,
locomotion and the intellect. (Locomotion, in turn, is also subject to the intellect
which introduces a further difference in the cause of locomotion (orexis) for human
beings, explained, as we saw in Chapter 10, by Aristotle in DA I11.9-11.) The distance

' Cf. PA1L13. 2 Note the plural: fois de.

> Cf. PA I1.2 648a2ff where degrees of intelligence is explained by reference to the thinness and coolness
of blood. At HA 588a15 animals are given wisdom by analogy with human beings.

* Cf. Labarriére (1990) and Coles (1997).
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senses are thus part of two different psychic hierarchies, contributing in different ways
in animals and humans to the performance of locomotion and intellectual thought.
Philip van der Eijk plausibly relates the contribution of perception to intelligence to
the distinction at GA V.1 (780b15ff) between two kinds of keenness of perception, the
ability to perceive an object from afar and the ability to discern (diaisthanesthai)
the differences in the sense-objects. Whereas man, for his size, is the worst of animals
at spotting objects from afar, humans are the best at perceiving the differences between
objects (781b18-23).°> As van der Eijk says, the fact that ‘the latter manifests itself in
humans can be related to the cognitive and epistemological importance of the discrim-
ination of differences, which is...at the basis of rational understanding which is
characteristic of human cognition.”® The two different roles of distance perception in
relation to locomotion and intelligence seem to result then in a differentiation in the
modes of perceiving well. The information of the distance senses is, as it were, a lot
more fine-grained when brought into a psychic hierarchy topped by the intellect.
What is not clear from this, however, is whether subordination to the intellect brings
any greater conceptual richness to perception. In GA V.1, as Balme notes, accuracy of
vision is restricted to perceiving differences of colour, the proper object of sight. And it
is far from clear how perceiving more shades of colour should help make you any the
wiser about the sorts of things Sens. 1 talks about, that is practical and theoretical
matters. Aristotle, however, bridges this gap in the next lines by bringing in also the

common and the accidental sensibles.

... of these sight is per se more powerful in relation to the necessities of life (ta anagkaia), whereas
hearing per accidens contributes more to the intellect (pros noun). For the faculty of sight announces
many and varied differences since all bodies participate in colour, with the result that also the
common sensibles are first and foremost perceived through this faculty (by these I mean size,
shape, change, number). However, hearing only announces the differences of sound, and for a
few living beings also the differences of voice. But per accidens hearing makes the greatest
contribution to knowledge (phronésis); for speech (ho logos) by being heard is the cause of learning,
not per se but per accidens. For speech is composed of words and each of the words is a symbol.
That is why of those who have been deprived of either sense from birth the blind are more
knowledgeable (phronimdteroi) than the deaf and dumb. (437a3-17)

Aristotle now says that sight announces not just many differences but that it announces
many and varied (pantodapas) differences. We have moved beyond mere colours to talk
also of the common sensibles. For Aristotle common sensibles are of course perceptible
per se, though as common they can be perceived by more than one sense. However,
they are first and foremost (malista, a8) perceived through sight, since all bodies are
coloured.
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Nothing Aristotle says about the contribution of sight to the necessities of life here
seems to be exclusive to animals with phronésis. Rather we would expect some sort of
perception of common sensibles to be shared by most, if not all, locomotive animals. It
is in the case of hearing that Aristotle makes the contribution of the distance senses to
the intellect explicit. Unlike sight, hearing as such only reveals one kind of difference,
differences in sound (psophos). However, there is a subgroup of differences in sound,
namely differences in voice (phoné) which are perceptible only to a small group of
animals. Elsewhere, in HA IV.9, Aristotle makes it clear that there are only a few other
animals that have voice, and still fewer which have speech (dialektos). Aristotle’s
concern is partly to show which animals have and which have not the sort of
equipment needed to produce voice and partly to show how the tongue works as an
organ of taste. However, whether a given species has the right tongue is clearly also
determined by whether it is the kind of species that can produce and understand voice
and this is a matter of having the right kind of soul. To produce voice you need to
strike a sound together with phantasia (meta phantasias tinos) since voice is a kind of
meaningful sound (sémantikos tis psophos) (DA 11.8 420b33). Speech is communication
(herméneia, DA 420b19, cf. PA 660a35) and to understand a sound, and in particular
speech, you need to be able to perceive the differences of sound as meaningful. In the
passage just quoted from Sens. 1 speech (logos) is said to be composed of words (onomata)
and each word is said to be a symbol (sumbolon). Aristotle ofters this by way of
explanation (gar, a14) of why audible speech is not a cause of learning qua audible. It
is not the cause of learning qua audible because it has to be not just heard but heard as
words that mean something. To use the example of Alexander of Aphrodisias, when
people speak a foreign language, whilst we hear it, we do not grasp what is said as
speech (logos).

It might be argued that when Aristotle says that speech is not heard per se but per
accidens he means to say that it is not really heard at all but rather inferred from what is
heard.” However, the reason why differences of voice are not heard per se is not that
they are not heard but that the faculty of hearing on its own is insufficient to distinguish
differences of sound as differences of voice without the help of another faculty,
the intellect.® In contrast, we are capable of seeing both colours and shapes by sight
without the help of other faculties. So when I see that white thing in the distance as a
man, the content of my sight is directly given in vision, that is it is not inferred.

7 See Sorabji (1992) 197: ‘It would be wrong to suppose that this propositional perception really involves
an inference of reason merely on the ground that sense-qualities, like colour, are said to be essential (kath’
hauto) objects of perception, whereas the son of Diares and the son of Cleon, who enter into propositions, are
said to be coincidental sense-objects (kata sumbebékos). Coincidental does not mean inferential. I have argued
elsewhere that the reason why colour is said to be essential to sight is that sight is defined as the perception of
light, shade, and colour. By contrast the son of Diares is not essentially related to colours seen, and hence not
to sight. It is this that accounts for his being called a coincidental object of perception. There is no suggestion
that he is perceived only indirectly by way of inference.’

8 Cf. the discussion of accidental perception above, Chapter 9, pp. 183—4.
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However, the fact that I can represent ‘man’ in my visual experience is down to the fact
that my intellect provides content to my sense of sight.

Moreover, we should remember that the context of the passage is to underline the
teleology of the senses by showing the special contribution that the distance senses make
to knowledge. This point is much less powerful if the idea is merely that on the basis of
certain perceptual promptings our reason can make knowledgeable inferences. For
then we lose in an important way the idea that it is hearing that teaches us. Recall the
opening of Aristotle’s Metaph., that we love the senses because of what they show us and
teach us.

The way I read Aristotle his point is that there is a set of further differences of sound,
namely differences of voice, which are only available to animals with intellect since
only they can produce and interpret these differences as meaningful. The subordination
of hearing under the intellect thus produces a set of auditory differences which are
marked out from other sounds because they are understood by the perceiver as
linguistically meaningful. Voice then seems a good example of how the intellect can
give sensory experiences added content.

However, the content added to perception through its integration with the intellect
continues to count as accidental sensibles. As accidental, it does not determine the
definition of the sensory faculty as such. It is, therefore, perfectly consistent with
modularity to think that perception becomes richer in information in this way by
being integrated within a soul that has intellect.

The examples I have offered in this chapter tend to underline the point that the
internal—not just the relational—properties of faculties are aftected by being part of
the psychic hierarchy of a particular kind of living being. So, human perception is
importantly different from animal perception. However, it would still be wrong to say
that human perception and animal perception difter in their essential attributes. Humans
are capable of hearing generally the same kind of differences of sound that are available
to other animals. That, after all, is why Aristotle in DA I1.8 can define hearing quite
generally in terms of a certain kind of object, the high and the low pitch. The fact that
there is a certain kind of sense-object, sound and its seven main species, in terms of
which hearing in general is defined, ensures that hearing is also identifiable as the same
faculty across different species, whatever the psychic hierarchy. However, what we
have found is that there are certain differences in the information which perception
delivers to human beings or other animals with an intellect that arise because they have
intellect. There are differences in perceptual content caused by the fact that human
perception is informed by an intellect.

The integration of the psychic capacities is one aspect of viewing living beings as
wholes. Another is looking at the way in which the capacities work within the bodies
of living beings. The capacity I shall focus on in this context is perception. Perception is
the capacity that defines animals. In the PA Aristotle, therefore, takes his starting point
in the parts of the body which are instruments of perception, which directly or
indirectly include almost all the parts of the body. Now one question one might
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have is why, if all animals have perception and the kinds of perception are defined
basically in the same way for all animals, they do not all have the same sense-organs. If
vision, for example, requires transparency, and transparency is best realized in watery
eyes with thin membranes and so on, why don’t all animals have exactly the same kind
of eyes? Simply from the point of view of what vision requires, the functional
requirements seem the same.” Yet Aristotle observes considerable variation in the
way the organs are composed in different animals.

The factors involved in determining the sense-organs are complex and reflect the
several ways in which animals are characterized. The HA lists four different ways in
which animals differ from each other: in their lives (bioi), actions (praxeis), habits (éthé),

and their parts (moria)."

He illustrates differences in life by living in water vs. living on
land; differences in actions include inhaling air or not;'! differences in parts are for
example having wings vs. having fins; differences in character being mischievous like
the fox or affectionate like the dog. These differences are related to each other: so a
water animal may well have fins and propel itself by swimming, from which land
animal are excluded (if we ignore the so-called ‘dualizers’, animals which, for example,
live both on land and in the sea, like the seal). Moreover the four kinds of differences
may work together to differentiate one kind of animal from another. So there are birds
with weak feet but strong wings that are grouped together on the basis of their
similarity both in habits and parts (487b27-8), and while man may share his social
way of living with the bee (488a8—10), only he is capable of deliberating (488b24). We
need then to think of these categories as a matrix of differences which together will
characterize different kinds of animals.

Consider how the sense of taste works in the snake. Snakes and lizards are distin-
guished by having a long, forked tongue:

The serpents have it [sc. the tongue] long so they can stretch it out from small to great,
and forked, with a fine, hair-like tip, because of their gluttonous nature; for it procures double
the pleasure from flavours, having, as it were, double the perception of taste. (PA I1.17
660b5-11)

The observation that snakes perceive flavours as if in stereo, and have tongues fittingly
designed, relates directly then to their gluttonous character.'® This is clearly a holistic

9 .
As Leunissen (2007) 171 observes.
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Differences in lives and actions are not sharply distinguished by Aristotle and some of his cases seem to
illustrate both (cf. 487b33—4).

12 Cf. HA 594a6-13: the gluttony of snakes extends to drinking wine to excess.
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explanation since we need to know facts about the nature of snakes in order to
understand how their sense of taste works.

In the same vein, consider Aristotle’s explanation of the differences between animals’
eyes (PA 11.13). Eyes need to be transparent to respond to colour, and greater
transparency provides keener vision, as we saw. Liquid eyes ensure transparency: that
is why soft-eyed animals see better than hard-eyed ones. Soft eyes are more prone to
injury than harder ones, however, which is why nature has offered them protection in
the form of eyelids. There is a further difference in the way the eyelid is constructed in
different animals: oviparous quadrupeds have a lower eyelid, while birds have an upper

eyelid. But nature has not let them down:

The four-footed, egg-laying animals do not blink in the same way as the birds, because since they
are terrestrial, it is unnecessary for them to have moist and accurate vision. But for birds it is
necessary, since they use vision to see from a great distance. Accordingly the crook-taloned birds
have sharp vision (for they search for their food from above, which is also why these most of all
soar to the heights), while those which are terrestrial and incapable of flight, such as domestic
fowl and the like, do not have sharp vision. For nothing related to their way of life requires them
to have it. (PA 11.13 657b22-9; transl. Lennox)

It is appropriate then for the land-dwelling oviparous quadrupeds not to have the sorts
of eyelids that allow sharp vision, since they do not require it given their way of
living."> In contrast, predatory birds need to be able to spot their prey from great
heights and so need keen eyesight. The difference in the organs of these animals
directly reflects the different ways in which the capacity for vision works given their
difterent lives. We cannot understand fully how vision works in these different animals,
and the differences in their sense-organs, unless we take into account their characteris-
tic lives.'*

There is another feature to the explanation of the eyelids of oviparous quadrupeds.
Aristotle says that these animals do not have upper eyelids since they have scales. The
skin around their heads is therefore hard, though lower down it is softer and fleshy. So
while the skin from above cannot be used to form a flexible eyelid the lower skin can.
Since as we saw lower eyelids reduce sharpness of vision, we have here a material
explanation of why these quadrupeds do not see so well. However, the material
explanation also reflects another formal-final causal explanation. For the reason why
the quadrupeds are scaly is to protect their backs living as they do on the ground."”
Rather than saying simply that the scaly backs of oviparous quadrupeds offer a material

'3 Cf. Johansen (1997) 162—4 and 221.

" 1t is therefore misleading to argue, as does Leunissen (2007) 171, that final causes are secondary to
formal causes because ‘final causes of parts are demonstrated to belong to parts through the functionally
defined substantial being of an animal’. This seems to imply that final causes are only operative at the level of
the parts and not at the level of what is good for the animal as a whole. When we talk about the life of animal
being explanatory of its parts we will think about how the animal best realizes its nature.

!> That hair protects the back of quadrupeds is explicit in PA I11.14 65821821, while HA I11.10 517b 4-6
refers to scales as the analogue of hair.
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explanation of their reduced vision, it is better to say that the matter of these animals is
determined by a combination of functions, including protection and vision, appropri-
ate to the kind of animals they are. This again brings us back to holistic character of
these variations in vision in different animals.

None of these examples has provided evidence that holism requires a modification
in the DA’s definitions of the capacities. The differences we have looked at have all
been differences in the degree of keenness or intensity with which animals perceive.
The fact that some animals perceive better with some senses than others shows us
nothing about how the senses in themselves differ. Indeed, one might hold that such
differences in degree require that the capacity whose performance is being compared is
the same. Modularity serves holism in that it is only given a basic understanding of the
capacities of the soul that differences between living beings, at various levels of
generality, can be judged as differences in kind or differences in degree. If the capacities
were all essentially indexed to different kinds of lives there would be trouble for
Aristotle’s recommended method in the PA of accounting jointly for those attributes
that are shared by many difterent kinds of animal, where they differ only by degree or
qualification, and then later their distinctive characteristics.'® For the claim that
different animals share the same attributes here presupposes that we have a fix on
these attributes prior to approaching their appearances in particular kinds of animal.
The talk of characteristics that differ in degree across different animals again makes sense
only if we have a notion in the first place of what the kind of characteristic is. It is these
determinations of the psychological characteristics, I have argued, which the DA
provides. The way to read the modularity of the DA’s approach is, then, not as a
competitor to the holism of the biological works, but as a supporting structure.

' Cf. PA 1.1 639a30-b6 with 1.5 645b1-14, and the discussion above in Chapter 3, pp. 64—7.
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417b14-16 160
417b16-21 139
417b17 141
417b18 139
417b19-21 138
417b20 142, 161
417b22-8 20
417b22—4 241
418a3-6 161

I1.6
418a15 189
418a20-5 193
4182204 181
418a24-5 179

1.7
418229 189
418a31-b1 265
418b21—4 183
41929-11 265

I1.8
419b19-27 167
420a3-5 167
420b19 282
420b33 282

I1.9
421a7-10 272
421a10-b8 272
421a10-11 115 n.37
421a26-b2 266
421229 113
421b9-422a7 272
421b9—422a6 269
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425a22-4 181
425a30-b2 181-2
425b2 183
425b4-11 179

111.2

425b12-25 185-95
425b15 178
425b20-1 177
425b21-2 178
425b23-5 202
425b25-7 177
426b8—427a16 195
426b8-16 266
426b8-12 266
426b8-10 106
426b17-21 182

1.3

427b9 223
427b16-21 223
427b17-18 208
427b17 205
428a1-5 200, 204
428a6-11 208
428a6 201
428a8-29 200
428a9-11 215
428a10-11 201
428a12-15 208
428a15-16 209
428a17-20 209
428b9 200
428b10-17 201
428b12-13 208
428b12 208
428b13 208
428b14 202, 208, 210
428b27 199
428b30—429a2 204
429a1-2 208
429a2—4 199
429a4-7 208
429a4-6 202

ARISTOTLE (cont.) I11.4

11.10 429a213-18 228
422b10-16 266 429a18 228

II.11 429a11-12 229
422b18-19 112 4292234 221
421b20-1 269 429223 223
422b23 106 4292256 230
423233 112 429b3—4 243
423b27-9 112 429b5-9 231
424212 112 429b7 241

I11.1 429b10-23 228-30
424b24 172 429b10-22 221-2
424b29-425a13 174 429b30-31 231
425a1-2 175 430a3-5 239-40

430a4-6 236
1.5
430a10-14 237
430a14-17 237
430a17-18 240
430a18 239
430a22-5 240
430a24 239
1.6
430a27-30 223
1.7
431a8-14 249
431a14-17 209, 250
431a15-17 223
431b2 223,233
431b3 232
431b8-12 223
III 8
432a2-3 219
432a3-10 233—4
432a8-9 232
I11.9
432a15-17 172
432a18-19 253
432a19-b7 247
432a22-3 61
432b4-5 248
432b26—433a6 225
I11.10
433a10 221
433a15-16 250
433al15 211
433al6 225
433a19-20 250
433a31-b4 247-8
433b3 248
433b5-10 2501
433b8-10 215
433b12 211
433b18-27 252, 256
433b19-21 261
433b28-9 211



433b29 221
I11.11
433b31-434a5 217
434a7-11 215
434a7-10 222
11.12
434b11-14 112-13
434b13-24 279
434b19 253
434b21 253
434b23-5 206
434b25 280
GA
L1
715a3-9 99 n.12
1.19
726b18-20 21
1.1
731b30-1 126
735a2—4 140
735a12-25 140
735a13-15 142 n.42
735a21-5 278
1.4
738b1-4 108 n.25
740b19-21 14
IL.6
742a27-33 17 n.18
744b18-28 103
744b34-5 103
V.4
771a17-22 42
V.1
780a6-13 84 n.16
780b15ft 281
V.2
781b18-23 281
GC
1.2
316a5-14 79-80
L5
319b32-320a3 79
321b2-10 131
322a20-3 111
322a29-31 111
1.7 161
1.2 112
I1.10
337a1-8 126
HA
I.1
487a 11-21 284
487b27-8 284
488a8-10 284
488b24 284
V.8
534a12-b11 115 n.34

INDEX LOCORUM

IV.9 282
VI.6
563b9—-11 217 n.33
VII (VII) 1
588b24-589a4 278
589a1-3 217 n.33
Insom.
1
459a15-22 208

459b6-23 84 n.16

461a3-8 274
461a14-30 199
Tuv.
27 (21)
480a17-12 133 n.17
MA

698a1-7 214
698a18-b8 256

700b18-21 208
700b19-21 201 n.3

7 212-14
701a2-32 80
701a32-3 215
701a34-6 214
701b20-2 208

8
702b2-3 256

Mem.

1
449b13 203
449b15-23 194
449b27 213
449b28-30 217 n.33
449b30-450a14 232
449b30—450a13 218
450a 195
450a1 205
450a11-14 203
450a21-5 208
450b11-451a2 199

Metaph.
L1 39
V.4) 2
1013a24-5 98
V.7
1017a35-b8 27
V.8
1017b22 222 n.9
V.9
1018a12-15 56
V.15 82
1021a29-b2 95
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ARISTOTLE (cont.)

V. 25
1023b19-22 68, 70
VL(E)1
1025b24—7 44
VIL (Z) 4
1030a6-7 222 1n.9
VIL10-11 155
VIL10
1035b4-25 71-2
1035b14-1036al 276
VIL17
1041b6-8 30 n.43
VIIL (H) 6 68, 71
IX (6).1
1045b32-1046a2 27
1046a9-18 19, 73
1046a19-29 87
X2 74
IX.3 74
10472302 27
IX.5 75-6
1048210 75
1048a2-3 76
1048a16-17 76
[X.6 23 1n.28, 267
IX.7 14
1048b37-1049a18 141
1049a21-3 31
1049a36-b1 30
IX.8 32, 97-8
1049b 45
1049b4—11 85-6
1049b14-15 78
1049b17-29 98
1050a4-5 16
1050a21-3 16
XIL(A) 4
1070b1-2 11
XI1.7
1072a24-b4 242
1072b14-18 126 n.14
XIL9
1075a1—4 222 n.9

Meteo

Iv.2
379b18-26 108

Nic. Eth.

IL.5

1105b20-2 204
L3 215
VI.1

1139a3-15 225
VI.2

1139a32-b5 210
VL8

1142a25-6 222

VIL3

1147b5 219
X.4

1175a4-5 244

I.1
639b30-640a8 44
641a14-22 67

641b5-9 125, 128 n.2, 227, 244

L3
643a35-b3 254
1.4
644a28-b7 64
L5
645b1-3 66
1.3
650b8-11 108 n.24
I1.13
657b22-29 285
I1.14
6582356 103
11.17
660a35 282
660b5—-11 284
660b17-22 115 n.35

661a12-30 115 n.36
Phys.

I.1
184a10-16 2
1.1 120
193a36-b6 88
1.2 54
193b35 153
194a29-32 140
II.3 129
195b21-5 23
II.8 120
1992302 99
119 154
200a9-13 154
200a24-30 154
200b4-7 155
I11.3
202a22-5 205
V.1-2 78
VIL3 160-5
246a13-16 163
246al17 164
246b3-5 162
VIIL.3 143
VIIL4-6 129-37
VIIL4 122, 160
254b31-32 130
255a28-30 130
255b3—4 243
VIIL5
256a4-10 131-2
256a22-5 132



VIIIL.6
259b3-6 130
259b6—-15 130-1
259b11-12 133
259b12-13 137 n.27
259b15-20 132
Pol.
I11.1
1275a34-8 67 n.46
Rhet.
I.1
1355a19-18 224 n.15
SE
22

178a14-22 83
Sens.

1

436a1-b10 259-60
436al1-5 258
436a16-17 260
436b1-8 254
436b6—7 261
436b8—-10 262
436b18—437al 206
436b20—-437a3 280
437a1-17 206
437a1-3 206
437a3-17 281

437b18-20 264
437b21-2 271
438a15-16 175
438a22-5 271
438b2-5 270

4392617 264
439al7 265
439b11-12 266
439b14-18 266
439b25—-440a6 267
439b25 271

440a1 267

441b19 113
441b23-442a4 279
442a6 279
442a11-12 279
442a12-19 267
442b28-9 114
442b29-443a3 114

443b17—-444b7 268-9
443b17—444a3 212
444b7-15 269
444b15-16 271
444b27-8 272

445b7-446a20 273

INDEX LOCORUM

7
447a12-14 273
449a13-19 273
449b1-3 263

Somn.

2

455a12-22 195-8
3

458a25-32 274

Top.

Iv.2

122b16-17 82
VIL5

154a31 54, n.19

GALEN
On the Natural Faculties
XIIT 102

HOMER
Odyssey
XI
489-91 1

PLATO
Alcibiades 1
133a 187
Charmides
165cff 188
167¢—169¢ 189
Laws X
895¢ 38-9
Phaedo
64c 37
75b—76e 147 n.2
96b—97b 75
Phaedrus
270c—d 1
Philebus
34a3-b8 147, 262
40a-b 199, 216
Protagoras
356a—357¢ 215
Republic
1
335d 107
\
477¢ 2
477¢9-d5 94
447d 2
477d-478¢ 2
532b—c 2
532c1 199 n.1
IX
588d 6
Symposium
207b 126
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PLATO (cont.)
207¢8—d5 119
208b 126
208b1-2 110

Theaetetus
184¢ 180
185a—-d 170
184c¢ 261
185e 178
Timaeus
37¢ 123 n.9

42a-b 147 n.1

43¢ 147 n.3

43c4-5 150 n.8, 261
45d2 261

46d 123 n.9
50e1-51a3 230 n.27
64b 262

64b3—6 261

69¢c—d 147 n.1
70d—e 121 n.7
77a—c 116 n.1
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