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This thesis analyses the method, purpose, and results of Aristotle’s treatment of a
select number of Presocratic and Platonic theses about the soul within the context of
De Anima 1. Contrary to a prevalent interpretation of De Anima 1 which sees
Aristotle’s treatment of his predecessors’ psychological views as dialectical, I argue
that Aristotle treats his predecessors as having offered potentially viable hypotheses
about the nature of the soul, and that these hypotheses are treated as attempts to
explain the soul’s basic powers. I further show that, in order to test the explanatory
limits of these theories, Aristotle uses a version of the scientific method of inquiry
advertised in the Prior and Posterior Analytics, which consists in setting out the basic
psychological phenomena which psychology should explain, and then testing the
extent to which his predecessors’ definitions of the soul are able to accomplish this
task. This thesis argues that, by demonstrating where his predecessors’ first principles
fall short, Aristotle is able to make theoretical progress towards establishing his own
‘hylomorphic’ first principle of soul, that soul is the ‘first fulfilment of a natural
instrumental body’, and towards the idea that soul operates in the body of living

beings as a formal, final, and efficient cause.
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Introduction to the Study

He who travels every path will not find out the limits of the
soul, so deep is his account.

— Heraclitus®

1 Background to the Study

The Greeks generally believed that living things differed from non-living
things in virtue of possessing something called ‘soul’ (wvyn). But what is the soul?
When Aristotle comes to give his view of soul in DA 2.1, he argues that it is necessary
for soul to be a substance (ovoin), and substance in the sense of form (gidoc), as
opposed to matter (bAn) or a composite, and form in the sense of a fulfilment
(évieréyewa).? If this were not difficult enough, he then claims that, of the two kinds of
fulfilment — the first being a state like knowledge, the second being the active
contemplation of this knowledge — the soul is the first kind of fulfilment, and belongs
to a natural instrumental body which has life potentially.> On the basis of these
identifications, Aristotle then gives his explicit answer to the question, ‘What is
soul?’: soul, he claims, is ‘the first fulfilment of a natural instrumental body’
(&vieléyero, 1) TPOT SAOUATOC PUOKOD dpyavikod).*

Most contemporary scholars agree that this definition of soul is best

understood as belonging to Aristotle’s hylomorphic theory of nature. Hylomorphism,

! Adopting the text of Betegh (2009).
> DA 2.1, 412a19-20.

$DA 2.1, 412a27-28.

* DA 2.1, 412b5-6.
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in the sense | take it here, is the theory that all natural bodies in the world are
ultimately composed of two fundamental principles: matter (5An) and form (popen).’
Given this theory, Aristotle’s common definition of soul in DA 2.1 — call it the

Hylomorphic Definition of Soul — claims that: (a) soul is an instance of form, (b) the

instrumental body in which soul resides is an instance of matter,® and (c) a living
being is a unified item which is composed of both soul (form) and instrumental body
(matter).

From this hylomorphic definition of soul, one might infer that all that the soul
is for Aristotle is the formal part of a material being, a sort of intelligible ‘aspect’ of
an ensouled being that remains constant throughout the various changes it undergoes
during the course of its life, much like the shape of a weathered statue.” However, at
the beginning of DA 2.4, Aristotle shows that hylomorphism in psychology goes
beyond this idea of formal aspect. Drawing upon his scientific theory of the four kinds
of cause, namely, the formal, final, efficient, and material cause,® Aristotle attempts to
determine with precision which kind of cause(s) the soul can function as.® In doing so,

a fuller view of Aristotle’s hylomorphic psychology emerges. Aristotle writes:

But the soul is the cause (aitic) and the first principle (dpyn) of the living
body. But these things are said in many ways, and similarly, the soul is the
cause in each of the three ways we have defined. For the soul is (a) the cause

> Cf. Kelsey (2010, 109): [...] the doctrine we call ‘hylomorphism’ is a doctrine about
the principles or ‘causes’ of natural things. It says not only that natural things can be
divided into matter and form, but also that the items yielded by this division are their
very elements and principles, their very nature and substance.’

® Cf. Williams (1986). On the history of how the term ‘hylomorphism’ entered into
standard scholarly use, cf. Manning (2013).

” An excellent picture of this view of soul is provided in Nussbaum (1984). However,
that form is ‘constant’ in the sense that it cannot undergo certain changes is more
controversial.

® Cf. Phys. 2.3, 194b16-195a3; Metaph. A.3, 983a24-983b1.

% DA 2.2, 413b11-13. On heterogeneous background of these four causes, cf.
Schofield (1991).
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‘from which’ (60ev) motion begins, and (b) the cause ‘for the sake of which’
(ov &veka) and (c) as the substance (ovoia) of ensouled bodies. So, that it is a
cause as substance is clear. For the cause of being for everything is its
substance (ovocia); but life is being for animals, and the cause and first
principle of life is soul. Still, the expressible form (Aoyoc)'® is the fulfilment of
what is in potentiality. But it is also apparent that the soul is the cause in the
sense of ‘for the sake of which’. For just as intellect produces for the sake of
something, in the same manner does nature [produce], and this is its end
(téhoc). But the sort of end which accords with nature in a living being is the
soul. For all the natural bodies (10 puokd couata) are instruments (6pyava)
of the soul, just as [the natural bodies] of animals [are instruments], and in this
way also [the natural bodies] of plants [are instruments], and these exist for the
sake of the soul. But there are two senses of ‘that for the sake of which’, the
end ‘for which’ and the ‘for whom’. But indeed soul is also that ‘from which’
local motion first begins, although this capacity does not belong to all animals.
And alteration and growth also occur in respect of the soul (xatd yoynv). (DA
2.4, 415b8-24)1

Here it becomes clear that Aristotle wants to affirm more than what the

Hylomorphic Definition of Soul might at first suggest, namely, that soul is just

substance in the sense of the formal cause of the living body. He also wants to affirm
that soul is the efficient cause of the characteristic motions of a living body (such as
local motion, perceptual alteration, and growth), and that it is the final cause of the
structure and regular development of the living body through time. Call this latter

claim Aristotle’s Hylomorphic Causality Thesis.

107 use ‘expressible form’ to capture Aristotle’s idea that the essence of an object can
be expressed by a verbal formula. Hicks (1907), for a similar reason, translates these
occurrences of Adyog as ‘notion or form’. Cf. DA 2.1, 412b11-16.

1 2ot 8¢ 1) yoyi Tod {dvrog odpatog oitia kol apyd. tadta 8¢ modhayd Adyetal,
opoimg 6’ 1 Yoxi KoTd TODG SUOPIGHEVOVS TPOTOVS TPETS aitio kol yap 60gv 1'1
Kwnclg kai ov £veka kai (¢ 1) ovoia TV ap\yuxa)v Gcouaw)v 1 yoyn aitio. 8Tt pev ovv
®¢ ovsio, dfjlov: TO Yap aitiov Tod givor mdoty 1) ovoia, T 8& (v Toic (Dot 1o sivai
gotw, aitia 8¢ Koi apyn TovTOL 1 \|mxn &t 10D SUvaum Ovtog Adyog 1) éviedéyetal.
Povepdv & g kol oD Evekev 1 \yvxn aitio Gomep yap 0 vodg Evekd Tov molel, TOV
a0TOV TPOTOV Koi 1] UGLS, Koi TodT’ EoTv AT TEA0G. TooDTov &’ €v Toig (MOl 1
Yoy KaTo @OGLV: TAVTO Y0P TO QLGIKO GOUOTO THS Yuyhs Opyava, Kaednsp 0 TOV
Chov, obtm Koi 0 TV UTAV, G Evekoa rng yoyfic dvra: dirtidg 82 10 ov Eveka, TO TE
o0 Koi TO @. ALY pnv kai 60sv mpdTOV 1) KOTd TOMOV Kivnolc, Wyuyxn: ov mict &
VIapyEL TOig LAGV 1) SOVaS avTn. £6Tt 6& Kol AAAOI®mG1g Kol ahENCIC KaTh Wuynv:
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Why, however, does Aristotle think that the soul functions as these three
causes, as opposed to just one or two of them? Further, what is his justification for
implicitly denying that the soul could be a material cause? | shall argue in the
following chapters that a partial answer to these questions can be found in Aristotle’s
review and criticism of his predecessors’ theories of soul in DA 1. These theories, |
shall argue, place certain explanatory constraints on Aristotle’s hylomorphic theory of
the soul, which constraints govern both what sort of entity Aristotle can plausibly
affirm the soul to be, and the kind of causal role it must play in relation to the living
body.

The first and most fundamental of these constraints on Aristotle’s hylomorphic
psychology are the initial phenomena concerning the soul which he claims the
predecessors have rightly handed down, namely, that (a) the soul is the cause of the
body’s local motion, (b) that soul is the cause of a living being’s perception and
cognition,*? and (c) that soul is either a non-bodily (doopéroc) entity, or an extremely
fine grained body.*

Aristotle argues that all of his predecessors attempted to explain these
psychological attributes on the basis of the first principles (apyoi) they adopted.'*
Although Avristotle rejects many of his predecessors’ first principles outright (for
example, Democritus’ atoms), nevertheless, I shall argue that his careful exploration
of the consequences of his predecessors’ first principles allows Aristotle to proceed

along a certain path which justifies both the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul — which

definition places soul into the category of formal substance — and his adoption of the

2 DA 1.2, 403h24-28.

3 DA 1.2, 405b12. Cf. Hicks (1907, 234). Cf. DA 1.5, 409b21. Strictly speaking,
thesis (c) is seen by the predecessors (for example, in Democritus) as providing an
explanation for thesis (a).

DA 1.2, 405h11-12.
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Hylomorphic Causality Thesis, which affirms that soul is also a final and efficient

causal principle of the characteristic activities of living bodies.

Such a picture, | shall argue, suggests that Aristotle’s psychological
hylomorphism should be understood less as a drastic metaphysical replacement of his
predecessors’ first principles, and more of a developmental modification of them.
Among these modified principles are, for example, (a) the Platonic principle that the
essence of soul is the efficient cause of the per se motions of living bodies, (b) the
principle of the harmony theorists that soul is the formal cause or ‘ratio’ (Adyog) of
the mixtures in a living body, and (c) the Empedoclean principle that soul perceives
on the basis of a like-cognises-like principle. I shall also claim that Aristotle takes
over from his predecessors other ancillary theses, again with certain modifications,
such as (d) the Platonic principle that the soul has certain ‘parts’ which govern the

body’s activity.

2 Outline of the Study

The way | shall advance my argument for this thesis is as follows:

In chapter one, | give an account of Aristotle’s method for discovering the
essential definition or first principle of an object under investigation, which 1 call the
method of scientific inquiry, and show that Aristotle treats his predecessors’ theories
of soul as subject to this method.

In chapter two, | show how Aristotle follows the method of scientific inquiry
to show that the Platonic definition of soul as a self-mover entails that the soul will
either be a material element, or that it will destroy itself during motion. What Aristotle
gains from this criticism of Plato, | argue, is the idea that one can’t explain the soul’s
ability to be an efficient cause of the body’s motion by treating soul as a physical stuff
which has its own internal principle of motion. Instead, Aristotle suggests that soul

14



will need to be identified as itself an inner principle of the body’s motion if it is to be
an efficient cause of the local motion of living beings.

In chapter three, | show how Aristotle follows his method of scientific inquiry
to argue against the definition of soul as a harmony of bodily opposites by arguing
that bodily, arithmetical, and geometrical properties are not explanatory of any of the
soul’s basic attributes. The results of this critique, | argue, show that soul must be
considered to be an entity whose power to act as an efficient and formal cause of the
body cannot be explained by mathematical form or elemental powers in combination
with such a form. What Aristotle takes over from the harmony theory, however, is the
idea that the soul is a kind of non-mathematical form (Adyoc) of the living body and
its parts, and that soul is tied essentially to the body, and that body is tied essentially
to soul.

In chapter four, I show how Aristotle follows his method of scientific inquiry
in scrutinizing Empedocles’ elemental theory of soul, in order to show that the latter’s
principle that ‘like cognises like’ is too limited to explain the extent of our
knowledge. However, I go on to show that, by adding two important modifications to
the principle that ‘like cognises like’, Aristotle is able to import a version of
Empedocles’ principle into his own hylomorphic psychology.

In chapter five, | show how Avristotle follows his scientific method of inquiry
to show that, in general, his predecessors’ first principles are at best able to provide an
explanation of either the soul’s power of perception, or its power to initiate local
motion, but not both. This result, I claim, lays the groundwork for Aristotle’s difficult
claim in DA 2.3 that there is no single entity called ‘soul’ in nature, but only various

kinds of soul which must be investigated separately.
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In chapter six, I show how Aristotle follows his method of scientific inquiry to
make an empirical advance over the Platonic theory that the soul has determinate
spatial-parts in the body. What Aristotle takes over from this theory, | argue, is that
the soul does have ‘parts’ which exercise powers within the body, even though these
parts cannot be understood as spatial-parts. These observations, taken together, imply
that the soul cannot be a bodily substance, but is more likely the form of such a body.

In the conclusion to the study, I assess the general contribution that Aristotle’s

criticisms make towards justifying the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul, the

Hylomorphic Causality Thesis, and the ancillary hylomorphic theses about the soul

noted above.

3 The Limits of the Study

Given the small number of predecessor theories of soul that the present work
discusses, it will of course not cover all the contributions that DA 1 makes to the
establishment of psychological hylomorphism. For instance, | shall neither discuss
(except incidentally) Aristotle’s important puzzle in DA 1.1 concerning how the
affections of the soul are to be defined, nor whether soul can be considered as
‘separable’ from the body (except incidentally).™

Fortunately, none of the stipulations on definition or separability that Aristotle
establishes in DA 1.1 are appealed to explicitly in any of the criticisms of the
predecessors advanced in DA 1.2-5 (an unusual fact which no doubt requires its own
explanation). The upshot of this for the present work is that the arguments of DA 1.2-
5 can be analysed fruitfully without relying upon Aristotle’s hylomorphic discussions

of the soul’s affections and separability from the body in DA 1.1.

15DA 1.1, 403a3-403b19.
16



Neither shall the present work discuss all the philosophers that Aristotle
engages with in DA 1. In particular, this work will not give a full treatment of
Aristotle’s criticisms of Democritus and Leucippus, Anaxagoras, Plato’s Timaeus, or
Xenocrates. To do so would require a work of at least twice the size of this one.

Finally, | have also left out a discussion of the celebrated puzzle that occurs in
DA 1.4 concerning whether the soul is moved when it feels pain and joy, confidence

and fear, etc.,'®

and the puzzle about whether the intellect is something
imperishable.” These two puzzles, | have come to believe, are best understood as
being linked to Aristotle’s hylomorphic observations about the soul’s affections
presented in DA 1.1, and thus fall outside of the scope of the thesis here.

Despite these limitations on the present study, | hope that, by allowing the
aforementioned philosophers and puzzles to remain in the background, the brilliance
of Aristotle’s criticisms of the predecessors and theories which | discuss in the

following chapters, and the rigour with which he attempts to mine even the smallest

gem of truth from them, will shine through even more brilliantly.

16 DA 1.4, 408a34-408b18.
DA 1.4, 408b18-29.
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The Path to First Principles: Method and Explanation

We must notice, however, the difference between arguments
from principles and arguments towards principles. For
indeed Plato was right to be puzzled about this, when he
used to ask if the argument set out from the principles or led
towards them — just as on a race course the path may go
from the starting line to the far end, or back again.
—Avristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1095a30-b1

1.1 Introduction

Aristotle formulates the project of De anima as an inquiry (ioctopia) into the
essence (ovoic) and nature (pvoic) of the soul.*® However, how can we discover the
essence of something, or something’s essential definition," if we do not even know
what sort of thing it is? This is the methodological problem that Aristotle faces near

the opening of DA 1:

But (i) even to arrive at some belief (twva miotiv) about it [SC. soul’s essence]
is in every possible way one of the most difficult things to do. For, (ii) it being
common to this investigation ({ntuatoc) and to many others — I mean, the
investigation into the essence (ovciav) of something and ‘the what-it-is’ (10 ti
gott) — in this case there might appear to be some single method (ué6odog)
applicable to everything about which we wish to know (yvvot) the essence,
just as (iii) [for knowing] the demonstrable attributes (t@v katd copPefnkog

® DA 1.1, 402a4.
9 In what follows, I take ‘essence’, ‘essential definition’, and ‘scientific definition’ to
be synonymous with one another.

18



i8iwv)? there exists demonstration (6modeiEic), which implies that we ought to
seek this same method. But (iv) if there is not a single common method for
finding the what-it-is, our handling of the matter becomes even more difficult.
For (v) it will be necessary to ascertain for each individual thing in what
manner (tpoémoc) it should be investigated. But (vi) even if it were apparent
whether we ought to proceed by a kind of demonstration (dm6dei&ic tic)*: or
division (dwipeoig), or even some other method, still, there will be many
puzzles and perplexities (miavag) about from what premises (ék tivov) we
ought to begin our search.? For (vii) there are different starting points (cpyai)
for different subjects,?® such as for numbers and for geometrical surfaces. (DA
1.1, 402a10-22)

Aristotle’s remarks here reflect a serious methodological difficulty. In fact,
the difficulty is so serious that it challenges the very possibility of discovering the

soul’s essential definition. Call it Aristotle’s Methodological Challenge. It can be

formulated as follows:

1. To find out what some X is, it is first necessary to seek out the right

method. (ii)-(v)

2 Here, Aristotle must mean ‘td ko9’ oOTd ovupepnrota’ of APo 1.7, 75b1,
necessary attributes which do not feature in the definition of a thing, but can be
deduced from it. Cf. DA 1.1, 402a8. Cf. Hicks (1907, 177).

2! | read tic with MS Sy. Torstrik (1862, 113) rightly notes that if demonstration is of
attributes, then the demonstration of the ‘what-it-is’ will be a different kind of
demonstration. Cf. Metaph. B.2, 997a30-32.

22 Cf. Phys. 1.1, 184a19-25, where Aristotle identifies those things from which (8«
tivov) we gain knowledge of the elements and first principles of things as the
items/premises which are more intelligible to us (ék t@v yvopluotépov nuiv) at the
outset of an inquiry.

2 Here, Aristotle means &py1 in the epistemic sense as that ‘from which a thing first
becomes knowable’, which is expressible as a premise which can be used, for
example, in demonstrations. Cf. Metaph. A.1, 1013a14-16.

24 Tavtn 0¢ MAVIOG 0Tl TAV YaAeT®TATOV AoPElV Tva ToTv mepl avThc. Kol yap,
6vtog kowvod Tod {NTNUaTog Kol TOALOIG £T€pOIc, AEYm O TOD Tepl TNV ovGiay Kol TO
i 8o, Thy’ Gv T d0Eete pio Tig etvorl pébodog kath mAviwv mep OV PovAducdo
yv®vor TV ovciav, Gemep Kol TV Kotd cuUPefnkoc idiov damodeéls, dote (nmrtéov
av €in v pébodov tavtnv- €l 6& un ot pia Tig Koi Kowvn péBodog mepi 10 Ti £o0TLY,
ETL YOAETOTEPOV YiveTan TO TTpoyuatevdijvar: denoetl yap Aafeiv mepl €kactov Tic O
Tpomog, dav 8¢ Qavepdv N moTEpov AmddeiEic tic dotv 1§} Swodpeoig § kol Tic EAAN
uébodoc, £t ToOAAAG dmopiag Exel kol TAdvag, €k Tivov 6el {ntelv: dAhat yap GAA®V
apyodi, kabanep apOUdVY Kol EmMmES®V.
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2. Every method begins from starting points peculiar to the subject of
inquiry. (vii)
3. So, to find out what soul is, it is first necessary to seek out the right

method and the right starting points. (vi)

The conclusion of this methodological challenge asserts that we cannot begin
an investigation into the essence of the soul until we know the answer to two
questions: (A) what is the proper method for discovering the essence of soul, and (B)
what starting points or premises does the method for discovering the essence of soul
begin from?

At first sight, it seems that Aristotle has blocked all possible ways of
answering each of these questions. In respect of question (A), outside of the De
Anima, Aristotle is clear that neither the philosophical method of demonstration
(6mdde1Erc),” nor the Platonic method of division (Swipeoic)®® — a method which
features prominently in Plato’s Sophist and Politicus — is sufficient for establishing an
essential definition of anything.

The former method cannot be used because a demonstration can only derive
conclusions from pre-given starting points, amongst which are definitions (0piopof)
and the ultimate principles of demonstration. However, it is just this sort of ultimate
definition of soul which Aristotle is seeking in De Anima.?’ However, the latter

method cannot be used either, for in APo 2.5, Aristotle argues that the method of

2 Metaph. B.2, 997a30-32. At APo 2.4, 91a12-b11, Aristotle rules out 4nodeitic as a
method for proving a definition which figures as the conclusion of a demonstrative
syllogism; he shows that all such attempts involve a petitio principii. At APo 2.6,
92a6-33, he also argues against the method of arriving at a definition through
hypothesis. However, Cf. Top. 7.3, 153a23-26.

%6 APo 2.5, 91b12-92a5. However, it is also possible that Aristotle is referring to a
more current Academic theory of division, e.g. that of Speusippus. Cf. Ward (2008).

2T APo 2.3, 90b30-34. Cf. Top. 8.3, 158b2-4.
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division cannot yield an essential definition. The first reason for this is because the
definitional predicates ‘divided out’ by this method may turn out to be accidental (e.g.
if one tries to construct a definition of ‘man’ by dividing animals into winged and not-
winged, the definition of ‘man’ turns out to be ‘not-winged animal’). The second
reason is that a division may fail to capture an intermediate or final differentia
essential to the definition (in the case of man, the differentia ‘rational”).”®

Whilst Aristotle does think that the method of division is useful for beginning
an inquiry into a definition, he does not think that it is sufficient on its own to find a
definition.? Further, even if it were sufficient, it would be unclear how to determine
rightly the genus from which to begin the division. Even granting that the soul falls
under the pseudo-genus of ‘being’ (10 &v),* in order for the method of division to be
of any use, Aristotle would already have to know which of the highest ‘divisions’ of
being the soul falls under (e.g. substance, quality, quantity, relation, etc.).** Despite
the fact that Aristotle eventually affirms that the soul belongs to the genus of
substance (ovoia),* throughout DA 1, Aristotle neither asserts this claim, nor, I shall
argue, does he rely upon it.

Aristotle’s remark about numbers and geometrical surfaces having different
starting points reflects his worry about question (B). According to APo 1.7, because
Aristotle thinks that many of the starting points or first principles of individual
sciences are peculiar to the genus the science concerns, he also thinks that one cannot

use first principles peculiar to one science to demonstrate the truths of another, unless

28 AP0 2.5, 91b12-92a5.

29 Cf. AP0 2.13, 96b27-97h6.

%0 Aristotle denies that the non-categorial term ‘being’ is a real genus at APo 2.7,
92b14 and Metaph. B.3, 998b22.

31 DA 1.1, 402a23-24.

2DA 2.1, 411a19-21.
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one of these sciences is subordinate to the other.** For example, since Atristotle
believes that numbers fall under the generic first principle of ‘discrete quantity’, and
geometrical extension falls under the different and non-subordinate generic first
principle of ‘extended quantity’, he is committed to the idea that one cannot prove
propositions about numbers from first principles falling within the domain of
geometry, and vice versa.** Although Aristotle is deliberately vague as to what sort of
apyn he has in mind here, namely, ultimate first principles, or preliminary starting
points, his point seems to be that, without a proper answer to (B), psychological
inquiry is in danger of making use of first principles that belong to another scientific
genus. Given that neither (A) nor (B) has any obvious answer, how then does

Avristotle solve the Methodological Challenge?®

1.2  Potential Solutions to the Methodological Challenge
Broadly speaking, scholars who think that Aristotle has a workable solution to

the Methodological Challenge are split into two camps. The first camp holds that

Aristotle’s method for discovering the soul’s essential definition is induction
(¢moyoyn).*® The second camp holds that Aristotle’s method is dialectic

(61(1%81(111(1’]).37

8 Cf. AP0 1.9, 75b37-76a2. Whether Aristotle sometimes relaxes this condition on
the sciences is controversial. Cf. APo. 1.13, 79a13-16, on the theorems of geometry
turning up in explanation of why circular wounds take longer to heal. | thank Lindsay
Judson for pointing this out to me. For a more detailed discussion of Aristotle’s theory
of the subordinate sciences, cf. Distelzweig (2013) and Peramatzis (2011, 64-70).

% AP0 1.7, 75b3-6. Cf. Cat. 6, 4b22-24.

% Ross (1961, 14) notes the problem, but offers no solution.

% For example, Hicks (1907, 179-80), who, on the basis of an overly broad reference
to APo 2.3-7, claims that the assumption of a universal method for discovering the
what-it-is ‘proves to be without foundation’, a conclusion repeated by Tricot (2010,
21). Hicks suggests that the only possibility left is induction, which is also the view of
Rodier (1900, 10), although the latter also thinks that dialectic has a role (cf. n. 38
infra). However, Hicks’ justification rests upon what Barnes (1994, 218) calls the
‘ancient error’ of identifying the illegitimate method of proving definitions, labeled by
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The former method characteristically begins by enumerating particular
instances of similar phenomena, usually sensory phenomena (e.g. ‘These Xs are Fs”),
and then generalises universal premises on the basis of this enumeration (e.g. ‘All Xs
are Fs”) which can be used in the construction of definitions.®

The latter method begins from certain opinions — called by Aristotle &vdo&a —
which are held to be reputable either by the many or the wise, and then attempts to
test whether these opinions are consistent with other endoxic opinions.* Although
Aristotle is not clear on the matter, presumably, a definition which is consistent with
the most number of endoxic opinions, and which cannot be defeated by any dialectical
topoi, will be considered a ‘good’ definition in dialectical contexts.

This latter possibility finds most of its support from the Topics. There,

Aristotle claims that dialectic is useful to the philosophical sciences (katd rlocoeiov

Aristotle as a Loyog cvAloyiopog (APr 2.7, 93a15), with Aristotle’s own legitimate
method of forming a definition of the ‘what-it-is’ from the repositioned terms of a
causal demonstration (discussed at APo 2.8, 93b15-20). That Aristotle uses this latter
method in De Anima is affirmed by Johansen (2012, 10), who argues that, in DA 2-3,
Aristotle ‘follows the method of identifying the essential features of the soul through
those features which will explain its other necessary attributes.” Here, I make the
further claim that Aristotle first uses this method in DA 1.2-5 to ‘test’ the explanations
of soul phenomena provided by his predecessors.

3" For example, Irwin (1988, 280-82), who claims that Aristotle’s dialectical method
in DA 1 seeks to discover coherence amongst his predecessors’ views of soul.
However, Irwin concludes that no such coherence exists, and that for this reason,
Aristotle is forced to resolve the central puzzles of DA 1 by what he terms ‘strong
dialectic’.

% APr 2.23, 68b15-37; APo 1.18, 81a38-b9; AP0 2.19, 100b3-4.

% Cf. Top. 1.1, 100a30. So Rodier (1900, 43): « Il est impossible, avons-nous dit [...]
d’établir par la démonstration les définitions qui servent de principes propres a chaque
science, et c’est précisément ce qui rend nécessaires les introductions dialectiques ou
ces principes sont examinés éx t@v évdoEwmv. » This view is ultimately based upon an
interpretation of NE 7.1, 1145b2-7, first put forward by Owen (1961), and Mansion
(1961a), and developed by Evans (1977), Nussbaum (1982), Irwin (1987) and (1988),
and Wlodarczyk (2000), among others. However, the interpretation of NE 7.1 as
providing evidence of a universal method of investigation is criticised by Shields
(2013).
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¢motipac),”® that its problems (mpopriuata) lead to truth and knowledge (mpoc
ddea kai yvédow),* and most importantly, that it is useful for discoursing about
the primary things or principles of each science (mpog 10 TpdTA TOV TEPL EKAGTNV
gmotiuny).*

However, despite this evidence, there are good reasons for thinking that
neither of these methods is Aristotle’s preferred way of discovering the soul’s
essential definition. On the one hand, Aristotle explicitly rules out the method of
induction as sufficient for establishing essential definitions in APo 2.7. He claims in
this chapter that induction can at most show that certain facts obtain (6t 1 &otwv
ovk £otv), but not what something is (ti €éott), which is the content of an essential
definition.*®

On the other hand, the forms of dialectic — at least, those which are codified by
the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations — also seem to be ruled out. The reason for
this is that, even when Aristotle is engaged in a critique of his predecessors’ opinions,
he often appeals to non-endoxic empirical and scientific premises in order to construct
refutations of their views.** However, since the dialectical method is restricted to
using only premises which are reputable or commonly believed,” Atristotle cannot
refute his opponents with his own scientific premises without breaking the rules of

dialectical engagement.

“* Top. 1.2, 101a26.

“ Top. 1.11, 104b1.

2 Top. 1.2, 101a36-37.

3 AP0 2.7, 92a37-92b1.

* For example: DA 1.1, 406a3-4; DA 1.1, 406a12-13; DA 1.3, 407b17-19; DA 1.4,
409a9-10. Pace Polansky (2007, 83), who argues: ‘All the criticisms of predecessors
[in DA 1] will be dialectical. Aristotle cannot simply demonstrably refute the endoxa
but only argue against them on the basis of other endoxa. Dialectic lacks firm starting
points, instead using some endoxa to challenge others.’

* Top. 1.1, 100b21-23. Cf. Bolton (1987), and Reeve (2012).

24



Further, when Aristotle comes to review the psychological theories of his
predecessors, he does not, as is commonly implied,* claim to begin his investigation
with a discussion of the &vdo&a, a term which is absent from De Anima. Instead, he
claims to begin by laying out (npotifnut) the attributes that seem most of all to belong
to the soul by nature (t& péiiota dokodve’ Vmapyew avtii kotd @dow),*’ namely,
perception and motion.*®

Although Aristotle does present his predecessors as believing that these
attributes belong to the soul, he does not claim that we should discuss these attributes
during the course of psychological inquiry because such views are endoxic. Finally,
and most tellingly, none of the predecessors’ definitions of soul are claimed by
Avistotle to be opinions which need to be preserved or ‘saved’ in the way that NE 7.1
suggests. Instead, as I will show, Aristotle explicitly gives to his predecessors’
definitions of soul an unusual status which hovers between scientific and dialectical

definition.

1.3  Aristotle’s Partial Solution to the Methodological Challenge

Before I discuss Aristotle’s full solution to the Methodological Challenge in

the De Anima, it is important to note that Aristotle seems to provide a partial solution
to it in the Prior Analytics. In respect of question (A), the proper method by which to

investigate what something is, Aristotle argues:

So the method (660¢) in respect of all subjects is the same, even in philosophy
and whatever art and discipline; for it is necessary to inspect the attributes (ta
vmapyovra) and the things to which they belong (oig Vmépyet) in respect of

*® For example, by Witt (1999, 170-71).

‘" DA 1.2, 403b24-25.

“8 Bolton (1987, 128) rightly notes that, according to Top. 1.1, 100b21-4, &vdo&a are
only a sub-class of ta doxodvra, a term which refers broadly to things which appear
to us (e.g. through perception).
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both of our terms [sc. representing subject and attribute], and supply ourselves
with as many propositions as we can, and we must investigate these
propositions by means of the three terms [sc. of the syllogism], establishing
proofs in this way, and refuting in that way — proceeding according to truth, if
the terms have been arranged so as to belong truly, but towards dialectical
syllogisms (dtahextikovg cvAloyicpovg) if the terms are from propositions
Whi4%h accord with opinion (ék t@v katd d6&av mpotdcewv). (APr 1.30, 46a3-
10)

In respect of question (B) — what starting points or premises we must begin from — in

the same passage, Aristotle continues:

But most of the principles are peculiar (idwo) to each science. For this reason,
it is from experience (éumepiog) that the principles for each science are
provided; | mean, astronomical experience provides the principles of
astronomical science (émomung); for when the phenomena (@avopévamv)
have been sufficiently grasped (AneOévimv), then the astronomical
demonstrations (amodeifelc) were discovered. This holds similarly of any art
or science in general. So that, if the attributes (td Vmépyovta) belonging to
each subject are grasped, we will already be prepared to exhibit the
demonstrations. For if none of the attributes which truly belong (dAn6dg
vrapyxdvtov) to the things are left out by the inquiry (ictopiav), we will be in
a state (&opev) to discover the demonstrations of whatever can be
demonstrated, and to make apparent (moielv @avepdv) the things of which
there is by nature no demonstration. (APr 1.30, 46a17-27)°

P H ugv odv 080¢ katd mhvtov 1 ot kel mept @ocopiov kai mept téxvny
omolovodv kai nddnpa- Sel yap té DmdpyovTa Kol olg DlpyEL TEPL EKATEPOV GOPETY,
KOl TOVT®V ¢ TAEIoTOV €OmMopely, kol TodTo Ol TAOV TPIdV OpOV CKOTELV,
avackevalovta pev @dl, Katackevalovra 6& moi, katd pev aAnbelov €k 1OV Kot
aAnOeay drayeypappévev DIAPYEWY, €1 0& TOVG SIUAEKTIKOVG GUALOYICUOVE €K TMV
Katd 06&avV TPOTACEMV.

%0 Bon 8¢ ka®’ ékdotny ol TAEoTAL 10 TUC HEV Gpydc TOC TEPL EKAGTOV EUmElpiog
goti mapadodval, Aéym 8 olov TV doTpoloyikhv piv Eumeipioy Thg AoTPOROYIKAC
Emomune  (ANebévtov  yap ikavdC TOV  Qavouéveov  obTmg evpétncov ol
aoTpoAoyikal AmodeiEelg), opoimg 08 kol mepl GAANV Omotovodv Exel TExvnV 1€ Kol
EMOTAUNV: OoT’ €0V ANPOT] TA VTTAPYOVTA TEPL EKOGTOV, NUETEPOV TION TS Amodei&elc
étolpmg eueaviCewv. €l yap undév koatd tnv iotopiav maporerpdein t@v AANODS
VTOPYOVIOV TOlG Tplypacty, EEopev mepl Bmavtog o0 pEv EoTv AmddelElc, TadTnV
gOPEIV kol dmodetkvivat, ob 8 un TEQLKEV AOSEIELC, TODTO TOLETV PavEPOV.
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From these passages, it can be seen that scholars who hold that induction is the key to
Aristotle’s solution to questions (A) and (B) are partially correct,® insofar as
inductive knowledge can be constructed from the collected experiences referred to
above, and insofar as induction can provide us with the particular starting points or
premises asked for by (B).*

However, the method of induction cannot be the right answer to question (A),
for the principles that Aristotle is referring to in the above passage are not the ultimate
definitions of a given science (for example, the essential definition of ‘star’, or ‘soul’).
If they were, Aristotle would be advocating a dismal theory, as it would imply that
there is in fact no philosophical work for an inquirer to do at all: one would just go
around observing, and all the relevant definitions would eventually pop into one’s
head.

Instead, the principles that Aristotle is referring to in APr 1.30 are propositions
about the preliminary phenomena that we collect about a subject we are investigating.
These are propositions about ta Vdpyovta or attributes belonging to a particular
subject of the sort: ‘X is/appears to belong to F’, or ‘F is/appears to belong to G’.*3
Such principles only establish that certain facts falling under the domain of a
developing science hold, not why such facts hold. Elsewhere, Aristotle will call this

sort of first principle the principle of ‘the fact that” (apyn yap to 611).>* Thus, although

> Irwin (1987, 132 n.15) interprets this passage as applying only to empirical inquiry,
and argues: ‘DA 402a4 mentions historia about the soul; but Aristotle does not imply
[...] that the DA itself is a work of historia. The term is not applied to a survey of
dialectical endoxa or to a dialectical discussion.” However, as I mentioned above,
Avristotle does not claim to treat his predecessors’ views as endoxa, even though their
opinions could technically be classed as endoxa.

2 AP0 2.19, 100a3-9; Metaph. A.1, 980b25-982a3.

>3 APr 1.30, 46a5.

> NE 1.4, 1095b7.
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some principles can be provided by experience, these sorts of principles stand in need
of further explanation, and cannot serve as scientific definitions.*

Thus, at most, these passages from the Prior Analytics answer question (B),
the question of how we come to grasp the starting points or basic facts that a
developing science needs to explain. In the case of soul, Aristotle has already
suggested what some of these facts are. They will include, for example, that soul is a
sort of natural principle (of motion and rest) in animals,* and that certain affections
belong to animals because of their having a soul.>

These passages from the Prior Analytics do not, however, give us an answer to
question (A), which asks after the method by which the essential definitions of a
science are to be obtained. Instead, in APr 1.30, Aristotle merely asserts that the
collection of an unorganised set of facts about the phenomena in a given domain puts
us in an epistemic state conducive to exhibiting demonstrations. Yet, how does

Aristotle conceive of the relation between this epistemic state, and the finding out of

the what-it-is or definition of an entity such as soul?

1.4  Aristotle’s Full Solution to the Methodological Challenge
Aristotle’s full solution to the methodological challenge is found in the
Posterior Analytics.® In this work, Aristotle argues that the things that can be
inquired after are four in number: that some fact obtains (or not) (10 &tt), why some
fact is (10 d1otv), if something exists (gi £ott), and what something is (ti éotv).>

Roughly speaking, Aristotle thinks that once an inquirer knows whether something

> | take it as correct that such facts fall under what Ferejohn (1991, 60) labels the
‘gre-syllogistic framing stage’ of a science. Cf. McKirahan (1992, 212-13).

*° DA 1.1, 402a6-7.

°" DA 1.1, 402a9-10.

*8 Cf. Bolton (1991).

% AP0 2.1, 89h23-25. Cf. Charles (2002).
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exists, and has collected — through observation, experience, and induction — certain
facts about that thing, for example, that (6t1) ‘Xs are Fs’, one can go on to inquire
into the reason why (d16tt) the property F belongs to that class of things. Aristotle
thinks that, once we are in a position to know the cause or explanation of why X is F,
we are then in a position to: (a) to provide an explanation of the fact that X is F and
(b) to formulate a definition of X based upon that explanation.

Aristotle gives a few schematic examples of how this works in APo 2.8. For
my purposes, I will limit myself to discussing Aristotle’s example of how one arrives
at an essential definition of thunder.® Aristotle begins by giving an example of a fact
drawn from experience: ‘Thunder is a noise in the clouds’. This, Aristotle thinks, is a
kind of definition, insofar as it grasps something of the what-it-is of thunder, but not
its essential or scientific definition.”® However, in order to find the scientific
definition of thunder, Aristotle argues, one must discover a middle term which gives
the reason why (6w i) there is noise in the clouds.

To do this, one must look amongst the known facts one has collected from
experience to find propositions which contain a middle term connected to the
phenomenon ‘noise in the clouds’, i.e. the type of rumbling sound in the clouds one
might hear during storms. If one finds such propositions, e.g. ‘quenching of fire
belongs to cloud’, and ‘noise belongs to quenching of fire’, one can then begin to

construct an explanation of why it thunders. Aristotle argues:

% It is beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss all of the difficulties and
interpretations of the relationship between demonstration and definition. Broadly
speaking, I follow Bolton’s (1987) analysis. For an introduction, cf. Ackrill (1981).
The essential readings are Chiba (2012); Charles (2002); Goldin (1996, especially
101-136); McKirahan (1992); Ferejohn (1991) and Landor (1981).

°1 APo 2.8, 93a21-24. In fact, the third kind of three kinds of definition, discussed at
AP0 2.10, 94a11-14. Cf. Bolton (1987, 143-46).
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What is (ti éott) thunder? A quenching of fire in the clouds. Why (61a i) does
it thunder? On account of (dw) fire being quenched in the clouds. Let ‘cloud’
= G, ‘thunder’ = A, and ‘quenching of fire’ = B. B exists in G, cloud (because
the quenching of fire is in cloud). A, noise exists in B. And B is the account of
the first extreme, A. (APo 2.8, 93b8-12)°%
For my purposes, the most important aspect of this passage is that it shows that the
phenomenon which we start with in order to investigate what something is (‘Thunder
is a noise in the clouds’) eventually figures as the conclusion of a demonstrative

syllogism once an explanatory middle term is found.®® The can be seen more readily

once the argument is laid out in syllogistic form:

1. Noise belongs to quenching of fire.
2. Quenching of fire belongs to the cloud.

3. Thunder/Noise belongs to the cloud.

Aristotle claims that if this sort of demonstration contains the correct explanans (here,
‘quenching of fire’) then it is a sort of demonstration of the what-it-is (here, of
‘thunder’). Further, such a definition of the what-it-is differs from a demonstration
only in the position of its terms.®* The different position of the terms of a definition is
simply: ‘Thunder is a noise belonging to a quenching of fire in the clouds’.

Thus, Aristotle’s final position on the matter of ‘demonstrating a definition’ is
that, whilst it is true that there is not a syllogism or demonstration which has as its

conclusion a definition of the what-it-is, nevertheless, the what-it-is becomes clear

62 _r > , \ s g 5 ’ N ~ \ s , \
11 €oTL BpovTy); TVPOG ATOcPeSIS £V VEPEL dd Ti Bpovid; dd TO dmocfévvuchat O

op &v 1@ vépeL. vépog I, Bpovin A, amdcPeoic mupog 10 B. 1@ on I 1@ vépetl Dmdpyet
10 B (dmooPévvutar yap €v adtd 10 TOp), TOVT® 08 TO A, WOPog- Kol 6Tt Y& AOYOG TO
B 100 A 100 TpdTOL GKPOUV.

% Rightly seen by Bolton (1987), Landor (1981), and Goldin (1996, 124-25), among
others.

* AP0 2.10, 93b38-94a5.
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through a demonstration which correctly posits (through a middle term) what caused
the initial phenomenon being investigated.®

In sum, Aristotle thinks that, in seeking to define some objects, one can begin
from certain apparent facts, and then arrange those facts in such a way as to find out
which elements of those facts are able to serve as explanatory middle terms of other
facts that we are inquiring after.?® Once the most fundamental terms or principles are
discovered, these principles should be able to operate as explanantia of the lower-
level phenomena that one began with. This collection, arrangement, and
rearrangement of propositions about a subject under scientific investigation,
conducted with the aim of constructing and testing the explanatory power of proposed

definitions of this subject, I shall call Aristotle’s method of scientific inquiry.®’

1.5 The Method of Scientific Inquiry in De Anima

In the following chapters, | shall defend the thesis that it is the method of
scientific inquiry which Aristotle promotes as the solution to the methodological
challenge for finding out the soul’s definition and attributes. Just as importantly, |
shall argue that he relies upon this method, and not the method of induction (alone) or
dialectic, in testing out the adequacy of his predecessors’ theories of soul.

The difficulty of recognising the method of scientific inquiry as Aristotle’s

solution to the Methodological Challenge is that, before he explicitly claims it to be

% APo0 2.8, 93b15-20.0

% Cf. McKirahan (1992, 212-13).

°7 | take this to be equivalent to what Chiba (2012) calls ‘heuristic demonstrative
inquiry’. The latter method may also be seen as equivalent to what Freeland (1990,
90) calls Aristotle’s ‘abductive’ method, which ‘involves arguing from explanatory
success to the truth of a scientific theory.” If abduction must begin from relevant
phenomena or facts, and then find a causal middle term which explains those
phenomena ‘successfully’, then these methods are equivalent.
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so, he launches into a difficult and complex series of puzzles which he thinks a
psychological science should solve.®®

However, a close analysis of the logic of Aristotle’s argument shows that, after
presenting these intervening puzzles, he once again picks up the thread of the

Methodological Challenge at DA 1.1, 402b16, and gives a determinate solution to it,*®

as the ancient commentators recognised.”® He argues:

But (i) it seems that not only is it useful to know (yvdvat) the what-it-is in
order to gain theoretical insight into the causes (to Bempfoot tag aitiog) of the
demonstrable attributes (coufepnkdtmv) in the essences (ovoioug) — (i) just as
in the mathematical sciences, what the straight and what the curved is, or what
the line and what the geometrical surface is, is useful for discerning [sc. the
demonstrable attribute of] how many right angles the angles of the triangle are
equal to,”* but also conversely, (iii) the demonstrable attributes contribute in
great part to the knowledge (10 €idévan) of the what-it-is; for (iv) whenever we
are in a state such as to give a definition (&yopev modi186var)’? which accords
with how the demonstrable attributes appear to us (katd THV (pavracsi(xv),73

% DA 1.1, 402a23-b16. Whilst the first of these puzzles does seem to be a
methodological suggestion about how one might proceed, | shall argue that it is
rejected at DA 1.1, 402b16-17.
% This line is logically connected back to DA 1.1, 402a22. Aristotle’s claim here is
not connected to the question posed at 402b14-16, of whether we ought first to
investigate the objects which the powers of soul are correlated with, or the powers
themselves. This is a place where Burnyeat’s (2002, 53) question of ‘how to read an
Aristotelian chapter’ seems particularly appropriate.
"0 Cf. Philop. In de anima, 40.7-41.10. Although he does not give Aristotle’s method a
label, he gives as examples of its use Aristotle’s procedure in the Physics for defining
place, the infinite, the void, and time, and in the Meteorology, a hailstorm. Themist.
(Paraphrasis in de anima, 2.20) labels Aristotle’s method c¥OvBeoig, by which he
means an act of the intellect which judges properties as necessarily belonging to a
subject (to dmapyov Td Tpdypatl MG VLAPYOV), €.g. ‘Snow is white’ (109.26-110.4).
™ Cf. McKirahan (1992, 72): ‘The definition of a circle as the locus of points
equidistant from a given point can be used to infer from the fact that A and B are
oints on a circle with center C that AC=BC.’

2 The meaning of &yewv here must refer to an epistemic state, on analogy to APo 2.8,
93a28-29, and APr 1.30, 46al7-27, each of which exhibits this epistemic sense of
how we ‘hold’ in relation to an object of knowledge. Cf. Bolton (1987, 132 n.26)
® Here, | follow Hicks (1907, 192), who, adopting the suggestion of Bonitz, reads
eavtacio as bearing the meaning ‘xoata todto 0 eoawvetar’. The precedent for such a
reading can be found by comparing DA 3.3, 428b3 and Insomn. 2, 460b18. Even so, |
take it that this reading is consistent with Aristotle’s more technical idea that
appearances occur in eovtocia (i.e. as a representation in the soul), as Frede (1992,
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either all them or most of them, then we shall be able to speak most correctly
(kéAMoto) about the essence (ovoiag); for (iv) the first principle of
demonstration is the what-it-is; (v) so in respect of those definitions (0plou@®Vv)
which neither result in our coming to know (yvwpilewv) the demonstrable
attributes, nor easily produce a likely guess (eixdoar) about them, it is clear
that they all have been spoken dialectically (diaAextikidg) and emptily
(kevic). (DA 1.1, 402b16-403a2)"™

The difficulty in solving the Methodological Challenge, Aristotle now reveals,

is the mistaken assumption that one must first give a generic answer to the question,
‘what is the soul?’ before one can begin psychological inquiry into its essence and
nature — a version of Meno’s paradox.” For this reason, Aristotle’s initial suggestion
at 402a23-24, that we should perhaps (icwc) first locate what the genus of soul is and
the what-it-is, turns out to be wrong. Aristotle now claims that we can arrive at the
knowledge of what something is or its proper genus via the appearances of its
demonstrable attributes.’

However, what is this method? It is clearly not the method of dialectic, as the

test that Aristotle advances for seeing whether or not a given definition facilitates

286) argues. On the variety of ways Aristotle understands this faculty, cf. Schofield
(1992).

" gowke 8’00 povov 1O Ti £6Tt yv@var ypRoov lvan Tpdg O Bempiicat TiC aitiag TV
cuuBePnkdtv Taic ovsing (Bomep €v Toig pabnuact ti o €00 Kol TO KapmvAov, §j Ti
ypopun kol éminedov, Tpog TO KATIOEW Tooalg 0pOaic ail Tod Tprydvov ymviot icat),
AL Kol avamody Ta cvpPepnrota copfarietor péyo pHEPog mpog 1O €ldévan TO Ti
€0TIV: EMEAV YOp EYOUEV ATOSIOOVAL KATA TV QOVTAGiaY TEPL TOV cuuPefnrotmv,
1| Tavtov §| TV TAeioTov, TOTE KOl TEPl ThG ovoing EEopev Adyev kdAMGTa: TAoNg
yop amodeiewmc apyn T Tl €oTv, dote kab’ doovg TOV Oplopdv un cvuPaivel To
ocuouPepnkdta yvopilety, AL pnd’ eikdoor mepl avTAOV gopapés, OfjAov Ot
OLOHAEKTIKMG ElpMvTOL Kol KEVDS BmavTeG.

7> Cf. Ferejohn (1988), and Burnyeat (1981).

’® pace Polansky (2007, 49), who thinks that this passage does not represent a shift in
procedure whereby we first investigate accidents. Rodier (1900, 22-24), however,
does recognise this passage as representing a procedural solution to the
Methodological Challenge, but thinks that this procedure is « non pas pour découvrir,
mais pour contrdler les définitions découvertes par 1’induction, la sensation ou
I’expérience. » In other words, he thinks that induction, perception, and sensation
provide the attributes of a given thing, but not its essential attributes or definition,
which must be obtained in a different way which he does not specify.
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knowledge of the demonstrable attributes of an entity forms no part of the method of
dialectic as described by the Topics or the Sophistical Refutations.”” In fact, it is easy
to see why not. In the Topics, because one agrees at the outset to use only endoxic
premises and definitions in the construction of syllogisms, no such definitions or
demonstrations will be able to test out whether the results of a dialectical syllogism or
definition are scientifically true.”® At most, dialectic will be able to test out the
validity of certain deductions, but not their soundness. However, the method which
Avristotle recommends here is a procedure which tests out whether a definition is
scientific or said ‘dialectically and emptily’.

As | suggested above, this method appears to be none other than the method of
scientific inquiry set forth in the Prior and Posterior Analytics. If so, then Aristotle is
claiming that the proper method for conducting an investigation into the definition of
the soul and its attributes is to (1) posit certain statements of fact (or apparent fact)
about the soul’s attributes, such as, ‘All soul ¢s’, then, (2) collect or construct other
relevant propositions or definitions from which that claim can be derived or
‘explained’, and then (3) attempt to derive — in demonstrative fashion — the facts that
one began with, just as Aristotle advocates we do in the case of thunder in the

Posterior Analytics.”

" Cf. Bolton (1987, 147-148): ‘In the Analytics all three types of definition are
themselves defined by reference to their role in such explanations [of demonstrative
attributes], while in the Topics it is not the basis even for a single line of argument
(topos) by reference to which one can test the adequacy of the proposed definition.’

’® Pace McKirahan (1992, 260), who assigns to dialectic the role of determining the
truth or falsity of endoxic propositions as a preparation for determining scientific
truths. However, he gives no reason to assign this role to dialectic, as opposed to
scientific inquiry.

® Cf. Freeland (1990, 70 n.7): “[...] the particular way in which Aristotle tests the
endoxa against empirical phainomena in [the Meteorology] is not envisaged by the
Topics; it goes beyond even Bolton’s characterization of how dialectic (in particular
“peirastic”) can help to supply empirically adequate explanations.’
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If Aristotle’s method for discovering the definition of soul is the method of
scientific inquiry, as | have argued above, then we should expect Aristotle to begin his
investigation in DA 1 by laying out certain basic facts about the soul, and from there,
go on to advance further definitions or propositions which contain middle terms, or at
least explanatory claims, which attempt to ground those preliminary facts.

We are not disappointed in this expectation. At the beginning of DA 1.2,

Aristotle writes:

In investigating the soul it is necessary to go through the puzzles which must
be solved as we proceed, and at the same time, to take into account the earlier
opinions (86&ag) of as many of those who have stated something about soul,
so that we may adopt what has been said correctly (kaiic), and avoid what
has not been said correctly. But the starting point (&pyr) of the investigation
(Cnmoewq) is to lay out the attributes which appear to belong most of all to the
soul by nature (ta pdAicta dokobVO’ Vmapyewv avtii katd eOowv). Animate
things appear to differ most of all from inanimate things in two ways, both by
motion (kwnoet) and in perceiving (aic0avesOat). We have taken over from
our predecessors roughly these same two attributes concerning the soul. (DA
1.2, 403b20-28)%°

It is clear that Aristotle proposes to begin exactly as | have outlined. In
fulfilment of step (1), he claims that motion and perception (in the sense of the ability
to cause motion and perception in animate things) belong to the soul by nature. In
fulfilment of step (2), he claims that we should gather statements from the

predecessors, which are claimed by Aristotle to be possibly true and correct

80 "Emoxonodvrag 88 mepl yuydig dvaykaiov, fpo Stomopodvac mepl @v edmopeiv gl
TpoeABovTog, TaG TOV TPoTépmv d0Eag cvumaporapupdvely 6col TL mEPL AvTIS
ameenvovto, Ommg td UEV KOADG sipnuéva AdPopev, & 06 1 W) KoA®dS, TOoDT’
evAaPnOduey. dpyn o0& Thg {ntoemg Tpobésban T paiicoto Sokodv’ VITAPYEW aVTH
KOTA OOV, TO ELYuyov d1 Tod AyHyov dvGi HAAMoTA SLAPEPELY OOKET, KIVIOEL TE Kol
@ oicOdavechotl. Tapeneopey 8¢ Kol Tapd TAOV TPOYEVESTEP®Y GYESOV dVO TAVTA
TEPL YOYTS:
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statements about the soul.®® Below, I shall show that Aristotle’s critique of the
predecessors in DA 1.3-5, represents a fulfilment of step (3).

Aristotle’s reason for operating with the predecessors in this way, it seems, is
that their theories of soul provide for him a selection of premises which may contain
true first principles or definitions from which the soul’s attributes can be scientifically
demonstrated. Moreover, even if the predecessors have not offered a full definition of
soul, if their first principles can be used as middle terms in demonstrations of basic
psychological phenomena, then by repositioning the terms of such demonstrations, the
soul’s essential definition can still be discovered.

That the scientific method of inquiry — which consists in the collection,
arranging, rearranging, and testing out of the various explanations of the soul’s
demonstrable attributes — is Aristotle’s preferred way of investigating the soul should
not be surprising, for it seems to be (structurally at least) the same method of inquiry
that Aristotle follows in other scientific works. In recent years, scholars have
recognised that such a demonstrative structure can be found in a number of Aristotle’s
scientific works, such as the Parts of Animals, the Generation of Animals, and the
Meteorology, even if this structure does not strictly fulfil (what are traditionally
viewed as) the requirements of Aristotelian syllogistic (e.g. strict necessity).?

In PA 1.1, for instance, Aristotle raises a version of the methodological

challenge explored above. Just as he does in DA 1.1, in PA 1.1, Aristotle solves this

8. Cf. Freeland (1990, 76).

8 This demonstrative-explanatory structure has been recognised in the Parts of
Animals by Lennox (1987) and Gotthelf (1987), in the Generation of Animals by
Bolton (1987), and in the Meteorology by Freeland (1997). More recently, Leunissen
(2010, 33) similarly argues: ‘Aristotle may not have a monolithic and unified theory
of demonstration, but there are also no radical breaks between Aristotle’s “original”
model of demonstration in the Posterior Analytics and the ones employed in the
biological works, in part because [...] that original model itself is more flexible and
complex than has traditionally been acknowledged.’
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puzzle by appeal to the scientific method of inquiry: he asks whether the physicist
should follow the method of the mathematicians who construct astronomical proofs
by first setting out the phenomena (t& @owvopeva), and then advance the reason for
(10 8w ti) and the causes (oitiag) of those phenomena.®®  Aristotle’s answer is

‘Yes’.84

1.6 The Method of Scientific Inquiry and the Predecessors

That this solution to the Methodological Challenge is correct finds further

confirmation in the fact that, when Aristotle comes to give an overview of his
predecessors’ theories of soul in DA 1.2, he does not merely report what they thought
soul to be. Instead, he portrays them as having offered explanations, ultimately
leading back to theoretical first principles, of the attributes that are granted by all
parties to belong to the soul by nature.® This is why Avristotle is able to use the
theories of his predecessors as material for step (3) of his method of scientific inquiry.

The most important evidence that Aristotle provides to show that he is
concerned to represent his predecessors as having offered claims about the soul which
are meant to be explanatory of psychological phenomena is the way he classifies their
definitions of soul. Near the end of DA 1.2, when Aristotle comes to give an overview
of how all the predecessors defined (opiCovtar) the soul, he claims that the
predecessors referred each of the three attributes by which they defined soul — motion,

perception, incorporeality — back to certain first principles (tobtov &’ &kxactov

% PA 1.1, 639b3-10.

% PA 1.1, 640a13-15. At PA 1.5, 645a36-b3, the phenomena are identified with the
demonstrable attributes (ta coppepnrota) and parts of animals. Cf. Lennox (1994).

8 Cf. Hankinson (1998, 50).
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avayeton mpdg Tag apydc),®® whether one or many,®” or whether corporeal,
incorporeal, or mixed.®

Importantly, Aristotle does not mean by these claims that the predecessors
simply defined soul as, for example, ‘that which perceives’, before going on to
incorporate this definition of soul into their system of philosophy generally. Rather,
Avistotle takes his predecessors to have attempted to explain the attributes by which
they defined soul (e.g. being able to perceive), by grounding these attributes in the
first principles they adopted. In effect, he treats his predecessors as engaged in the
same project of scientific inquiry that he is engaged in.®®

An example of the sort of explanatory reasoning that Aristotle ascribes to the
predecessors can be found in his very first description of why certain ones of them

claimed the soul to belong to the class of moving objects. Aristotle writes:

For some of them say that (i) the soul is what most of all and primarily is a
mover; and (ii) having supposed (oin0évtec) that what is not itself in motion is
not capable of moving something else, (iii) they inferred (bnélofov) that the
soul is something among the class of things in motion. (DA 1.2, 403b28-31)%

In this opening remark, Aristotle presents premise (i) as a phenomenon linked to the

soul’s ability to move living beings, premise (ii) as a principle which was believed by

% DA 1.2, 405b11-13.
% DA 1.2 ,405a2.
% DA 1.2, 404b30-405a2.
8 Cf. Hussey (2012, 17), who argues that Aristotle treats nearly all of the
philosophers discussed in Metaph. A, including Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes,
Heraclitus, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and Leucippus and Democritus, as ‘exemplary
ploneers and valuable partners in the enterprise of “natural philosophy”.’

(pacst Yap Eviol Kai PEAGTO Kod TPAOTMS Woynv eivar IO Kivodv, oindévteg 8¢ 10 un
KIVOOUEVOV OaDTO u1| €voéyxecbotl Kivelv £tepov, TAV KIVOLUEVOV TL THV YOuYnVv
vnéhaPov eivar.
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his predecessors, and (iii) as an inference that the soul is amongst the class of moving
things.*
From this set of premises, we can see that Aristotle is here representing his

predecessors as reasoning in the following way:

1. No X that is not in motion is capable of moving any Y. (ii)
2. Every soul is capable of moving some Y. (i)

3. Thus, soul is in motion. (iii)

This ascription of an explanatory chain of reasoning to the predecessors is not
isolated. In fact, the majority of the predecessors treated by Aristotle in DA 1.2 are
represented as at least having tried to offer explanatory demonstrations of the soul’s
attributes, and especially its ability to cause motion and perception. For instance,
Aristotle represents Democritus as having defined the soul as a type of fire because
(6wx) fire atoms, qua spherical and highly mobile, are most of all able to slip into the
body of animals and cause the atoms which compose the animal body to move.*
Similarly, when Aristotle discusses the theories of those who held the soul to
be responsible for perception and knowledge, he ascribes to Plato the deduction that,
because ‘like cognises like’, and because the things we in fact know are composed of
the first principles, the soul must also be composed of the first principles.*® Again,

when Avristotle reports Xenocrates’ unusual definition of the soul as a ‘number which

% Similarly, in DA 1.2, 404a24-25, Aristotle claims that the principle that ‘only things
in motion cause motion’ came to be held inductively by all of those who held the soul
to be something that moved other things, because these theorists had never seen
anything causing motion which was not itself in motion (10 un6sv opav Kivodv 6 un
Kol a0TO Kveltat).

% DA 1.2, 404a5-9.

* DA 1.2, 404b16-18.
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moves itself” (apOpdv kivouvd’ savtov),* he is careful to explain how this definition
was inferred. According to Aristotle, Xenocrates reasoned that, since the Platonic
forms are numbers (&piOuoi), and number-forms are the elements of things
(mrparypatd), given the principle that ‘like cognises like’ and the principle that what
causes motion must be in maotion, if the soul both causes the body to move and it
cognises the world, then the soul must be a number which is in motion.*

More explanatory passages are not hard to find. At one point, Aristotle even
goes so far as to praise Democritus for having provided a parsimonious (even if false)
explanation for why (8w ti) soul is both motive and cognitive.”® He agrees that, if one
defines soul as a kind of spherical atom (or set of atoms), one can plausibly explain
both why the soul has the demonstrable attribute of causing motion (on the
assumption that spherical atoms are the atoms most capable of producing motion in
other things), and the attribute of cognising (because intellect is considered to be
something able to be easily moved by nature.®’

It is because Aristotle wants to test the adequacy of his predecessors’
explanations of soul phenomena that, when he brings his review of his predecessors’

psychologies to an end, he claims to have reported both what they have handed down

% DA 1.2, 404b29-30.

% DA 1.2, 40404b27-30. This view of Xenocrates is no doubt derived from his
interpretation of the Timaeus, which work also attributes to soul both of these features
at once. | thank Thomas Johansen for pointing this out to me.

% DA 1.2, 405a9-11. The exact nature of the explanation is disputed. Cf. Hicks (1907,
227-228). However, | take it that Simplic. (In de Anima, 31.8ff) is right, and that what
is being explained must be the soul’s intellectual and motive capacities, not its motive
capacities and its being incorporeal. Cf. DA 1.2, 403a28-31, which implies that, for
Democritus, external forces acting upon mind or soul atoms determine what items are
cognised.

%7 Such explanatory structures are even found in some of the accounts which Aristotle
pays little attention to, such as the report of Thales’ belief that magnets have soul
because they can move iron at DA 1.2, 405a19-21. On the explanatory nature of this
deduction, and a similar report about Thales’ reasoning found in Diogenes Laertius =
DK Al (= TEGP 1), cf. Barnes (1982, 5-8).
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about the soul, and the explanatory causes justifying their claims (kai 61" 6¢ aitiog

. o\ 98
Aéyovotv oUT).

1.7 The Method of Scientific Inquiry in De Anima 1.3-5

However, it is one thing to claim that Aristotle represents his predecessors as
having offered potentially correct theories of how the soul causes motion and
perception in DA 1.2, and another thing to claim that he ‘tests’ these theories by
means of the method of scientific inquiry. To establish this link, I shall note two
places where Aristotle explictly appeals to the criteria set forth in the scientific
method passage whilst engaging with his predecessors’ definitions of soul.”® The
subsequent chapters of this work shall attempt to demonstrate in further detail the
extent to which Aristotle adheres to this scientific method in testing out the
explanatory power of individual predecessor theories of soul.

One clear place that Aristotle brings his method of scientific inquiry to bear
upon the predecessors is in DA 1.5, when he criticises Xenocrates’ definition of the

soul. He writes:

For not only is this definition (0ptopov) of soul [sc. as a moving number] such
as to be impossible, but the definition of a psychological attribute
(ovuPePnkodc) is also impossible [sc. using this definition]. This would be
clear if someone attempted from this account (ék tod Adyov) to define
(amod106van) the affections and the works (td ma6n kai ta €pya) of the soul,
such as calculations, perceptions, pleasures, pains, however many of these
affections there are. For just as we said earlier, from these accounts it is not

% DA 1.2, 405b30. However, it might be objected that Aristotle is giving a general
second-order explanation of the ‘cause’ of his predecessors’ beliefs, rather than a
‘cause’ as it figures as a middle term or explanation in their first-order arguments.
However, | take it as more likely that Aristotle is treating his predecessors as having
offered ‘causes’ and ‘principles’ which attempt to justify their definition of soul, just
as he suggests his predecessors have done in respect of other phenomena in Metaph.
A. Cf. n. 88 supra.

% As Hicks (1901, 193) rightly sees.
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easy to divine (povtevoacOal) what these attributes are. (DA 1.5, 409b13-
18)100
Here, Aristotle argues that, from the definition of soul as ‘self-moving number’, even
apart from the problem that numbers do not appear to be the sorts of things that can be
in motion (e.g. do odd numbers move, or is it rather prime numbers?), one cannot
conceive of how the middle term, ‘self-moving number’, would explain the soul’s
demonstrable attributes. The most one can get from this definition, according to

Avistotle, would be the explanatory syllogism:

1. Soul is a self-moving number, N.
2. A self-moving number, N, or its properties, possess the attributes, ¢,

¢2,...<0n.

3. Soul possesses the attributes, @1, @s,...¢n.

Regardless of what number we actually plug in for N, e.g. 2, 3, 4, and regardless of
what known properties of number we pick (e.g. divisible by two, prime, etc.), we do
not thereby come to understand any better what a psychological attribute such as pain,
or pleasure, is, or is caused by, in the way in which we might understand better what
thunder is by conceiving of it as a type of noise which is caused by fire being
extinguished in the clouds.

Another place that Aristotle clearly refers to his method of scientific inquiry is
in his criticism of the harmony theory of soul. In this context, Aristotle gives the

argument that:

100 5 \ r e \ ~ > ~ ¥ 3 \ 3 r
o0 YOp HOVOV OPIGUOV YLuYHS AdvvaTov TolodToV gival, dAAd kol cupupefnkdc.

dfrov &’ €l Tig Emyepnoeiey €K ToD AGYoL TOVTOV T TGO Kol Ta Epya THS WOYIS
amod1dovaL, 0lov AOYIGHOVS, aicOnoelc, dovag, Avmag, 6o dAAa ToloadTo: Gomep Yap
glmopev mpoTEPOV, 0VOE pavtevoachal Padtov €5 adTdV.

42



This [sc. inability of a harmony to be soul] would be patently obvious if

someone attempted to define (dmod166von) the passive attributes and the active

works (td ©a6n kol ta Epya) of the soul by reference to a particular harmony;

for it is difficult to harmonise them together (épappolewv). (DA 1.4, 408a3-

5)101

I will discuss Aristotle’s criticisms of the harmony theory more fully in
chapter 3, but for the moment, it is enough to note that Aristotle is not simply making
a passing dialectical comment here. In fact, as | will show later, Aristotle is claiming
that the term ‘harmony’ doesn’t appear to explain — through a relevant middle term —
any of the consequential attributes or capacities which the soul possesses. The reason

why is that, if one posits that the essence of soul is a type of harmony, the most one

can cull from this definition is a syllogism of the following sort:

1. The soul is a harmony of bodily opposites.
2. A harmony of bodily opposites, or a property of such a harmony, possesses
the attributes, @1, @,...¢n.

3. The soul possesses the attributes, @1, @a,...¢n.

The problem with this syllogism, for Aristotle, is that there are no known attributes of
the middle-term ‘harmony’ which provide an explanatory link to the soul’s attributes.
For Aristotle, a qualitative state of harmony is only explanatory of, for example,
various musical qualities (e.g. the Lydian mode), or the state of various material

combinations or mixtures (e.g. the state of houses, chairs, cakes, etc.), but is not

101 eavepmtoTov O’ €l TIg amodddvor mepabein ta whON kol Ta Epya THG Yoyt

appovig Tvi- yodemdv yap Epappolew.
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intelligibly connected (even through other properties of a harmony) to any particular

psychological attributes.

1.8 The Method of Scientific Inquiry as the Path to First Principles

In the following chapters, I shall argue that, even when he is not explicit about
the fact that he is following his scientific method of inquiry, and even when he does
not formulate his predecessors’ views (or his refutations of them) in a strict deductive
or syllogistic form, Aristotle never strays from his main goal of testing out the
explanatory power of their first principles.

However, this thesis comes with three caveats: First, it does not mean that, in
following his scientific method of inquiry, Aristotle cannot make use of dialectical
tools during the course of his investigation. In fact, in some cases, this will be
necessary.'® One cannot conduct a scientific investigation into the truth of a
definition, for instance, without clarifying homonymous terms.'® However, | take it
that the use of a dialectical tool or argument during the course of an inquiry is not
sufficient for an inquiry to be ‘dialectical’. In fact, affirming the latter idea tends to
promote confusion in the literature, as it imports a huge edifice of nuanced rules and
distinctions which Aristotle is apparently indifferent to in De Anima, rules which
seem more at home in the context of the debate practise taking place in the Academy
and Lyceum.'%*

Second, to say that Aristotle follows a scientific method of inquiry in testing
his predecessors’ theories of soul is not to say that every criticism he makes is one

which attempts to syllogise, in an explanatory way, from a predecessor definition of

102 cf Upton (1985).
103 cf. Ward (2008).
104 Rightly argued by Smith (1993). Cf. Owen (1961).
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soul, through middle term, to one of the soul’s per se attributes (of the type that |
argued for above in respect of the definition of ‘thunder’).

Although finding such explanatory middle terms or first principles that can
figure in the essential definition of the soul is Aristotle’s over-arching goal in
reviewing the predecessors, | see no reason to believe that it is a requirement of the
method of scientific inquiry in general that one can only make use of 3-term
explanatory syllogisms in order to test the adequacy of particular definitions. As
should become clear in the following chapters, Aristotle seems to think that there are
a number of problematic entailments which follow from his predecessors’ principles
and definitions of soul (such as, for example, entailments which conflict with certain
empirical phenomena, or with principles of natural science), which for him are
enough to show that a particular predecessor thesis or principle cannot provide an
adequate explanation of the soul’s per se attributes.

Third, while the first principles which take up the majority of Aristotle’s time
are those elements of his predecessors’ system of nature which figure in their
particular definitions of soul (e.g. atoms, harmony, self-moving motion, and self-
moving number), other first principles are law-like, such as Empedocles’ principle
that, ‘like cognises like’, and the atomist and Platonic principle that, ‘nothing moves
anything else without being in motion’. In following his scientific method of inquiry,

as | shall show, Aristotle will be concerned with both sorts of principles.

1.9 A Potential Objection

One might object that, even if Aristotle makes it appear as if the review of the
predecessors is necessary for his inquiry into the soul, he need not bother, given that
the argument of DA 2.1 seems to ‘deduce’ that the soul is the substantial form or first
fulfilment of an instrumental body without any such background information.
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However, | take it that Aristotle thinks that his hylomorphic ‘deduction’ of the
definition of the soul, discussed in the Introduction to the Study, is justified only
because it can avoid the problems suffered by his predecessors’ definitions of soul
discussed in DA 1.2-5, and by so doing, explain psychological phenomena better than

they can. In other words, the justification for Aristotle’s Hylomorphic Definition of

the Soul rests in part upon the idea that the definitions of the soul provided by the

» 105

predecessors are in fact said, ‘dialectically and emptily’,” at least to the extent that

they are unable to demonstrate in an explanatory way the attributes of the soul.*®
Indeed, in the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle makes it clear that to obtain
scientific knowledge of some X, one needs to show that certain competing

propositions about X are false:

If we are to obtain scientific knowledge through demonstration
(6vamodei&emg), not only must we know the first principles (&pyac) better and
be better persuaded of them than of what is being proved, but we must also not
find any other claim more convincing or better known amongst claims
opposed to our first principles, from which a mistaken conclusion of some
proposition contrary to our first principles may be deduced, since someone
who has unconditional scientific knowledge must necessarily be incapable of
being persuaded of what is contrary to that knowledge. (APo 1.2, 72a37-b4)*"

% DA 1.1, 403a2.

196 Someone might wonder, however, what Aristotle takes to be the relationship
between definitions which turn out to be said ‘dialectically and emptily’, and
definitions offered by the ‘dialectician’ (6 dwodektikdg), who defines psychological
affections such as ‘anger’, by mentioning the form of anger — ‘desire for revenge’ but
not the material changes associated with this form (DA 1.1, 403a29-31). | take it that
Aristotle’s puzzle about who the natural scientist (0 @uowdg) is has as its conclusion
the idea that both the (Platonic) dialectician, and the Presocratic ‘natural scientists’,
offer definitions of psychological affections which end up being ‘dialectical and
empty’ to some degree, insofar as the former can’t derive the material consequences
of psychological affections in the body, and the latter can’t derive the formal ones.
Both sorts of definitions then, for different reasons, can be considered as (partially)
‘dialectical and empty’, in the sense that neither can derive, in an explanatory way,
the relevant psychological phenomena. Cf. DA 1.1, 403a19-24.

7 tov 8¢ puédhovta EEey TV émctﬁunv TV OV amodeifews 0O povov del Tag apyog
pnaAlov yvopilewv Kai UOALOV O0TOAC TOTEVEWY | T® OEIKVOUEV®, ALY pmS’ dAlo
0T TGTOTEPOV EVaL PUNSE YVOPLUOTEPOV TAV AVTIKEWEVOV ToIg Gpyoic &€ dv Eotan
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The view expressed here is concordant with certain claims Aristotle makes elsewhere
about refutations serving to indirectly ‘prove’ contrary positions.’® For instance, in
the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle claims that the refutation of a competing view serves
as a type of demonstration of the view being competed with.'®® Similarly, in De
Caelo, he claims that demonstrations serve as aporiai for the contradictory
position.'*°

If it is the case that Aristotle’s refutations of his predecessors serve to point
out in which respect their psychological principles — whether definitional or law-like —
are false, the opposites of those respects will be able to be accepted as theorems of his
own psychology.

There may also be a deeper reason why Aristotle uses a scientific method of
inquiry when dealing with his predecessors’ psychologies. On the basis of Aristotle’s
works on nature, there is no obvious reason that Aristotle must affirm the

Hylomorphic Definition of Soul that he eventually adopts in DA 2.1. In fact, a number

of options would have been open (and even easier) for Aristotle to adopt: for example,
that the soul is a material element such as aether detached from its natural place, or a
quasi-elemental stuff, such as pneuma, with its own ‘form” and inner principle of self-
motion.*** In other words, there is no obvious reason why soul could not itself be a

hylomorphic composite.

GLALOYIGUOG O TG évavTiag Amdng, einep el TOV EMOTAUEVOV ATADG AUETATEIGTOV
Elvat.

108 Rightly noted by Viano (1996a).

9 EE 1.3, 121506

"9 DC 1.10, 278b6.

11 1n fact, the author of the (presumably) spurious De Spiritu seemed to entertain this
sort of possibility. Cf. Spirit. 5, 483a30-33.
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In fact, in a way, such a view would have been the most obvious choice for
Aristotle, given some of his psychological commitments. For instance, Aristotle
thinks that the soul is an efficient cause of the body’s motion,"*? but his standard
analysis of motion requires physical contact between two spatially extended
objects.*™ In light of such commitments, psychological hylomorphism, even if it is

the ‘crowning achievement’ of Aristotle’s natural philosophy,™*

is certainly not the
most obvious way to receive the crown. If so, a close critique of his predecessors’
psychologies would have allowed Aristotle to conceptually map out which form
hylomorphism will take in psychology, e.g. whether soul is to be affirmed (i) as itself
a hylomorphic composite, (ii) as a formal, final, but not efficient cause of the body’s
attributes, (i) as a formal, but not final or efficient cause of the body’s attributes, (iv)
as an efficient, but not formal or final cause of the body’s attributes, or even (v) as a
material cause which served as an ingredient going into the mixture which composes
bodies (a view which I discuss in chapter 5). Soul may even turn out not to be a
fundamental ‘cause’ at all, but a mere accidental effect or epiphenomenon of bodily
processes.

Regardless of whether this deeper speculation is correct, this thesis shall argue

that Aristotle’s hylomorphic psychology does (at least in part) develop out of a

transformation of his predecessors’ views. For instance, in chapter 2, | shall show that

112 Cf. DA 2.3, 415b10.

13 1n Phys. 3.2, 202a8, Aristotle argues that motion occurs by a potential changer
being in contact (0ie1) with a sufficiently suitable changeable. In Phys. 7.1,
242b60/2420h25, Aristotle argues that it is universally necessary for a primary mover
and a moved thing to be in the same place, either by touch or by continuity, if bodily
motion is to occur. Wardy (1990, 126) also recognises the difficulty of the contact
criterion for the hylomorphic soul-body relation. He argues that if Aristotle’s use of
the contact criterion were broader than bodily contact, then ‘the conception of contact
employed is so broadly defined that the proposition that mover and moved must touch
threatens to degenerate into a radically ambiguous claim.’

114 Cf. Burnyeat (2002, 36).
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Aristotle will transform Plato’s principle that the soul is a moved mover, into the
principle that it is an unmoved mover. In chapter 3, I show how he transforms the
harmony theorist’s principle that soul is a bodily or mathematically defined state
controlled by an elemental mixture, into the principle that soul is a non-bodily and
non-mathematical power which controls an elemental mixture. In chapter 4, | show
that he transforms Empedocles’ principle that actually-like cognises actually-like, into
the principle that soul perceives on the basis of the modal principle that potentially-
like cognises actually-like.

For these reasons, although Aristotle would no doubt affirm that individual
predecessor definitions of soul are, in the strict explanatory sense, spoken
‘dialectically and emptily’, for the purposes of scientific inquiry, they are in fact quite
rich, since, once engaged with, they help to facilitate plausible guesses about the
nature of soul.

Further, in each of the following chapters, I shall try to show that Aristotle
does not criticise his predecessors on the basis of doctrines drawn from the
hylomorphic psychology of DA 2-3 (even if his refutations tend to help establish these
doctrines). Instead, | try to show that, although Aristotle does presuppose the reader’s
familiarity and acceptance of the doctrines of the Physics and On Generation and
Corruption (e.g. the doctrine the four causes, and the doctrine of the unmoved
mover), his method of proceeding is to try not to rely too much upon these doctrines,
but to give a philosophical reading of his predecessors from ‘within’ their own
system, so to speak, appealing to his own physical doctrines only when absolutely
necessary. So, for instance, while Aristotle will appeal to the Physics’ distinction

between moved and unmoved movers to criticise the Platonic definition of soul, in DA
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1, he does not ever explicitly criticise any predecessor for not identifying the soul
with a formal, final, or efficient cause.

By analysing Aristotle’s treatment of a select number of predecessors, | hope
to show that Aristotle does not run roughshod over their psychological theories in
order to reach the cookie jar of his own pre-established hylomorphic view. Rather, my
analysis shall show that, by working through the implications of his predecessors’
psychological principles and definitions on their own terms, insofar as this is possible,
Aristotle is able to show where their principles fall short, and where new principles

need to be introduced.

1.10 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have argued that Aristotle claims that his investigation into
the essential definition of soul requires a particular method, and particular starting
points or premises from which to begin. The method which Aristotle settles upon, |
claimed, is what | have deemed the method of scientific inquiry. This method begins
from factual starting points, which can be cast as premises about phenomena gathered
by induction, and tests whether other apparently known facts, principles, or
definitions, are explanatory of these initial phenomena (ideally, through middle terms
that can be used in demonstrative syllogisms).

| then argued that, in DA 1.2, Aristotle treats his predecessors as having tried
to offer scientific principles meant to be explanatory of certain attributes granted to
belong to the soul, and in particular, its ability to cause perception and motion in
animals, and that, in DA 1.3-5, he explicitly follows his scientific method of inquiry in
testing those definitions and principles. Finally, I argued that Aristotle proceeds in this
manner because, by showing where his predecessors’ first principles fail to derive
their intended results, he can begin to show indirectly what the first principles of
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psychology are, and thus, provide indirect justification for his own hylomorphic

psychology. This is Aristotle’s path to the first principles of hylomorphic psychology.
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The Principle of Self-Motion: Plato and the Academy

Nature is a certain principle and cause of being-moved and
being-at-rest in that to which it belongs primarily, in virtue
of itself and not accidentally.

—Aristotle, Physics, 192b20-23

2.1 Introduction

As | argued in chapter 1, the most important feature of Aristotle’s discussions
of his predecessors in DA 1.2, philosophically speaking, is that he portrays their first
principles of soul as demonstrative causes (oition) for why soul is able to perform its
characteristic activities.'* The reason for this feature, | claimed, is that Aristotle
wants to test the explanatory power of his predecessors’ principles in DA 1.3-5 in
order to help uncover the soul’s essential definition. In this chapter, I show how
Aristotle reviews, and then tests, the explanatory adequacy of the Platonic definition
of soul as ‘that which moves itself’ (10 kwodv savtd).*® This definition asserts self-
motion to be the proper first principle and explanatory cause of the soul’s ability to
move the body.**

In the first part of this chapter, 1 show how Aristotle analyses this Platonic
definition of the soul, and I indicate the background sources for this definition. In the
second part, | explicate Aristotle’s criticisms of this definition in detail, and show how

these criticisms are connected to his explanatory project. In the third part, | argue that

the results of Aristotle’s criticisms suggests that he thinks soul cannot be a physical

5 DA 1.2, 405b30.

DA 1.2, 4056al.

117 DA 1.2, 404a21. Although they are not explicitly named in this criticism, it is clear
that Aristotle means to refer to Plato and/or to the members of Plato’s Academy.
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being — in the sense of a being which possesses an ‘internal principle of motion and

rest’ — but can be understood as itself a gvoig in certain physical beings.™®

2.2 The Platonic First Principle of Soul
Before Aristotle investigates the Platonic theory of soul in DA 1.3, he

introduces it, and the grounds for holding it, in DA 1.2:

Still, (i) the same consideration [sc. that motion belongs to the soul] carries
over to those who define the soul as that which moves itself (t0 abvto
kwvodv). ! For (ii) they seem to have supposed (unamncpsvm) motion (kivnoig)
to be nearest in nature to the soul (oikewdtatov eivon Tf yoyfi), and (iii) all
(mévta) other things to be moved (kwveicOat) because of (6ut) the soul, but (iv)
the soul to be moved from itself (V¢’ €avtiig), on account of their never
observing anything causing motion (kwvobv) which was not also itself in
motion (kwetron). (DA 1.2, 404a20-25)'%°

118 cf. Johansen (2008).

119 The Academic theory of the soul discussed here has its background in Plato’s
Phaedrus and Laws. In Phaedr. 245c7, Plato first broaches the idea that the soul is a
self-mover (10 avtO Kwvodv), as well as idea that it is the source and principle of
motion to all other things (toig dAAoig doa Kveltar TODTO TNYN KOl APy KIVIGEMG)
(Phaedr. 245¢9). In Leg. 10, Plato solidifies this theory and explicitly defines the soul
as a self-mover. Here, Plato, in the voice of the Athenian Stranger, argues that, in any
series of motions, what is moved must be moved by something else in motion, and
that it is necessary to trace any series of motions back to a self-moved motion (70
€avto kvelv). The Stranger argues that what is self-moving has the same definition
and substance (Adyov €yxewv v avtnv ovciav) as the soul (Leg. 10, 896a3-4), which is
likely the referent of Aristotle’s claim in (ii) that motion is what is most akin to the
nature of soul. Further evidence that Aristotle has in mind the Laws in particular is
that it, but not the Phaedrus, contains a definition of the self-moving soul which
references a capacity for motion (v dvvapévnv avtnv avtv Kivelv kivnow) (Leg.
10, 896a3), which Aristotle gestures at in DA 1.3, 406al-2. Cf. Cherniss (1962, 391
n.311)

120 ¢mi towTd 88 eépovtal kol 6col AEyovat TNV \Vv)mv TO oOTO KIvodV: £0iKaol Yap
00TOl TAVTEC DIEPEVaL THY KIvotv oikeldtatov eivol T Wwouydl, kKol Té pév dAAa,
navto KveloOon 810 v yoynv, tTadmy 8’ 0’ £avTig, Sttt TO UNBEV OpaV Kivodv O un
Kol 00TO Kiveital.
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As other scholars have noticed, this report, though brief, is not merely
doxographical.*** Not only is there an empirical justification for the Platonic thesis on
offer, but there is also a structure to the beliefs represented. The structure is deductive,
and leads directly to the Platonic definition of soul. Call it the Platonists’ Self-Moving

Soul Deduction:

1. No X moves Y without X being itself in motion. (iv)
2. Forall Y in motion, Y can trace its motion back to soul. (iii)**

3. Thus, soul is in motion and moves itself. (i)

Aristotle’s purpose in reporting the Academic definition of soul in this quasi-
deductive form is not merely to make it easier to see where the Platonists generally go
wrong in deducing their first principle of soul. If it were, the only point of the
argument would be to show that the belief represented in premise 1 is based upon
inadequate perceptual experience and observation.*? In such a case, Aristotle would
have no need to return to the Platonic definition of soul in DA 1.3 and subject it to
such withering scrutiny. Instead, it seems that the beliefs of the Platonists are
represented in this deductive form so that we can understand their conclusion to be a

rational, even if rudimentary, account of the soul. By determining where exactly this

121 cf. DA 1.1, 403b28-31, which Viano (1996a, 58) sees as already implicitly
suggesting two dialectically opposed theses: 1is the soul a mover moved (kwvodv
KIVOULEVOV), or a mover not-moved (Kwvodv akivntov)?

122 Although Aristotle could be claiming here that the Platonists thought that soul was
a direct cause of the motion of any object X (e.g. waves, wind, earthquakes, etc.), such
that no X which is not-soul actually causes any motion, it is more likely that he is
referring to the argument of the Laws, that all motion can be traced back, through a
series of intermediate movers, to a self-moved mover (see n. 118 supra). | thank
Lindsay Judson for this observation.

123 Although Aristotle indeed suggests here that premise 1 of the syllogism is false, he
does not, at least in DA 1.2, overtly claim this.
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account goes wrong, | shall argue, Aristotle thinks that it is possible to make progress

in determining the right first principle of soul.

2.3  The Soul’s Motion: Unnecessary or Impossible?

This interpretation finds confirmation in DA 1.3, where Aristotle seeks to find
out in what sense, precisely, the Platonic definition could serve as a genuine
explanation of how the soul moves the body.*** As preliminary evidence that Aristotle
is trying to answer this scientific question, rather than trying to give a dialectical
refutation, we can note that there are a number of topoi available from the Topics that
Avristotle might have drawn upon if his criticisms here were merely dialectical, as
some commentators have alleged.’® As just one example, Aristotle could have
immediately used the topos of whether a definition fails to give a proper genus,
discussed at Top. 6.5. This error occurs, says Aristotle, when one uses a substantive
participial phrase as a definition (e.g. ‘the thing ¢-ing’), rather than giving a
descriptive genus plus a defining attribute (e.g. ‘The F that ¢s/is ¢’). As examples of
this sort of flawed definition, Aristotle gives ‘body’ =g ‘10 &xov Tpeic dwotdoels’,
and ‘man’ =g ‘10 EMoTANEVOV (’xptepsiv’.m

Here, similarly, soul is said to have been defined by the Platonists as either ‘o
KIvoDV €00T0°, or, ‘[10] duvapeVOoV KIVETV [é(xurc')]’.127 On the basis of the above topos,
Avristotle could have simply argued that the Academic definition on offer, because it

does not posit a proper genus, simply does not give enough information to understand

the sort of object that the soul is which produces or shares in motion. However, rather

124 Ross (1961, 17), not recognising this, unfairly claims that DA 1.3, 406a3-b25 is
‘[...] a highly dialectical and rather unsatisfactory passage.” Cf. Metaph. A.6, 1072al.
125 E g. Ross (1961, 17), and generally Cherniss (1935).

126 Top. 6.5, 142b25-26.

27 DA 1.3, 406al-2.
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than simply running through a variety of topoi, Aristotle seems to approach the

definition in a more sophisticated manner. He begins:

Let us investigate first the topic of motion. For (i) perhaps (iowc)*? it is not

only false that the essence (ovoiav) of the soul is such as they claim it to be,
namely, ‘a thing that moves itself” (t0 kwvobv €avto), or (ii) ‘a thing with the
potential to move itself” (duvapevov kiveiv), but rather (iii) it is impossible that
motion (kivnow) belongs to soul.’®® On the one hand, (iv) that it is not
necessary (ovk dvaykoiov) for what causes motion (to kwodv) also to be
moved (kweioOar) has already been stated.™ But (v), there are two senses in
which anything is in motion (kwvovuévov): either (a) it is moved in respect of
something different (ka0 &tepov), or (b) it is moved in respect of itself (kod’
avto); (vi) we say that something is moved in respect of something different
insofar as it is moved by being in something moving (v kivovpuév), such as
sailors are moved [sc. by being in a ship]; for (vii) the sailors are not moved in
the same way as the ship; for (viii) the ship is moved in respect of itself (kaf’
avto kweitor), but (ix) the sailors [are moved] in respect of being in the
moving ship (dv kivovpéve givar). (X) This is clear in the case of the parts of
the body. For (xi) the proper (oixeio) motion of feet is walking (Badioig), and
(xit) walking belongs to humans, but (xiii) walking does not belong to sailors
at the time they are sailing (t6te)."** But (xiv) since being moved is said in two
ways, now we must investigate whether soul is moved (kwveitan) in respect of
itself (ka®’ avtiv) and shares (petéyet) in motion. (DA 1.3, 405b31-406a12)™*

128 Here and throughout DA 1, | shall assume that iowc is to be read as expressing
modest reservation about the claims to which it is attached.

129 Strictly speaking, Aristotle should have added ‘per se’ here, because it is clear
from DA 1.4, 407b30-31, that Aristotle does not think it impossible for motion to
belong to the soul per accidens.

130 | e. in the Physics. Ross (1961, 186) supposes mpdtepov ipnron to be a reference
to DA 1.2, 403b29, but Themistius and Simplicius think that Aristotle is referring to
Phys. 8.5. Hicks (1907, 240) remains agnostic. | take it that the commentators are
correct.

131 Whilst Aristotle here suggests that people can stand still, sit, or walk on ships, |
take it that he also means to leave open, if not outright suggest, the possibility that the
sailors are causing the motion of the ship through rowing (e.g. in a trireme), or turning
the rudder. This possibility is also noted by Hicks (1907, 242). It finds further
confirmation in the fact that, in DA 2.1, 413a8-10, Aristotle suggests that the soul
might be the fulfilment (évieAéyewr) of the body in the same way that a sailor
(probably ‘captain’) is the fulfilment of a ship, which must mean either the captain is
performing the motion of steering, or, causing the sailors to steer the ship. Cf. Phys
2.3, 195a12-14, which claims that shipwrecks can be said to be caused by the absence
of the captain. On the soul/boatman analogy, cf. Tracy (1982).

B2 Emokentéov 8¢ mpdtov piv mept kiviiceme: 16m¢ yip 0b povov yeddog £t 1O Ty
ovoiav avtiic ToldTnV eivan ofav Qaciv ol Aéyoviec yuymv eivat 10 Kvodv £ovtod
Svvapevov KIvelv, AL &v TL TdV aduvatmv T VIdpyey ot Kivnow. 8Tt pév ovv ovk
avaykaiov 10 kwvodv kol avtd kwveioBot, mpotepov eipntotl. dyydG 08¢ KIvoupEVou
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Avristotle begins by making two claims. The first claim, call it (A), is that it is
not necessary that motion belong to the essence of soul, since there exist things which
need not be moved when they cause movement. The second claim, call it (B), is that it
is impossible for the soul to be moved at all.**® In respect of (A), given that the type of
definition of soul that Aristotle is searching for is one which exhibits its essential
properties, and essential properties are by definition necessary properties, if the
Platonic definition does not fulfil the latter condition, it will also not fulfil the former.

Claim (B) is even stronger; it suggests that soul might belong to a category of
objects of which it is not even intelligible to predicate motion (e.g. abstract numbers).
Whilst interpreters have rightly questioned Aristotle’s reasons for being able to
suggest both of these claims at the outset of his discussion, it is clear from what
follows that Aristotle is not simply assuming that the soul can’t be moved on the basis
of some unexpressed or undefended metaphysical commitment. Rather, he is simply
using a common pattern of argument, which he relies upon elsewhere,™** by which he
first asserts a thesis to be established, and then proceeds to give justifications for this
thesis.

In the passage at hand, however, Aristotle only means to show the plausibility

of thesis (A). To this end, Aristotle begins his criticism with the claim that, from the

Tavtoc—i yop kaf’ €tepov 1 Kab’ avtd- kab’ Etepov 6& Aéyouev doo Kiveltol T@) &v
KIVOUUEV® £lval, olov TAoTiipeg: o Yap Opoimg kvodvat 6 mhoim: T pév yap ko’
adTd Kveital, ol 88 T &v Kivovuéve sivan (Sfjhov & &mi TV popiov: oikelo pév yap
€0TL kivnolg moddv Paodioic, avdtn ¢ kol AvOpdTV: ovy VIAPYEL 0¢ TOIG TAMTHPGL
160¢) —Od¢ o Aeyouévov tod Kvelohot viv Emokomoduey mepl ThG Youyig €l Ko’
ATV KIVETTOL KO PLETEYEL KIVIGEWG.

133 The claim that there exists a kind of mover, C, which is not necessarily moved, M:
(3x) [C(xX) — ~ao M(X)], the argument supported by Phys. 8.5, is of course not
equivalent to the claim that soul, S, is necessarily unmoved: (vx) [S(X) — o ~M(X)].
Cf. Menn (2002, 96-97).

134 E.g. DA 1.4, 407h33-34.
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standpoint of Physics 8.5, it is not necessary for everything which is a mover to itself

be in motion. Call this the Motion Asymmetry Argument. In its simplest form, it can

be formulated:

=

. All things trace their motion back to the soul. [Assumed]

2. There exists some X which can move Y without X being in motion. (iv)

w

Soul may be X. [Assumed]

4. Thus, it is not necessary to infer that soul is in motion. (iv)

It is important to note that this argument does not prove that the soul is not a self-
mover, nor does it even show that the soul is not essentially and by definition a self-
mover. Instead, the argument is designed only to call into doubt the premise which led
Aristotle’s Platonist predecessors to infer that self-motion is the first principle of the
soul, namely, the premise that everything that causes motion must itself be in motion.
As Aristotle points out in premise 2, he does not believe that this thesis can be taken
universally. Aristotle makes no move, however, to deny the Platonist assumption in
premise 1, that soul is in some sense a cause to which ‘all things’ can trace their

motion.**®

135 At the least, it is clear that Aristotle does not wish to dispute the claim that soul
moves animal bodies, as this is in fact one of the basic phenomena psychology should
explain (cf. chapter 1). Indeed, the soul’s ability to move and direct the body locally
through space is never in doubt in DA 1; rather, it is only the way in which soul
asserts its control over the body which is in question. Cf. DA 1.4, 407b34-408al; DA
1.4, 408a32-33; DA 1.4, 409a16-17; DA 1.5, 411a29. However, understanding how
Aristotle conceives of this ability is controversial. That soul in some sense ‘imparts’
motion to the body is defended by Code (1987), Tweedale (1990), and Menn (2002).
In contrast, Gill (1991), Sauve (1987), Meyer (1994), and Waterlow (1998), argue
that soul is an efficient cause of the motion of the body in what I would call a
‘Chrysippian’ sense. If I read them correctly, they seem to think that the soul does not
actually initiate any motion in an animate body, but rather serves as a ‘list of
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Since this argument establishes at most that soul might be an unmoved mover,
Avristotle proceeds to clarify the ways in which the soul could be in motion. This he
accomplishes through an analysis of the different senses in which kwvovpévov can be
said.'*® Aristotle argues that the claim that the soul is ‘moved’ is ambiguous,"®’ since
being in motion (kwvovpévov) can bear the meaning either of being moved per se
(kaf” avtd), or of being moved per aliud (ka0 £tepov). In the former case, the idea is
that some object X can be in motion independently of another object Y.*® In the latter
case, the opposite holds; X’s being in motion necessarily derives from some object Y
139

being in motion of which X is an extrinsic part or attribute.

Importantly, this distinction, like the Motion Asymmetry Argument, neither

rules out the claim that soul could be in motion per se, nor the claim that the soul
initiates motion per se.** Rather, Aristotle’s distinction between how sailors in a ship

are moved and how the ship is moved only shows two different ways in which the

instructions’ for the elemental powers to follow, while the elemental powers do all the
real causal work. | argue against such a view in chapter 3.

136 This exploration of the many ways in which terms are said (roAoydc Aéyeton) is a
fundamental insight of Aristotle’s logical theory, and is used in his logical, ethical,
physical, and metaphysical works. Cf. Shields (2002), and Ward (2008).

B et Phys. 8.5, 257b18-19. In GC. 1.7, 324b26-29, Aristotle argues that to Kvodv is
also said d1y®g.

138 Cf. Hicks (1907, 241). Importantly, despite some grammatical differences, this
distinction seems likely to have been uncontroversial to Platonists, given that some
form of the per se/per accidens distinction seems to have been in active use in the
Academy, e.g. Soph. 255¢14-15: AAL’ oiuoi 6 GuYXOPEY THY dVIOV TO UEV aDTA
kO’ avtd, 0 0& mpog Al del AéyecOai. Annas (1974) argues that this type of
distinction became standardised in the Academy, even though it had not reached a
technical status in the Platonic dialogues.

139 Cf. Phys. 2.1, 192b23-27; Phys. 4.4, 211a17-22; Phys. 5.1, 224a21-30; Phys. 8.4
254b7-12. | take it that this means that, even if one is riding a bike, one is moved per
alliud, in virtue of the bike, despite the fact that one is causing the motion of the bike
per se.

149 As | shall argue below, Aristotle accepts the latter claim.
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soul might be conceived of as being in motion.*** Call the first of these ways

Contained Accidental Motion:

Contained Accidental Motion =g¢ Some X is in contained accidental motion
iff X is (a) not an intrinsic part of Y, (b) exists in a Y which is undergoing a

motion M per se.

This principle can be seen as instantiated in Aristotle’s sailor/ship argument. Call it

the Unmoving Sailor Argument:

1. Ships are moved locally [across water] per se. (viii)
2. Sailors are in boats but not as intrinsic parts of boats. (ix)

3. Sailors suffer contained accidental local motion. (vi), (vii)

That Aristotle does not mean to rule out by this argument that the soul could
have a different per se motion from the body in which it resides is suggested by the
argument which immediately follows. This argument assumes that a subject of motion
might be said to be moved accidentally if it is contained in something else and moved
in a way different from its natural per se motion. Call this Restrained Accidental

Motion:

! This distinction between contained and restrained accidental motion is first drawn
by Aristotle in Phys. 4.4, 211a17-22, where Aristotle divides the class of things
moved katd ovuPefnkdc into (a) that which évéeyouevov kiveioBot ko’ avtd, such
as the parts of the body, and rivets in the ship (i.e. intrinsic parts of physical wholes),
and (b) things ovk évdeyoueva, such as whiteness and knowledge (i.e. properties
which are not intrinsic parts of physical wholes). It is important to note, however, that
objects in either class might serve as an efficient cause of some motion (e.g. whiteness
causing the perception of white).
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Restrained Accidental Motion =4 Some X is in restrained accidental motion
iff X (a) is not an intrinsic part of Y, (b) exists in Y which is undergoing a

motion M per se, and (c) has a proper per se motion P.'*

Restrained accidental motion, as is apparent, is just a more specific form of contained
accidental motion. However, the difference between these two forms of accidental
motion is important for Aristotle, for the latter, but not the former, provides
justification for the idea that, even if the soul undergoes some motions per aliud by
being enclosed in a body, it need not undergo all of its motions by being so contained:
restrained accidental motion leaves open the possibility that soul might both initiate
and suffer its own proper motion.

This latter point becomes clear in Aristotle’s argument about the motion that

sailors can partake in qua human beings. Call this Aristotle’s Proper Motion

Argument:

1. The proper/per se*** motion of human beings is what belongs to their feet.
(xi)

2. Walking is the proper/per se motion belonging to feet.(xii)

3. Walking is not the motion that sailors undergo per se at the time of being

in a ship moving across water. (xiii)

192 | take it that it does not matter whether P is exercised or not. A plant, for example,
which has a per se motion of growing, will still suffer restrained accidental motion
whilst on a moving ship (whether it is growing or not). | thank Thomas Johansen for
this clarification.

143 Although Avristotle does not explicitly express the equivalence between something
that moves ka8’ avto and a motion that is oikeia to something, these two ideas must
be logically equivalent, given that the conclusion of the argument is that the sailors do
not move per se whilst on the ship, which is defended by way of claiming that the
sailors do not walk whilst on the ship.
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4. Therefore, sailors are in restrained accidental local motion whilst sailing.

[Implied]

In this argument, Aristotle gives a different reason for rejecting the idea that
sailors are moved per se whilst in a sailing ship, namely, that the kind of motion that
sailors properly undergo per se is the sort of motion that belongs to them qua human,
and this is a motion performed with an intrinsic part of their body.

Aristotle’s idea is that, even if the soul is an independently existing subject
residing in the body (i.e. as an ‘extrinsic part’), as the Platonists affirm, its self-motion
or capacity for self-motion still needs to be specified as either (a) a contained
accidental motion which is only undergone in virtue of its being in the body (perhaps
on the assumption that soul is essentially at rest), or (b) a natural motion that is
different from the natural motions of the body.

The latter option would in fact be highly amenable to Plato’s claims in various
dialogues that reasoning alone is the natural motion that the soul engages in ‘itself

144

through itself” (dotr 81" avtiic),” as well as his claim in the Timaeus that there are

some motions (e.g. perception) that the soul seems to suffer only because of its being
enclosed within a body.**

In either case, (xiv) makes it clear that Aristotle does not take himself to have
proven anything about what of kind of motion, if any, the soul can partake of. Instead,

he takes it to be the task of his present investigation to determine whether the soul can

be moved per se or only per accidens/per aliud.**® This can be seen by noting that

144 Cf. Theaet. 185e1; Phaed. c2-79d7.

5 Cf. Tim. 44a7-b1.

148 Although Aristotle does not mention it, it is also conceivable that soul is moved
neither per se, nor per accidens. Such would be the case if soul was identical to the
first unmoved mover of the cosmos.
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Aristotle structures the arguments which follow in the form of a conditional dilemma:
If the first principle of the soul (i.e. the principle which determines most basically
what the soul is) is self-motion, then, given the aforementioned senses of ‘being
moved’, necessarily, soul must be moved either (a) per se, or (b) per accidens (by
being contained or restrained). In what follows, Aristotle will argue that whilst the
soul can be moved per accidens, true first principles must belong to their subject per

se, and ascribing being-moved to the soul per se involves insurmountable difficulties.

2.4  The First Horn of the Dilemma: Soul is Moved Per Se
Aristotle begins by investigating the first horn of the dilemma posed above. To

this end, he attempts to determine in which way, if any, the soul can be moved per se.

(i) There are four ways of being in motion — spatial motion (popdc),
qualitative alteration (d\lowwoewg), diminution (eOicewc), and growth
(abEnoemg) — and (ii) so soul will be moved with either one, many, or all of
these kinds of motion. But (iii) if the soul is not moved accidentally (un xata
ovuPefnrog), then motion would belong to it by nature (evoer); but (iv) if this
is the case, so also would place (t6moc). For (v) all of the aforementioned
types of motion occur in place (8v tonw). (DA 1.3,406a12-16)""’

Call this Aristotle’s Spatiality of Soul Argument.**® It can be formulated as follows:

147 . \ , .~ < , . s a
TEGOAPMV 0 KIVIOCEDV 0VGMV, Popag AALOIbcoemg PBiceme avénoeme, 1| piov

TOVTOV Kwvoit’ av fj mielovg §j mdoag. €l 0& Kwveltoan pn Katd cvuPepnkoc, evocetl av
VIAPYOL Kivnolg avtii: &l 8¢ todto, Kol TOémog: macatl yap ol Aexbeicon Kivnoelg v
TOTT®.

8 This criticism has a dialectical precedent in Top. 2.4, 111b4-8, where Atristotle
gives instructions in how to combat a definition of the soul as moved. The most
important difference between these two passages is that, in the scientific-explanatory
context of the De Anima, Aristotle is not merely trying to force an opponent into
admitting that the soul doesn’t move; rather, he is setting up a sophisticated argument
to show that if soul is moved, then it must be conceived of as one of the natural
elements, which is a claim that the Platonists, but not every predecessor, wants to
deny. Cf. Huby (1962).
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1. If (a) the soul is moved non-accidentally, then (b) it is moved by nature.
(i)-(iii)

2. There are four ways of being-moved by nature: spatial motion, qualitative
alteration, diminution, and growth. (i)

3. Every way of being-moved by nature takes place in space. (v)

4. Thus, if (a), then soul is an object which has a spatial location. (iv)

Aristotle’s justification for these premises cannot be understood without taking into
account a number of scientific distinctions he lays down in the Physics.

To begin, premise 1 makes direct reference to Phys. 2.1, which spells out more
clearly why being moved un kata coufepnroc entails being moved by nature. In this
chapter, Aristotle argues that beings can be classified into (a) those which exist by
nature (gvoet), and (b) those which exist through other causes (8t &Akac aitiog).*
Beings which exist by nature, Aristotle argues, are just those beings which have an
internal principle (év éavt® apynv) which causes them to be moved and to rest in

certain ways. Things that are made to move and rest by external principles, Aristotle

claims, are moved per accidens.

149 phys. 2.1, 192b8-9. This principle is also stated in DC 3.2, 301b17-19. Hicks
(1907, 243) incorrectly infers that if a being does not contain within itself an inner
principle of motion and/or rest, it ‘must be assigned to the products of art or
manufactured articles [...].” That this is a false dichotomy can easily be seen in noting
that Aristotle does accept that soul is a being, but neither accepts that it has an internal
principle of rest and motion, nor that it is a product of art. The distinction Aristotle
draws in Phys 2.1 is not between (a) beings which exist by nature and (b) beings
which exist through téyvn, but between (a) beings which exist by nature and (c)
beings which exist through other causes. Thus, even if soul did not fall under (a),
there are other causes in Aristotle’s physics by which it might be said to exist. The
octave, for example, does not exist by nature, because it has no internal principle of
motion or rest, but exists through having a formal cause which is the ratio of 2:1. Cf.
Phys. 2.3, 194b26-28.
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Premise 1 of the Spatiality of Soul Argument takes up this distinction, and

affirms that if soul is not moved per accidens, where being moved per accidens is
understood as having an external cause of motion generally, then soul must be moved
by some internal cause, which is what a ‘nature’ is. In effect, Aristotle is suggesting
that soul, if it moves by nature, will be a physical object, in the sense of a substance
(ovoia), and a substance in the sense of a subject (Vmokeinevov) of natural motions.™

Premise 2 is similarly justified by the Physics. In Phys. 2.1, Aristotle specifies

that all natural motion is reducible to four basic kinds: motion in space (katd.

151 152

tomov),  growth, diminution, and alteration.™ As with premise 1, Aristotle must be
understood as suggesting again that soul, if it is moved per se, is some sort of natural
physical substance, but now with the addition that such a substance is spatially
locatable.

Premise 3 is justified in the same way. Given that Aristotle defines locomotion
as the kind of motion that an object undergoes whilst changing its spatial location,**?
and defines growth and diminution as an object’s getting bigger or smaller in
extension (uéyeboc), it follows that these three motions cannot occur apart from
space.'**

It is more difficult to see why alteration implies an object in space, but it is
easily resolved by noting that in Phys. 8.7 and GC 1.6, Aristotle argues that alteration

presupposes an agent and a patient which are able ‘to be in contact’ (&yoac8at) with

one another, and he claims that (most) cases of contact presuppose two extended

150 phys. 2.1, 192b33-34: koi £otv mévto TadTa ovolar vmokeipevov yap T, Kol €v
VTOKEWEVE 0TIV 1] eVo1¢ del. Cf. Ross (1936, 501) on the importance of the comma
after tu.

31 Here, synonymous with gopé.

152 phys, 2.1, 192b14-15

153 phys. 8.7, 260a26-29.

134 Cf. Phys. 8.7, 260b13-15; GC 1.5, 320a18ff.
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objects reciprocally touching one another.™® The correct application of this principle
is that, if the soul were a self-altering thing, soul would have to be part patient, and
part agent, and be extended in such a way as to have these parts come into reciprocal
contact with one another.

Now, despite this level of background justification, it is not clear how — or
even whether — this argument is meant to serve as a refutation of the Platonic
definition of soul. Prima facie, there seems to be nothing intrinsically absurd in
thinking that something called soul, characterised only by its ability to be in motion,
exists in a spatial location.*® Even more problematically, it appears that Plato actually
accepts this thesis.

In Leg. 10, Plato claims that amongst beings in the universe, some things
remain in one place, whilst others move in one place (év y®pa tvi) or through many
places.” Within the classification of things that move in one or through many places,
Plato lists ten types of motion, the last of which is self-motion — later identified as the
definition and substance of the soul. Now, despite the fact that Plato appears to argue
that the soul’s self-motions (e.g. BobriecBat, oxoneicOau, etc.) are prior to any motions
which the body has,™® he goes on to affirm explicitly that all kinds of motion —
including (implicitly) the self-motion of the soul — occur either in a single place

(tomw), or through several places.159

135 cf, Phys. 8.7, 260b1-5; GC 1.6, 322h9ff.

1% Aristotle gives soul as an example of something that exists in place only per
accidens at Phys. 4.4, 212b11-112. However, his justification for this is unclear, as he
also claims that the cosmos as whole exists in place per accidens, in virtue of having
elemental parts that exist in place. The analogy suggests that soul is itself the ‘place’
of the body.

37| eg. 10, 893c1-2.

138 For the list of these motions, cf. Leg. 10, 896e8-897h5.

159 | eg. 10, 897e11-898al: Tiv 8 ad KvOLHEV@Y T HEV &v Vi TOm® KveioOon, Tét &
év mheioow pepoueva. Cf. Leg. 10, 896¢9-d1. Cherniss (1962, 402) fails to recognise
this point when defending Plato against Aristotle’s charges. Themist. (Paraphrasis in
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The only exception to the rule about motions being in a spatial location is the
motion of intellect (vodg), a sort of god that directs the motion of the good cosmic
soul.*®® The motion that belongs to intellect is described by Plato as an image of, but
not identical with, the first of the ten kinds of motion Plato spells out, namely, the
motion of an object that remains in a single place whilst rotating around an axis.

Given this background, it seems that Aristotle could not have intended the

Spatiality of Soul Argument as a stand-alone refutation of the thesis that self-motion

is the first principle of the soul, given that Plato — according to Leg. 10 — agrees that
spatial location (or place) belongs to every form of motion other than the motion of
vobg. Rather, Aristotle must simply be attempting to show what entailments follow
from the principle of self-motion.

What is established by the Spatiality of Soul Argument is only that a self-

moving soul must be conceived of as a spatial soul undergoing one or more of the
four kinds of motion. So far, this need not be problematic for Plato. What Aristotle is
concerned with, however, is whether or not a spatial soul in motion will be able to
explain how the soul is related to and moves the body, as this is what Aristotle’s
scientific method of inquiry seeks to establish.

If the above interpretation is correct, then Aristotle’s next argument, because it
is connected to the one previous to it, is also not meant to be a refutation, but to
provide ancillary support for the idea that soul is spatial if it is moved per se by

nature. Aristotle argues:

DA, 16.19-16.35) discusses the criticism of one ancient critic who provided an
extended argument against Aristotle that Plato did not identify the soul’s motion as
being kotd tomov. However, even if this were true, Leg. 10 shows that the soul’s
motion would still have to be év toénw. Themistius rightly concludes in 17.14-15 that,
even if the critic is right, the defenders of the Platonic position should teach more
clearly how exactly the soul moves. Cf. Solmsen (1960, 175).

180 cf Menn (2002).
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But (i) if the essence (ovoia) of the soul is to move itself, then the property of
‘being moved’ (10 kiveioOor) will not belong to the soul per accidens, (ii) just
as in the case of white, or 3-cubits; for (iii) these are moved, but moved per
accidens, for (iv) it is that to which white and 3-cubits belong, namely, the
body, which is the thing really moved. (v) For this reason, place does not
belong to them [sc. white and 3-cubits]. But (vi) place will belong to soul if it
shares (petéyet) in motion by nature (evoet). (DA 1.3, 406a16-22)"%

Here Aristotle introduces a different argument for why place will belong to the soul if

the soul’s essence is self-motion. Call this the Motion of Accidents Argument:

1. If the essence of some X is ¢, then ¢ will belong per se to X, and not per
accidens. (i)

2. The essence of soul is to move itself, and being moved entails being in
space per se. (i),(vi)

3. Therefore, being moved, and being in space, will belong per se to soul. (i)

It is important to note at the outset that Aristotle’s examples of properties which are
only moved per accidens (in virtue of the bodies they attach to) are designed to
demonstrate the positive thesis that place belongs to soul per se if being-moved
belongs to it per se. They are not designed to show that, if being-moved does not
belong to the essence of soul, then soul is best conceived of as an accidental

‘property’ that a living body carries around with it, like a colour, or a shape, as some

181 i §°otiv M| oboia Tic wuyfic O Kwvelv Sovthv, 00 Katd cOUPERNKOC adTii TO

KiveloOat VapEet, Bomep T ALK 1| TGO TPUTNYEL: KIVETTAL YOp Kol TadTo, GAAL KOTO
ouuPePnkds ® yop VITAPYOLGLY, EKEIVO KIvEITal, TO GOUA. OO0 Kol OVK £GTL TOTOC
avTAV- TG 0 Yuyhg Eota, €imep PUOEL KIVIIGEMG LETEYEL.
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commentators have been misled into thinking.'®® The logic of these examples only
implies that, if ¢ is predicated of X per accidens, then ¢ cannot be the essence of X.'%3

Thus, although Avristotle is constructing an analogy such that: (I) being-moved
is to (1) soul as (Ill) being-moved is to (IV) properties of a body, the relevant
characteristic of the pair (1) and (IV) is not a general inability to be a subject of
attributes, but rather, a specific inability to be a per se subject of a certain type of
attribute, namely, the attribute of being-in-motion, and by entailment, being-in-space.

Whiteness, for instance, whilst certainly not a ‘thing’ in the sense of a three-
dimensional physical object, is the subject of a number of attributes, such as ‘being a
colour’, ‘being lighter than blue’, and even a subject of causal attributes, such as
‘cause of the visual perception of whiteness’. For this reason, even if it is false to say
that the soul is a spatial object subject to being-moved, it is still philosophically open
for Aristotle to conceive of soul as (a) a subject of attributes, whether descriptive or
causal, and as (b) belonging either to the class of properties (for example, qualities,
quantities, etc.) which depend for their existence upon a substantial subject, or to the

class of substantial non-extended subjects which can cause motion whilst remaining

162 For example, Witt (1992, 77-79). Hicks (1907, 244) goes so far as to say: ‘This, be
it remarked, is precisely the way in which, on A.’s own theory, soul is moved, viz. as
being practically the form of a concrete living thing ({®dov &uyvyov or civoiov)
which has motion.” This use of ‘form’ suggests that soul is only the ‘shape’ of the
body, not the primary efficient cause of the motion of the concrete living thing. Cf.
Phys 1.2, 185a20-26, where soul, man, and horse, are given as an examples of ovoia,
as opposed to quantity, quality, and the other categories.

183 How the predication structure works in respect of predicating motion of a subject
vs. its attributes, is explained by Aristotle in Phys. 5.1, 224a21-30. Aristotle’s
example here aligns with his first example of motion per accidens, where he explains
that we can say that ‘something musical walks’, but only because musical is said per
accidens of a certain man. Compare the discussions of per se and per accidens causes
in Phys. 2.3, 195a-195b3, and Phys. 2.5, 197a14-15.
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unmoved, namely, the class of unmoved movers, which do not need to exist in a

subject.*®

2.5 The First Horn Continued: Natural and Forced Motion
Aristotle continues his analysis of the first horn of the dilemma with two

further questions about the soul’s presumed natural motion. He writes:

Still, (i) if it moves by nature (pvoer), it can be moved by force (Big), and (ii)
if by force, by nature. (iii) The same reasoning holds for the forms of resting
(Mpepiag). For (iv) that state towards which (eig ) something is moved by
nature, is that state in which (év tovt®) it rests by nature. Similarly, (v) that
state towards which something is moved by force, is that state in which (év
tovT®) it rests by force.’® Even (vi) if we wanted to, it is not easy to form an
image (mAdarttewv) of what sorts (woion) of forced rests and motions will belong
to soul. Still, (vii) if the soul is moved upwards, it will be fire, but (viii) if

164 pace Barnes (1972). Cf. Strawson (2006, 87ff), who distinguishes between
material or M-predicates, and personal or P-predicates, and argues that inanimate
objects (e.g. a chair) are the subject of M-predicates, but not P-predicates (e.g. ‘is in
pain’), although persons are the subject of M-predicates (e.g. ‘is five foot tall’) and P-
predicates. Similarly, Aristotle is arguing that being-in-motion predicates — call them
B-predicates — are not able to be predicated of the soul, not that soul can’t be the
subject of any class of predicates.

165 Hett (1986, 33), Smith (1931), and the ROT (1984) misleadingly translate tovte
as ‘the place’, thus blurring the logical distinction between Aristotle’s first and second
argument. Hicks (1907), although correctly translating év tobt® as ‘in any state’,
misreads the argument as being about the rectilinear motion of the four elements
(1907, 244). This mistake is repeated by Polansky (2007, 89), who claims: ‘[...]
Aristotle already seems to be speaking about motion and rest in terms of locomotion
since compulsion applies most readily to locomotion.” However, it is clear from the
Physics that the phrase €ic 0, as well as the phrase év tovt®, can refer indifferently to
the end result of any kind of motion, whether qualitative, quantitative, or local. The
phrase €ig 0 is first mentioned in Phys. 2.1, 193b18, as the form (nopen) which a
natural being tends towards, in contrast to the ¢ o0, i.e. the matter or earlier state, out
of which it changes. Later, in Phys. 5.1, 223a34-224hb6, Aristotle again confirms that
he means by the phrase €ig 6 the formal state that an item changes into, and gives the
example of heat (t0 Ogpupov) as the state gic 6 a kindling log changes. Similarly, v
tovt need not have a spatial sense. The relevant sense of this phrase appears in Phys.
5.6, 229b29-31, in the context of an argument which claims that every change is
between a given state A and its opposite state B in which a thing remains (év tovt®
uovn) once the change is over. This schema of natural change/rest is introduced as
applying to every kind of motion at 229b26. Aristotle’s immediate examples are again
not spatial, but going towards and remaining ‘in whiteness’ and going towards and
remaining ‘in health’.
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downward, earth; for (ix) these are the very motions of these bodies. (x) The
same account will apply to the intermediate bodies [sc. water and air]. (DA
1.3, 406a22-30)*°°

As with Aristotle’s arguments in the Spatiality of Soul Argument and the

Motion of Accidents Argument, the two problems for the Platonic definition of soul

that Aristotle raises here are hardly justified apart from the theory of motion he works

out in the Physics. Call his first argument the Forced Motion Argument:

1. Any X is moved towards an end-state, S, by nature iff X can be moved by
force towards an end-state, Q, which is opposite to S. (i)-(ii)

2. Every end-state, S, which an X is moved towards by nature, is identical to
an end-state, R, which X rests in by nature. (iii)

3. Any X remains in an end-state of rest, R, by nature iff X can be moved by
force towards an end-state, Q, which is opposite to R. (iv)

4. Every end-state, Q, which an X is moved towards by force, is identical to
an end-state, Z, which X rests in by force. (v)

5. There is no qualitative, quantitative, or spatial end-state, S, R, Q, or Z, to
which, or from which, one can form an image of the soul being moved or
resting in by nature or by force. (vi)

6. Thus, soul is not moved by nature. [Implied]

1 b4 b 4 ~ n /4 4 EAY 2 /4 b} 4 Y 9 Y hY
% &1 & &l evoel Kvettal, kbv Pla kivnbein: kav el Pig, kol eOoel. TOV aOTOV 08

TPOTOV EYEL Kol mePl Npepiag: €l O yap Kiveltal QUoEL, Kol NPeUEl &V ToLT® POGEL
Opoimg 6¢ kai €ig 0 kveltan PBig, kol pepel &v tovTe Pig. moio 8¢ Pioot Thg Yoyig
Kivnoelg Ecovtot Kol fpepiot, ovde mAdttey fovAopévolg pdotov dmododvat. €11 d° &l
Hev dvo Kwvnoetal, Top £otat, €i 0& KAT®, YT* TOOTOV YOp TAOV COUATOV Ol KIVIGELS
adtar 6 8 adTOg AOYOg Kai mePl TV PeTal.
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The first thing to note is that Aristotle’s complaint that we cannot ‘form an image’
(mhattewv) of the motions and rests of the soul (in premise 5) hearkens back to
Aristotle’s explication of his scientific method of inquiry in DA 1.1. There he claimed
that the definition of the ‘what-it-is’ needs to be given kata v eavtaciav, and that,
if a definition of X does not give us knowledge of X’s per se attributes, or if it cannot
help us to easily guess (gikdoar) at X’s attributes,*®’ such a definition will have been

spoken ‘dialectically and emptily’. The Forced Motion Argument shows that Aristotle

has these scientific criteria in mind, and that he thinks that the Platonic definition of
soul doesn’t meet them.

The second thing to note is that the background of the Forced Motion

Argument is again Aristotle’s works on natural philosophy, and in particular, the
discussions of Phys. 5.6 and DC 1.8. These works both argue that a natural state may
be viewed either as a state towards which an object moves by nature or as a state in
which an object rests by nature.’® For Aristotle, this claim applies to all forms of
motion or change, not just locomotive changes. *° For instance, humans grow by
nature towards a quantitative state of being a certain size, just as a sick animal alters
by nature towards a qualitative state of health.

Thus, what Aristotle is alleging in the Forced Motion Argument is that, if the

soul is moved by nature — in the sense that the soul moves itself towards/rests in some
particular end-state S/R — we should at least be able to picture in phantasia (a) what
this end-state S/R could be, as well as (b) the opposites of those states, Q/Z.

For example, if the soul were by nature a subject of qualitative change, then

the soul might naturally be moved towards a state of being healthy. But if so, Aristotle

17 DA 1.1, 402b25-403a2.

168 phys. 5.6, 229h23-230a7; DC 1.8, 276a22-26.

189 This is the conclusion of Phys. 5.6, 230b10-11. Cf. Ross (1936, 636). Cf. Phys.
4.8, 215a1-6; Phys. 5.6, 230b5ff.
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argues, there would also be some specifiable external condition which would hinder
the soul’s health or make the soul sick. Similarly, if the soul were by nature the
subject of quantitative change, it might grow to a certain length, and there would exist
some specifiable external condition which could forcefully hinder the soul’s natural
growth.

However, for my purposes here, the crucial point of the argument, as I
suggested above, is the conclusion, which suggests that none of the possibilities which
| have just suggested seem to provide a good picture of how the soul is naturally
moved, which means that the Platonic definition of soul as ‘self-moving’ does not
meet Aristotle’s scientific criteria for essential definitions.*”

Aristotle’s final argument will try to show that, even if one tries to bypass the

Forced Motion Argument by claiming that we can form a picture in phantasia of the

soul as locally moving by nature, ascribing local motion to the soul ends up turning
the soul into one of the four elemental bodies (earth, air, fire, or water). Call this

argument the Elemental Motion Argument:

1. If (a) the soul, S, is in local motion by nature, (b) it will move towards one
of the four natural places of local rest, R;-Rg. (vii)
2. Each of R;-R4 belongs to the essence of one and only one of the four

material elements, E;-E4. (viii)-(x).

170 Aristotle’s use of nmAdrttew, as Hicks (1907, 245) notes, also evokes Plato’s method
of giving a fictional account of possible objects and their properties through imagistic
representation (which is opposed to sensory and intellectual representation). In
Phaedr. 246¢6-d2, for example, Plato suggests that Greeks typically imagine
immortal gods with a soul and a body, despite lacking a true intellectual grasp of the
gods, or a visual perception of them. Similarly, in Rep. 9, 588b10-11, Plato claims to
fashion a likeness (eixdva) in words of a just and unjust soul, which is accomplished
by the gradual building up of a vivid image of the soul as a many-headed beast.
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3. So, S is moved towards Ry iff S is Ej, or S is moved towards R; iff S is E,
etc.!™ [Implied]

4. But soul is not any of E;-E4 [Assumed]

5. Therefore, soul is not moved towards any of Ri-Rg. [3, 4]

6. Therefore, not (b). [5, 1, modus tollens]

7. Thefore, not (a). [6, 1, modus tollens].

Aristotle’s argument here provides ancillary support to the conclusion expressed by

the Forced Motion Argument. Aristotle admits that, amongst the categories of motion,

one might imagine that the soul’s natural motion is local motion, not only because
local motion is perhaps the easiest sort of motion to imagine, but also because
Aristotle believes local motion to be the motion least destructive of the substance of a
thing."2

However, the Elemental Motion Argument alleges that the consequence of

accepting the soul to have a natural local motion is that one will also have to accept

1 Cherniss (1962, 405-6, n. 332) is rightly puzzled about why Avristotle neglects to
mention here the Platonic idea that the soul’s natural motion might be axial rotation,
the doctrine of the Timaeus which comes up for criticism at DA 1.3, 406b26ff. He
hypothesises that, because Aristotle himself argues in DC 1.2, 269a30-b17 that there
is a fifth element — aether — whose natural motion is axial rotation, to raise the
possibility that the soul might be moved in this way here would be, in effect, to allege
that there is a way we can conceive of the soul moving by nature, namely, if it were
aether. However, it does not follow, as he thinks, that if Aristotle suggested that the
natural motion of the soul could be axial rotation, that he would have ‘[...] to admit
either that the arguments of this section against the motion of the soul are invalid or
that they are equally destructive of his own doctrine of a fifth essence.’ Instead, all it
would show is that, given the soundness of the arguments of De Caelo, Plato would
need to explain why living bodies, as containing soul-aether, are able to rest and not
move in a circle, whilst the heavenly bodies existing in aether never rest and always
move in a circle. Cf. the criticism of Democritus at DA 1.3, 406b22-23. Moreover, as
aether was seen to inhabit the region of the heavenly bodies and be ‘above’ the other
four elements, it might also be thought to have a natural location, with the result that
soul would need to be posited as existing by nature in the heavenly regions, but by
force in living bodies. | thank Lindsay Judson for this latter suggestion.

172 Ph. 8.7, 261a20-23.
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the soul as identical to one of the four elements, since, according to the doctrine of De
Caelo, the essence of each of the material elements is defined in respect of its
lightness and heaviness, and lightness and heaviness are defined in terms of natural
resting places.'”

Aristotle’s doctrine of the essence of the elements rests upon the idea that,

because the universe is finite and spherical,*"*

the place towards which the elements
tend to move and rest in by nature can be determined in respect of the centre of the
universe: ‘down’ is defined in reference to the ‘place’ at the centre of the world,
whilst ‘up’ is defined in reference to the ‘place’ at the circumference of the universe.
In this model, the element earth, which we would today say is pulled towards the
centre of the earth by gravity, is, in Aristotle’s system, understood to be moving
‘down’ towards its natural place of rest at the centre of the world. Similarly, the
element fire, whilst burning, is understood to be moving upward towards its natural
place in the heavens at the circumference of the world.!”> The motions of the
intermediate elements are understood to be motions towards a place above or below
the extreme places of earth or fire. Air, in Aristotle’s system, rises above water but

stays below fire, whilst water rises above earth but stays below fire and air.!"®

Given this exhaustive classification, the Elemental Motion Argument alleges

that, if the soul is moved locally by nature, then it is moved towards a determinate
place in the universe. However, since, according to De Caelo,*’’ anything that tends

by nature to move towards the place of a material element will essentially be that

173 Cf. DC 3.2, 300a20-300b8.

17 Which theory, as Owen (1986b, 155) points out, is based upon the system of
spheres proposed by Eudoxus and Callipus, students at the Platonic Academy.

> Cf. Phys. 4.5, 212b33-213al; Phys. 5.6, 230b10-21.

% DC 4.4, 312a22-b19.

7DC 1.8, 276b7-11.
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material element, if the soul also moves by nature towards an elemental place, it will
also essentially be that element.

Even so, one might raise the objection that the natural motion of the soul is to
be moved locally towards whatever place it wishes, and not a single elemental place.
However, because nature for Aristotle is a principle of regularity, if the soul were
moved towards whatever random place it pleased, then the soul’s natural motion
would be indistinguishable from its accidental motion, unless one posited a further
reason why soul moves towards place X rather than place Y. However, admitting this
already brings one within the scope of Aristotle’s own view, which is that the soul is

moved by what appears to be good.*"®

2.6 The First Horn Concluded: Resurrection from the Dead
From here, Aristotle goes on to give a final argument against the definition of
soul as self-moved. This thesis is independent of thesis of elemental motion. He

argues:

Still, (i) since it is apparent (paivetar) that soul moves (kwvodoa) the body, it
is right (¢bAoyov) to infer that it moves the body by passing along to it the
same motions which it itself is undergoing. But (ii) if this is so, then by
converting (avtiotpéyacty) the terms, it will also be true to that that motion
which the body undergoes is the same motion as that the soul undergoes. But
(iii) the body is moved with local motion (popd); (iv) the result is that the soul
could change (netafaiior) over and against the body (kata to cdpoe) — either
as a whole, or in respect of its parts (uopwr) moving their place
(nebotopévn).t”® But (v) if this is possible, it could also, having departed

1’8 Cf. DA 3.10, 433b13-19.

179 Cf. Hick’s (1907, 247-48) argument for bracketing the phrase petopéiiot 8v kotd
10 o®po as a marginal comment, against Bonitz’s conjecture of emending the text to
katd tomov, which Ross (1956) adopts in the OCT, but argues against in his 1961
critical edition. Shorey (1901, 153) argues that katd 10 o®dua should be translated
‘within the body’, appealing to sense B.[.2 of xata in LSJ (1940). However,
Aristotle’s point here is that the soul moves the body with its own local motion, not
that the soul is moved by the body’s local motion. This means that the soul’s local
motions need not overlap with the motions of the body at all, such that soul should be
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(é€eMBovoav) from the body, be capable of entering (eiciévan) it again; but (Vi)
in this case it would follow that dead animals could be resurrected
(Gviotachon). (DA 1.3, 406a30-406h5)*°

Call Aristotle’s extended argument here the Resurrection Argument. It can be

formulated as follows:

1. Any X that moves Y in virtue of its own motion, Q, will pass along motion
QtoY. (i)

2. Soul, S, moves the body, B, in virtue of its own motion Z. [Assumed]

3. But B, in virtue of Z, is in local motion L. (iii)

4. Thus, Zis L. (ii)

5. Any X that is in L can move in and out of the place, P, in which it resides.
(iv)

6. Thus, S can move in and out of the P of the B it is in. (v)

7. Thus, S can move in and out of the P of dead Bs and resurrect them. (vi)

8. But 7 is false, therefore 1, 2, 3, or 5 is false. [Implied]

Aristotle’s argument, once again, seems flimsy if his doctrine of motion from the
Physics is not taken into consideration. His claim in (i) that it would be right
(ebAoyov) to infer that the soul passes along to the body the same motions which it

itself is undergoing (assuming that it is indeed moving), is not mere guesswork.

able to move locally in a way opposite to any given bodily motion. Hence, kotd
should be rendered with LSJ (1940) sense B.1.3: ‘opposite, over against’, which gives
something close to what Shorey and Bonitz wanted, without simply repeating 406a32-
b1 (which is the complaint of Hicks).

180 211 8 énel paivetar kvodoa 10 odpo, Ta0Tag BAOYOV KIVEW TS KWVAGEK ¢ Kol
a0 KIveltal. &l 0€ ToDTO, Kal AVIIOTPEYAoY Eimelv aAN0EG OTL fiv TO odpa Kiveitat,
TOOTNV Kol aOT. TO 0& OO0 KIVETTAL POPQ: DOTE KOl 1] YuyT LETARAAAOL AV KOTA TO
odpo | 6An §| xota poplo pediotapévn. € 8¢ todT’ €vdéyetar, kai €gABodoav
elotéval Tahy €vdgyort’ dv- toHTe o’ €mott’ Gv 10 dvictacHot Ta tebvedta TAV {DWV.
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Aristotle is adapting an argument from Phys. 8.5, where he argues that, in the triad of
(a) primary unmoved mover, (b) moving instrument of motion, and (c) moved object,
the motion of the instrument will be of the same species and occur at the same time as
that of the moved object.®" Since the Platonist position under consideration does not
consider soul to fall under (a), and the body, as deriving its motions from the soul is
what would properly fall under (c), Aristotle assumes that soul is best understood as a
type of instrumental mover. If so, then one is able to infer from the motion of body,
qua moved object, what the motion of the soul is (qua instrumental mover).

On this picture, the local motion which the soul passes on to the body is prior
to, and does not depend upon, any motion that the body undergoes. If this is so,
Aristotle argues, there is no obvious reason to think that soul needs to inhabit and
move bodies. Rather, since soul can move itself, it shouldn’t need to move a body at
all. It should be able to continue to be what it is essentially, i.e. a certain kind of self-
moving thing, even apart from the body. If so, then soul should even be able to leave
bodies, and, after it has left, resurrect them from the dead. However, this event does
not ever seem to occur in nature.

For both us and for the ancient Greeks, the idea that bodies can resurrect from
the dead is a fantastic claim. Indeed, when the possibility of resurrection is
countenanced by ancient Greek literature, it always occurs within a supernatural

182

context. However, Aristotle’s allegation is that, if the soul has its own natural

181 phys. 8.5, 256h14-20. Cf. Ross (1962, 404 n. 330): ‘Aristotle’s notion can be
formulated as follows: that which by its own motion sets another in motion must be
moving with the same type of motion as that which it moves.’

182 Cf. Hom. II. 24.755. Among the most powerful statements of the impossibility of
bodily resurrection is Aesch. Eum. 647-651, where Apollo declares that, once the dust
has soaked up a man’s blood and he is completely dead, there is no resurrection (o¥tig
€01’ dvdotoolg), because Zeus has made no spells (én@dog ovk €moinocev) for
reversing death, despite the fact that he is able to reverse all other things (ta 0’ dAla
navt’ dvo te Kol kdto otpépwv tidnow [...]). The absurdity of natural resurrection is
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locomotion (as the Platonists affirm), this seems to entail that resurrection would be
not only a natural possibility, but also, that we ought to be able to observe it fairly
often. This would seem to follow even if there were other constraints on resurrection,
such as the body not disintegrating in the meantime. Aristotle’s point is that, given
the bare Platonic specification of soul as a (locally) self-moved mover, nothing seems
to prevent soul being able to enter any body and make it move around (even if a

decayed body could not function well in such a condition).

2.7  The Second Horn: Soul is Moved Per Accidens

Having run through various problems connected with the assumption that the
soul is moved per se, Aristotle now turns to explore the second horn of the dilemma,
whether the self-moving soul could be in motion per accidens. His argument is
apparently meant to show that, if the soul is in motion only per accidens, then the
definition of soul as ‘that which moves itself” will not be an essential one, and hence

cannot serve to explain the soul’s characteristic powers.'®® Aristotle writes:

also assumed in Herod. Hist., 3.62.2-3, the latter of whom is quoted by Hicks (1907,
249). However, the idea that resurrection is supernaturally possible is widely
affirmed. Euripides’ Alcestis provides the best known example. In this story, Heracles
fights Death at Alcestis’ tomb in order to bring her spirit back into her body, proving
wrong the earlier claim by Admetus that, ook £€ott ToVg Oavovtag &g PAog HOAETV
(Eurip. Al., I. 1076). The moral of Alcestis is, according to the Chorus, that the gods
can find a way for unseen and unexpected things (i.e. supernatural things) to happen
(cf. 1. 1160-63), even though men can’t. Plato’s myth of Er (Rep. 10, 614b2-21d3)
also assumes the ability of the soul to return to the body, but Plato is at pains to point
out that Er did not know how and in what way he was able to return to his decaying
body (6mn pévtor kai émwg €ic 0 odpo dgikorro) (621b5). The impossibility of
natural resurrection is also of course the background of the claims of early
Christianity. Cf. Acts 17:32.

18 This criticism has a dialectical background. In Top. 4, Aristotle argues that in
proposed definitions we should investigate whether a proposed predicate falls under
the category of what-it-is (ti €ott) or substance, or whether it falls under a non-
substantial or accidental (cvupépnkoc) category. As an example of someone who
defines a substantial thing by means of an accidental predicate rather than a
substantial one, Aristotle refers to someone who defines the soul as ‘t0 xKwvovpevov
V" avtod’(Top. 4.1, 120b22-23). This definition is of course similar to the definition
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But (i) in respect of motion per accidens (kotd coppefnkog), it [sc. soul] can
certainly be moved by something different (0@’ £tépov); (ii) for a living being
might be pushed by force. But (iii) what has ‘being moved from itself’ in its
essence (10 Ve’ Eowtod KwveicHat €v Tfj ovoiq) cannot (ov dgl) be moved by
another agent (Om’ GAAov), except per accidens (mAnv &l pn kotd
cupBePnoc),®* just as (iv) what is good per se (10 ko’ avtd Gyaddv) cannot
be for the sake of something different (€tépov &vekev), and (V) what is good on
account of itself (61" awtd) cannot be a means to something else (61" dAlo
givar). But (vi) someone might more reasonably say it could be moved
(kwvelicbon) by perceptible obg'ects (bmd  tdV atcOntdyv), if it i1s moved
(xweitan). (DA 1.3, 406b5-11)*8

This argument, although difficult to interpret, seems to make most sense as a

follow up to the Forced Motion Argument. In that argument, Aristotle claimed that, if

the soul is moved by nature, there will also be a way it can be moved by force. Here,
however, Aristotle admits that there is a sense in which soul can be moved by force,
namely, when a living being in which the soul resides suffers forced motion. Call this

argument the Accidental Forced Motion Argument:

Aristotle assigns to his predecessors here, ‘10 kwvodv €avtd’, the essential difference
being that the latter definition uses an active participle of motion which implies a
passively moved object, whilst the former uses a middle/passive participle which
implies an active mover. Aristotle argues that the substantive middle/passive
participle ‘thing moved’ does not fall under the substantial category of ti €511 because
‘thing moved’ signifies something that falls under the accidental category of doing or
suffering (mowo¥v f| mhoyov), just as white does not signify what snow is, but rather
how it is qualified (Top. 4.1, 120b27). Cf. Waterlow (1998, 162-163), who discusses
the grammatical implications of these participles of motion sans their connection with
accusative and genitive personal pronouns.

18 Given line (vi), Aristotle may be implying that sensory perception, for Plato,
insofar as it requires soul to be moved from things outside it, will turn out to be
accidental to the soul. I thank Thomas Johansen for this observation.

185 v 8¢ kot cvpPePnroc kivioy kiv 0 £Tépov Kvoito: Gobein yap Gv Pia O
{@ov. oD B&l 8& M 0 VY’ £owtod Kiveichor &v Th ovocig, TodO’ Vi’ dAkov KiveicOa,
TV €l un) Kotd ovuPepnrkoc, domep ovde TO Kb’ avTO Ayadov §j St avTd, TO PEV O
8o glvor, TO & Etépov Evekev. TV 8¢ yoynv péAioto oin Tig dv Vo TdV aicOnTdv
KiveloOau, eimep Kiveita.
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1. Any X which has ‘being-moved from itself” in its essence can only suffer
motion from some Y per accidens. (iii)

2. Soul, S, has ‘being-moved from itself” as part of its essence. [Assumed]

3. Sis moved locally by force when the living being, B, is pushed. (ii)

4. Thus, S is only moved locally per accidens when B is pushed. (i)

5. Therefore, S is not moved locally per se when B is pushed. [Implied]

Aristotle’s point in this argument seems to be that, given that soul has been
defined by the Platonists as what essentially moves itself, they cannot determine the
sort of motion the soul has by appeal to the natural and forced motions of the living
body, since the body’s motions, forced or natural, are not included within the scope of
the soul’s essential definition as a self-mover.

Aristotle elucidates this claim further by appealing to a standard definitional
distinction between things that are good per se, and things that are good in virtue of
something else. His point is a simple definitional one: Any X which is laid down as
being good per se is by definition understood as possessing its goodness apart from
any other good Y, just as any X which is laid down as desirable per se is by definition
understood as possessing its desirability apart from any other desirable Y.'%°
Aristotle ends his argument with what seems to be a hylomorphic suggestion,

which is that, if the soul is moved, it is moved by sensible objects. Filled out a bit

more, Aristotle is suggesting that, if we define the soul in terms of its being moved,

18 \What Avristotle means by this is not that it is impossible for someone to desire a per
se good for the sake of some other good, but only that, if someone desires some per se
good G for the sake of some other good Y, then one is not desiring G for what G is per
se.l take it that this does not rule out the idea that something can be good for several
things per se, as long as these several things follow from what something is.
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we should define it not in terms of being moved “from itself’, but in terms of its being
moved by perceptible objects.*®’

Because Aristotle does not elaborate on this claim here, it is enough to point
out that it seems to hearken back to Aristotle’s theory, expressed in Phys. 7.2, that the
distinction between animate and inanimate things can be drawn in terms of the ability
of the former to have their sensory powers (aicOnoeig) altered by perceptible

188 and to foreshadow his discussion of the same topic in DA 2.5."® During the

objects,
course of DA 2.5, Aristotle will not so much contradict the thesis of the Physics that
the perceptive part of the soul is moved,'* so much as clarify that the kind of motion
undergone by the sensitive part of the soul is not a standard kind of alteration (which
standardly consists in the destruction of one perceptible quality by an opposite
quality). Instead, Aristotle will argue that the perceptive part of the soul only suffers a

9% thus preserving consistency between his claim

‘sort-of” alteration (GALoiwoic T1c),
in the Physics that the soul suffers a kind of change, and his claim in DA 1.3 that the
soul cannot suffer motion. However, Aristotle does no more than suggest this

possibility here.

2.8  The Final Refutation: The Self-Destructing Soul
Aristotle’s final argument against the Platonic definition of the soul seeks to
show that, if the substance or essential activity of the soul consists in nothing more

than the process of its moving itself, then, according to Aristotle’s theory of motion,

187 It should be noted that this is not self-contradictory. A thing could be essentially
such as to be moved by something else. Aristotle’s claim is that something can’t
essentially be something that moves itself and be such as to be moved essentially by
something else (e.g. the body).

188 Cf. Phys. 7.2, 244b10-245a2.

189 Cf. Burnyeat (2002); Johansen (1997).

190 pace Menn (2002, 88).

Y1 DA 2.5, 416b34.
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soul will exist if and only if the soul negates its own existence. He argues for this

unusual claim as follows:

But indeed, (i) if it [sc. soul] moves itself (avt avtv), it will be moved (av
Kwoit’ &v), with the result that, (ii) if every motion is a displacement of the
thing moved in the respect in which it is moved (£xotocic £ott ToD KIvovpéEVOD
N kweiton), then soul will be displaced from its essence (é&ictout’ v éx thig
ovoiag), (i) if it does not move itself per accidens, but the motion belongs to
its very essence per se (1 xivnoig tig ovoiag avtic ko’ avtiv). (DA 1.3,
406b11-15)"

Call Aristotle’s argument here the Essence Displacement Argument. It can be

formulated as follows:

1. Ifsoul, S, moves itself, then S is moved. (i)
2. If any X is moved, then X changes from being F to not being F.** (ii)

3. ButS is moved in respect of its own essence (ovoia).™* (iii)

% 4dAd piv Kl &l kvel ye adTi) adThY, Ko ot Kot dv, (ot el nioo Kivolg
gxotaoic 40Tt ToD Kvovpévou 1) Kiveital, kai 1) yoyn dElotont’dv éx tfig odoiag, &l un
Katd cvuPePnKog Eavtv Kivel, AAL’ €otiv 1) Kivnolg Thg ovoiag avThg kad’ avTv.

198 Cf. Phys. 4.12, 221b3; Phys. 4.13, 222b16; Phys. 6.5, 235b8-13. However, at Phys.
8.7, 261a20-21, Aristotle claims that locomotion dislodges a thing from its ovcia the
least.

194 Shields (2007, 153) argues that oboia can be taken here either (a) existentially or
(b) predicatively. However, he claims that on (b) the sort of change the soul
undergoes will be of the standard sort that all physical objects undergo when they
change without being destroyed (presumably, because a thing’s ovcia can be changed
per accidens, insofar as the thing which has an ovoia can change), whilst on (a) it will
be unclear why the soul loses its being simply because it changes. | take it, however,
that this is a false dichotomy. In Metaph. Z.6, 1031a17-18, Aristotle claims that (1)
each thing (SKactov) appears to be not other than its ovcia, and that (2) a thing’s
essence (t0 Ti MV eivon) is its ovoia. Since a thing which has an ovosio entails its
existing (cf. Z.6, 1031b2-6), the argument is best understood as using ovcia in the
sense of essence. This gives the result that we can take ovoio both existentially and
predicatively. For Aristotle, unlike Kant, does think that ‘existence’ is a predicate
(and a thick one at that). Further evidence for this reading can be gathered from
Philop. (In de anima, 113.10-17), who claims that soul is dislodged in ‘respect of
being soul’, which surely refers to soul’s essence (kai 1| yoyn dpa, KabO yoyn €oTL
Kwvovpévn, éélotaton Tod woyn eiven). Finally, Aristotle throughout seems to use
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4. The essence of the S is ‘being moved from itself’. [Assumed]
5. Thus, when S exists, S necessarily changes from ‘being moved from itself’
to not ‘being moved from itself’. (ii)

6. Hence, whenever S exists, it will become not-S.** [Implied]

Whilst commentators have often recognised'® that this argument appears to be a
refutation of the claim of the Phaedrus that what is self-moving never abandons

£," they have not generally noticed that Plato himself, in places

(dmoleimewv) itsel
outside of the Phaedrus, seems to suggest something very like what Aristotle asserts
here.

One place he does so in is Rep. 2, where he has Socrates argue that anything
that ‘departs from its own form’ (é&ictorto tijg avtod 16€ag) IS necessarily either (a)
changed by its own agency (avto V¢’ ovtod uebiotacObar), or (b) changed by the
agency of something else (b1 8ALov).*® Socrates goes on to argue that, in general,

things in the best state, such as the bravest and most intelligent souls, are least able to

be changed by something else.'*® However, he infers that, since there is no better form

ovoia in the sense of essence, especially when he claims that the property of ‘10 v’
gavtod Kivelobot’ is ‘év tf] ovoig’ of the soul (DA 1.3, 406b7). Cf. Menn (2002, 97,
n.20).

195 Cf. Shields (2007, 152-154), who argues that the background of this argument is
(a) the thesis of the Physics that form is a continuum and terminus of change, and that
(b) forms, as continua and termini of changes, do not themselves change, and (c) the
assumption (not stated in the Physics) that soul is a form. He argues that, ‘Aristotle’s
point is the categorially driven observation that the soul, as form, is the qualitative
character undergoing the change, whether conceived substantially or accidentally.’
This idea, 1 take it, is similar to Menn’s (2002, 97, n. 20) suggestion that, ‘The
essence of something could be to be a motion of such-and-such a kind, but not to be
moved in such-and-such a way.’

1% For example, Philop. In de anima, 113.19, Hicks (1907), and Menn (2002, 97).

197 Phaedr. 245c7-8. Cf. Phys. 6.5, 235b8-13, where Aristotle uses éfiotaton as
synonymous with dnoleinet.

1% Rep. 2, 380d8-el.

199 Rep. 2, 381a3-4.
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for the best things (e.g. the best souls, and the gods) to change themselves into, there
IS no reason why the best things would ever change themselves, for they would have
to change into worse forms.?®

Crucially, Socrates argues that such a self-change cannot be understood
simply as a change in external appearance, like putting on a mask. Instead, he argues
that, if a thing alters its form, then it changes into something which is worse than
itself.?! Such a claim implies that, for Plato, a thing’s identity depends on its not
altering in form. If so, then a thing which reflexively moves itself will also alter its
own form (or, alternatively, move itself out of its own form), and thus change into
something else.

Whilst someone might object that Plato’s argument in the Republic is
formulated in terms of something altering itself (and so, may not apply to other forms
of self-motion), in the Cratylus, he gives a stronger version of this argument which

appears to range over motion in general. In this dialogue, Socrates claims:

So how could that which is never in the same state be anything? For if there is
ever a time it holds in the same state, it is clear that at that time nothing will be
changing; but if it always holds in such a state and is always the same, how
could this be changed or moved (uetapdaiiot 1j kvoito), unless it departs from
its own form (éEwotduevov Tiic avtod idéac)? (Crat. 439e1-5)%%

The important ideas in this passage are that: (1) a thing can’t always be
changing and still be a determinate object, an idea which seems to be a problem for

the concept of a self-moving soul, and (2) a thing can’t be changed at all unless it is

200 Rep. 2, 381cl.
201 Rep. 2, 381b10-11: T16tepov ovv £mi 1O BEATIOV T Kaid KEAMOV HETABGALEL EQVTOV
1] €ml 10 Y€lpov Kai TO aioylov £aVTOD;

IIég odv av i Ti &keivo O undénote doavTme Exel; £l Yap mote Ooavtwg ioyet, &v
v’ ékeive T@ ¥pove OTjAov Tt 0VdEV petofaivel €l 68 del dGUOTOG Exel Kol TO o0TO
€0Tl, TG AV ToVTO Y& peTaffaAlot 1j Kvoito, undev €1oTapevoy g antod i0€ac;
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dislodged from its own form.?®® This suggests that, even for Plato, being dislodged
from a form is a basic way of understanding what motion is. However, if so, then
Plato now seems to be committed to two propositions which are in tension with one
another: (P1) The soul is always moving itself, and (P2) Whatever is (a) always in
motion, or (b) is moved by itself, or (c) is moved by something else, is displaced from
the form which fixes its identity.

Avristotle could hardly have been unaware of these arguments. Seen in this

light, the Essence Displacement Argument may be read as the claim that, by Plato’s

own standards, if the soul moves itself — and soul is identical to its essence — then it
can only move itself by changing into something different from, or worse than, its
own essence. If so, then soul has been defined by the Platonists by a property that

essentially entails the impossibility of its existence.?*

2.9  Soul as an Inner Principle of Motion and Rest

The results of Aristotle’s investigation of the definition of soul as self-moving
have shown that, since the soul cannot be understood as something which is subject
per se to being moved in any known category of perceptible motion, the Platonic

definition of soul must be a ‘dialectical and empty’ one. Even so, Aristotle’s

203 Cf. Tim. 50b7-9, where the receptacle is said never to depart (¢&iotaton) from its
own power of being receptive, despite always receiving various forms.

20% For Aristotle, and perhaps the Academy as well, Plato’s argument appears to have
been codified in the rule advanced at Top. 6.5, 145a4-12, that the differentia which
defines a thing’s essence (and which a thing must possess at all times of its existence),
cannot be identical to a process (nd0og) of alteration, because such processes tend to
displace the substance of a thing (mdv yop mdboc pdriov ywvouevov é€iotnot Tiic
ovciog). Plato’s own solution to this problem, put forward in the Timaeus, is to cast
the self-motion of the soul as circular rotation, which can be seen as capturing both
the idea that every part of soul is always displaced (out of a specific place on the
circle), whilst at the same time, always the same (insofar as every displaced part of
soul is immediately occupied by another part of soul). To refute this idea of
psychological motion, however, Aristotle uses a separate set of arguments which are
too complex to be discussed here. Cf. DA 1.3, 406b26-407b26.
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arguments are not simply negative. They also delimit the range of entities that the soul
might be.

Many commentators have rightly understood these criticisms to be expressing,
in one way or another, the idea the soul isn’t the sort of thing that can be moved per
se.?® However, this thesis is not informative. There are plenty of beings in Aristotle’s
ontology which are not the sort of thing that can be moved per se. As Aristotle’s own
examples show — quantities, qualities, relations, places, and states also cannot be
moved per se, but soul is presumably not any of these kinds of being. In general,
objects in any category of being other than natural substances possessing magnitude
are understood by Aristotle as incapable of undergoing motion per se.

In light of this, how do Aristotle’s criticisms of the Platonic definition of soul

help to lead us toward his own Hylomorphic Definition Soul? Given the number of
times Aristotle has measured the explanatory power of the Platonic definition of the
soul on the basis of premises drawn from his works on natural philosophy, the answer
is to be found, I suggest, in reviewing Aristotle’s concept of ¢pvo1c.

In Phys. 2.1, Aristotle defines things which exist by nature as things which
possess an inner principle of motion and rest (yop €kactov &v £ovtd Apynv Exel

, . 2
Kviceng kai otdoenc),

and he defines nature itself as a principle and cause of
being-moved and resting to those things in which it belongs primarily (épyfig Tivog
ki aitiog 10D Kveiohon kod pepeiv &v @ vrapyel Tpdhrnc). 2

Given this understanding of nature, and the arguments Aristotle gives against

the soul’s ability to be moved per se, one might think that he has argued himself into a

corner: either soul is to be classed as a natural object, or it is to be classed as an

205 Eor example, Shields (1988) and (2007), and Witt (1992).
206 phys. 2.1, 192b13-14.
207 phys 2.1, 192b21-22.
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unnatural object. But soul can’t be a natural object, because natural objects are per se
subject to motion and rest, but soul is not. Therefore, soul must be an unnatural
object. But soul can’t be an unnatural object, for then no part of soul can be studied
by the natural scientist, contrary to the conclusions of DA 1.1.%%

However, there is a third possibly lying in the background, which, although it
is never make explicit in the Physics,”® seems to capture accurately what Aristotle is
suggesting here. This is the idea that soul is the internal principle of motion and rest
of living beings.”? In fact, Aristotle has already hinted at this view at the outset of DA
1.1, where he claims that soul is a ‘kind of” principle of nature in animals.?*

Indeed, this suggestion fits with the claim of Phys. 8.4, that the nature of
animals differs in an important respect from the nature of the material elements,
namely, in that animals are self-movers, whilst the elements are not.*? For this
reason, if soul is identical to the nature of a living being, then it seems that Aristotle
can affirm that animal soul is that which initiates the self-movement and resting of

animals without itself being moved per se, just as the unmoved movers inhabiting the

heavenly bodies initiate motion without being moved per se.?*®

208 Cf. DA 1.1,403b9-19.

209 Of the eighteen times wuyy is referred to explicitly in the Physics, it is never
identified as the gvoig of an animal. In fact, it seems to be suggested that the soul is
subject to natural motions of its own (which would entail that it has its own inner
principle of motion) at Phys. 7.3, 247b17-18. However, soul, or some part of it, is
claimed to be a principle of motion and a ¢voig at PA 1.1, 641b4-9.

219 As affirmed by Johansen (2007). If so, then Avristotle is in fact overturning his
preliminary suggestion at DA 1.1, 402a7-8, that an investigation into soul will
discover soul’s @votc.

211 DA 1.1, 402a6: &ott yap olov apyn tdv Cdov. Following Johansen (2007) and
(2012, 85), I take it that oilov is meant to be vague, as Aristotle does not yet wish to
assert this claim until other competing claims have been investigated.

212 phys, 8.4, 255a5-10. Furley (1994) is a locus classicus on this subject.

213 pace Cornford, who, in the Loeb translation of the Physics (1929, 108, n. c),
attempts to infer from the fact that nature is a principle of being moved (kwveicOar),
that it is ‘not a principle of initiating motion from within’. However, this is to
misunderstand the logic of Aristotle’s claim. The act of being-moved which nature is
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This suggestion should not be shunned. As | show in the following chapters,
Aristotle consistently claims that soul, even whilst unmoved, seems to possess the
power to initiate motion, at least in animals which can be classed as self-movers.?**
However, Aristotle has yet to identify soul with either a principle of nature, or nature
in the sense of form. Instead, his arguments have only shown that the Platonic
definition of soul neither functions as a good definition of soul, nor provides an
adequate explanation of how the soul moves the body. However, his arguments have
strongly indicated that the route towards hylomorphism begins with the idea that soul

is not a natural object or material element, but an inner principle of such a natural

object, able to cause certain forms of motion and rest in that object.

2.10 Conclusion

| have argued above that the reason why Aristotle takes the time in DA 1.2 to
present the reasoning which led his Platonist predecessors to infer self-motion as the
soul’s first principle is because he wants to treat their definition of soul as one which
is meant to be explanatory of the soul’s characteristic attributes.

| then argued that, in DA 1.3, Aristotle attempts to test the adequacy of this
definition by drawing out its consequences. By doing so, Aristotle is able to show that
the Platonic self-moving soul, whether considered to be in motion per se, or in motion

per accidens, entails a number of unwanted consequences which are in conflict with

a principle of is predicated of the things which are moved, not of the principle itself.
Since nature is the first principle of a natural thing’s being moved, the formulation is
best read as ambiguous between (@) nature as initiating from within the being-moved
and being-brought-to-rest of the natural object, or, (b) nature as providing a capacity
for the object’s being-moved or brought-to-rest from without. In fact, Aristotle
accepts that nature is a principle in both of these senses. Cf. Kelsey (2003).

2% For a defence of Aristotle’s identification of living things with ‘self-movers’, cf.
Johansen (2012, 88-89), Berryman (2002), and Morison (2004).
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natural science. For this reason, the Platonic definition of soul neither produces

knowledge of, not facilitates an easy guess about, the soul’s characteristic properties.
Amongst the problematic consequences that follow from the Platonic

definition of soul is that soul either turns out to be a material element, having its own

inner principle of motion and rest,*

or, it turns out to be something which destroys
its own essence, at least according to the doctrine of motion set forth in Plato’s
Republic and Cratylus.

Finally, I argued that the tendency of Aristotle’s exploration of the
consequences of the Platonic theory of soul suggests that, if soul is neither a
supernatural being, nor a natural being, and yet, is still a subject investigated by
natural science, soul must itself be a principle of natural beings. | concluded that, only
in this way can Aristotle preserve the idea that soul (a) cannot be moved per se, (b)

can be moved per accidens, and (c) can be treated by the science of nature. This

result, however, begins to prepare the path towards the Hylomorphic Definition of

Soul, whilst also affirming the soul’s status as an efficient cause of an animal’s local

motion, as suggested by the Hylomorphic Causality Thesis.

215 Cf. Cherniss (1962, 412): “To be sure, if it be granted that motion can exist only in
a subject which is being moved (Phys. 202a13-14) and that such a subject must be
quantitatively divisible (Phys. 240b8-241a26), there can be no true self-mover and no
soul can be in motion; but these very premises of Aristotle’s demonstration only
emphasize the fact that it restricts itself to refuting the possibility of a corporeal self-
mover or a soul in physical motion [...].”
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The Principle of Attunement: The Harmony Theory

But the celebrated characteristics of numbers and their contraries,
and generally the mathematical relations, if we view them as some
do, making them causes of nature, seem to escape us; for none of
them is a cause in any of the senses that have been distinguished in
reference to the first principles.

—Aristotle, Metaphysics 1093b7-11

3.1 Introduction

In chapter 2, | showed how Aristotle follows his method of scientific inquiry
in testing out the explanatory power of the Platonic definition of soul as a self-mover.
In this chapter, | show that in DA 1.4, Aristotle continues his scientific inquiry into the
soul’s essential definition by testing out the definition of soul as a certain harmony or

attunement (&ppovia) of bodily opposites.?*® This theory is introduced as follows:

And (i) another certain opinion has been handed down concerning the soul,
which is no less persuasive to the many than any of the other accounts spoken
about the soul, but has received as it were a public examination in the common
discussions. For they claim that (ii) the soul is a certain type of harmony; for
(iii) they say that harmony is a blending (kpdowv) and composition (cOvOeo1v)
of opposites, and (iv) that the body is composed (cvykeicOat) from opposites
(&€ évavtiov). (DA 1.4, 407b27-32)?"7

218 This theory may be the one Aristotle refers to at DA 1.2, 405b23-24. Despite its
linguistic connections to the English word ‘harmony’, the Greek word appovia does
not refer to musical sounds, but to the state of being attuned, or the mode of
something’s attunement, irrespective of whether or not a pélog is sounding. Cf.
Caston (1997, 319-20) and Gottschalk (1971, 180). On the origin and development of
this term in Greece, cf. llievski (1993).

2 Kai AN 8¢ Tic dOEa mapadédoton mepl YoyRc, OOV HEV TOAAOIC 0VSEUEC TTTOV
IOV Aeyopévav, Aoyov &’ domep e0BVuVOLg dedmKLIO KAV TOIG €V KOG YEYEVIUEVOLS
AOYO1G. appoviay Yap Tva aTiv AEYoust Koi yop TNV apuoviav kpdotv kol cvviesty
gvavtiov eivat, kol 10 odpa cvykeicOo &€ évavtiov.
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Although the historical origins of the harmony theory of the soul are obscure,?® it is
clear that Aristotle’s scientific interest in it has its source in Plato’s criticism of the
same theory in the Phaedo. However, the motivations driving Aristotle’s criticism of
the harmony theory are strikingly different from Plato’s own. In the context of the
Phaedo, the arguments offered against the harmony theory belong to Socrates’ efforts
to defend the possibility of the soul’s immortality.”® In that context, were the
harmony theory to be true, it would mean not only that Socrates’ hope for immortality
was ill founded, but also, that the theory of recollection — which requires the soul to
exist both prior to and after the body’s dissolution — is a sham.

The psychological stakes do not seem to be nearly as high in Aristotle’s
treatment of the harmony theory. Instead, his motivation for introducing it can be
inferred from the closing remarks of DA 1.3, where he gives a summary judgement of
what he claims to be the fault of most of his predecessors’ definitions of the soul,
namely, that they placed the soul in a body without adding to their definition of soul
(a) the cause on account of which (8w tiv’ aitiav) soul is in the body, and (b) the state
that the body must be in to have soul (n@dg &yovtog 10D cs(buonog).zzo
The harmony theory, at least upon an initial reading, seems not to fall prey to

either of these criticisms.?** Insofar as the soul is identified with a harmony, and the

body can be arranged in such a way as to produce or be such a harmony, the harmony

218 Cf. Guthrie (1962). Cornford (1922, 146) notes that Plato and Aristotle are the
earliest ancient authors to predicate harmony of bodily opposites (as opposed to
numbers or ratios). Notably, Plato, in Rep. 443c, also seems to have held some
version of a harmony theory, which, however, does not predicate harmony of the
body, but only of the various parts of the soul. Cf. DA 1.2, 406b28-31, which also
mentions a harmony in the circular world-soul. Cf. Metaph. A.5, 985b31-986a6.

*19 Phaed. 67d7-10.

0 DA 1.3, 407b13-17.

221 Despite the fact that, as Philop. (In de anima 146.6-8) points out, the reported
reasoning forms an invalid syllogism.
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theory not only seems to provide the cause of why the soul is in the body, but also, a
description of what state the body must be in to have a soul, namely, a state which has
been produced from opposite elemental qualities. Thus, on its surface, the harmony
theory seems to meet Aristotle’s minimal criteria for giving a definition of soul which
contains a middle term — harmony — which can explain at least the soul’s existence in
bodies composed of opposites.??

Given that a harmony seems to be a (kind of) ‘form’ of the body, interpreters
of Aristotle have often found it difficult to pinpoint how exactly this theory differs
from Aristotle’s own hylomorphic theory of soul.?”® Couldn’t bodily opposites, or
their mixtures, for instance, be viewed as bearing a potential for life, perception, or
nutrition — especially given that Aristotle holds that living bodies are in fact made
from mixtures of the elements, just as the harmony theory claims? And can’t the
“fulfilment’ or ‘actuality’ of these potentials just be the mathematical structure or ratio
that these elements come to be in when living bodies are formed? Moreover, doesn’t
Aristotle himself suggest that a harmony is a form of the body when he likens
harmony (cvppovia)®?* to the form or ratio (Adyog Tic) which is definitive of the
soul’s perceptive capacity???

Despite the prima facie resemblance of the harmony theory of soul to

Aristotle’s hylomorphic theory of soul, in this chapter, I shall argue that Aristotle’s

222 |n agreement with Gottschalk (1971, 188).

222 The similarity between the two theories is noted by Hicks (1907, 263), and
supported by Ross (1961, 195), Gottschalk (1971, 188), and Frede (1996). Polanksy
(2007, 103-104) is more cautious, stating that the harmony theory ‘might be supposed
very close to Aristotle’s own’. He concludes that Aristotle borrows from the harmony
theory only ‘what is workable’, without specifying exactly what is workable.

224 Generally, Aristotle seems to use cvuewvio to refer to a relationship between
(actual or potential) sounds. Cf. DC 2.9, 290b12-29; DA 1.3, 406b30; Top. 4.3,
123a33-37; Top. 6.2, 139a32-140a2; APo 2.1, 90a19-23. On meaning of the adjective
oLE®VAG as applying primarily to number, cf. Barker (2007, 316ff).

?%° First at DA 2.12, 424a25-32, then at DA 3.2, 426a27-b7. Cf. DA 2.11, 424a4-5. On
these passages, cf. Ward (1988), Bradshaw (1987) and Barker (1988).
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answer to all of the above questions is ‘no’. Instead, Aristotle will argue that the
principle of harmony, whether arithmetical or bodily, is unable to account for any of
the soul’s characteristic attributes. Despite this failure, Aristotle will end his critique
with the suggestion that the harmony theory does get one thing right about the nature
of the soul, which is that soul, like a ratio or composition of the elements, is
essentially tied to the body, just as the body is essentially tied to the soul.

To show this, in the first part of this chapter, | offer an analysis of the first five
arguments that Aristotle offers against the harmony theory. I claim that each of these
arguments, in accordance with Aristotle’s method of scientific inquiry, is aimed at
showing that one cannot scientifically deduce or explain the soul’s characteristic
abilities on the basis of a harmony understood as either an arithmetical or bodily ratio.

In the second part of this chapter, I show that Aristotle’s parenthetical remarks
about Empedocles are similarly scientific in nature, and aim to show that the latter’s
psychology cannot account for the soul’s ability to be a ratio of the elements in living
beings without sacrificing its ability to be an efficient cause of the motion of those
beings.

In the final part, | argue that Aristotle ends his criticisms by suggesting a non-
mathematical version of the harmony theory which points the way towards

hylomorphism.

3.2 Analysis of the Harmony Theory
Having set forth in outline the basic justification of the harmony theory,

Avristotle begins his criticism of this definition of soul thus:
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So, on the one hand (i) a harmony is a certain ratio (Adyog tig) of things mixed
(uybévtwv) or a composition (cOvOeoig) of those things, but (ii) the soul is not
capable of being either of these. (DA 1.4, 407b32-34)**

Call Aristotle’s first argument the Framing Argument. It can be expressed as follows:

1. A harmony is either a (a) ratio of things mixed or (b) a composition of
those things. (i)
2. The soul is not capable of being either (a) or (b). (ii)

3. The soul is not a harmony. [Implied]

This argument relies upon the idea that a harmony can be understood generally as
either an arithmetical structure that characterises the proportion of elements or
elemental powers that characterise a particular mixture, or a geometrical structure that
characterises objects whose parts have been put together in a particular way (e.g. on
top of, beneath, stuck next to, etc.). Aristotle thinks that, regardless of which of these
meanings one adopts, one will not be able to explain the soul’s characteristic
affections and activities.

Although the Framing Argument is valid, Aristotle’s justification for accepting

the second premise is unclear. It has been common since the ancient commentators
(for example, Themistius and Philoponus) to suggest that Aristotle gives this
argument first because he already takes it for granted that soul, but not a harmony, is a

substance (oi)cia).227

22 4 e hY e I4 /4 I4 bl ~ 14 N 4 3\ \ 3\
® kaitot ve M eV appovia Adyog Tic €0t TOV UryBévtov 1§ o0vOesLg, TV 08 youymv

0VOETEPOV 01OV T  EIVOL TOVTWV.

22T Hicks (1907, 266) takes this suggestion to be plausible. He is followed by Jaeger
(1934, 42), who claims that the argument assumes the doctrine of the Categories that
substance does not have an opposite. However, Jaeger is rightly criticised by Owen
(19684, 153), who points out that other categories (for example, quantity), and certain
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However, this interpretation of the Framing Argument is unlikely. Even

though Aristotle is aware of such an argument, having used one like it in his
Eudemus, he nowhere appeals to such an argument in DA 1. Moreover, the fact that
Avristotle declines to use an explicit obcia argument here suggests rather the opposite
conclusion, namely, that Aristotle is not yet willing to commit to the doctrine of
(formal) substance as the answer to the first puzzle about the soul’s genus expressed
in DA 1.1, 402a23-25.%® Instead, it seems that Aristotle is giving a general argument
which he will justify later, just as he did at the outset of his argument against the

Platonic definition of soul discussed in chapter 2.

3.3  The Movement Argument
This expectation is not disappointed. Aristotle’s explicit reasons for rejecting

harmony as a definition of the soul in the Framing Argument — in both the sense of a

ratio of the mixture, and in the sense of a geometrical combination of objects — are

given in the lines which immediately follow.?* Aristotle writes:

Moreover, (i) the power to initiate motion (t0 xweiv) does not belong to
harmony, but (Zii) all assign this most of all to soul, as was said. (DA 1.4,
407b34-408a1)**

members of those categories, also do not have an opposite. Cf. Cat. 6, 5b11: "Ett 1®
TOG® 0VOEV 0TIV EvavTiov.

228 Jaeger (1934, 45) offers another possibility. He sees the absence of this argument
in DA 1.4 as a sign that, after having written the Eudemus, Aristotle revised his
understanding of the soul’s substantiality to be ‘midway between the materialistic
view that the soul is the harmony of the body, and the Platonic view of the Eudemus
that it is a substance of its own.” However, Owen (1968a, 152-53), points out that
Avistotle could not both have believed in the Platonic theory that Forms — which do
have opposites (e.g. Phaed. 75c, Rep. 475e-476a) — are the only real substances, and
that no substance has an opposite.

229 Cf. Hicks (1907, 267), who cites with approval Bonitz’s discussion of the
connection of this passage to the argument which begins at DA 1.4, 408a5.

230 £11 88 1O Kelv 00K EoTv dppoviac, Wuyii 88 TAVTEC AmOVELOVGL TODTO HEMG’ (¢
EITTEV.
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This second argument against the harmony theory can be expressed as a
second figure syllogism in Cesare. It claims that there is an attribute which is
recognised as belonging to soul which cannot belong to harmony. Call it the

Movement Argument:

1. The power to cause movement does not belong to harmony. (i)
2. The power to cause movement belongs to the soul. (ii)

3. Thus, soul is not a harmony. [Implied]

Although this argument appears to be fairly straightforward, modern commentators
have tended to vary widely in their explanations of why Aristotle thinks that the
power to cause motion does not belong to harmony but does belong to soul. To
adjudicate between these positions, there are two questions that must be decided: first,
what is the species of motion that Aristotle assigns to the soul (but denies to
harmony), and second, what kind of cause is the harmony serving as in respect of this
species?

Some interpreters, such as William Charlton, argue that Aristotle has all the
per se motions of a living body (including locomotion) in mind here, and that he
accepts that a harmony of bodily opposites (and not the soul) is the efficient cause of
these motions. According to him, what Aristotle denies to a harmony is only its ability
to be the final cause of these bodily motions.?*

This interpretation understands the Movement Argument to assume implicitly

the criterion laid out in DA 1.1, that proper definitions of the soul’s ma6n (which are

movements) should include both material causes and final causes which are for the

231 Charlton (1985, 136).
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sake of something (1008 &vexa).??0On this reading of the Movement Argument, the

efficient causal power to initiate all forms of motion in the living body is understood
to belong to a harmony, but not the final cause of this power.

Similarly, Michael Frede also accepts that harmonised bodily powers are the
root efficient causes of all species of bodily motion (including local motion). For this

reason, he thinks that Aristotle’s objection in the Movement Argument must be

understood as amounting to the claim that, even if one mentally collects up all such
harmonised efficient causes, one still cannot explain the unity of the power to move at
the level of the whole ensouled body.?*

In contrast to these interpretations, which posit that Aristotle has all species of
motion in view, but denies to a harmony not their efficient causality, but their final

causality, other interpreters, such as Stephen Menn and Victor Caston, argue that in

the Movement Argument Aristotle clearly ascribes to soul, but not to harmony, the

ability to be an efficient cause of all of the living body’s motions.?** Caston spells out

Aristotle’s commitment as a supervenience theory of mind. He argues that the

Movement Argument alleges that the harmony theory entails epiphenomenalism
about the mind’s causal powers, and that Aristotle rejects this view.?*®

2% \wherein it is argued

However, given Aristotle’s awareness of the Phaedo,
that a harmony is imposed upon some physical body (such as a lyre’s string) by an
external efficient cause, but that a harmony cannot itself act as the efficient cause of

either (a) something’s becoming attuned, or (b) the exercise of the powers of that

232 DA 1.1, 403a25-403b2.

2%3 Erede (1996, 101).

2% Menn (2002); Caston (1997).

2% However, at least two of Aristotle’s followers — Dicaearchus and Aristoxenos —
were reported by a number of ancient writers to have adopted just such an
epiphenomenalist version of the harmony theory, despite the objections to it raised by
Aristotle. Cf. Gottschalk (1971) and Caston (1997).

?% Phaed. 93a6-9.
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attunement, it is likely that Aristotle is denying to a harmony, and ascribing to the
soul, only an ability to be an efficient cause of local motion.

His point is only that a harmony can 't move a lyre’s strings despite being ‘in’
those strings, whilst a soul, being ‘in’ the body, can initiate the body’s locomotion by

means of decision.?’

At this stage in the argument, it is unclear if Aristotle would
agree that a harmony can directly cause other forms of motion in the body (for
example, qualitative alteration, or growth and diminishment).*® At the least, Plato

does not appear to make such a claim in the Phaedo.

3.4 The Harmonising Explanation Argument
However, Aristotle does go on to give an argument which concerns the
explanatory connection between the causal attributes of the elements residing in a

living body and the attributes of the soul. He writes:

But (i) it fits (apuodler) more with health to say it is a harmony, and generally
the bodily virtues, than soul. (ii) This would be patently obvious if someone
were to attempt to define (dmod1w6van) the affections and works (T maOn kai
T £pya) of the soul by a particular harmon%/; (iii) for it is difficult to fit them
together (épapudlewv).? (DA 1.4, 408a1-5)**°

Call this third argument the Harmonising Explanation Argument:

237 Cf. DA 1.3, 406h24-25; Phaed. 99a5-b2.

2%8 At least, as | argue below, Aristotle does not seem to have a problem with the idea
that a harmony of the elemental powers might put the body in a condition such as to
be affected in certain ways that are required for certain soul activities, e.g. perception.

289 Although Aristotle seems to choose the term &papudlew in line (vii) for its
amusing etymological connection to dapupovio, this term nevertheless carries a
technical sense which means ‘to fit or adjust facts to a theory’. Cf. Hicks (1907, 267).

20 Gpuotel 8¢ pdlov ko’ vyeiog Aéyew Gppoviov, kol SAOC TOV COUATIKGOY
apeT®V, 1 KT Yoyfc. eavepdtatov O &l TI amodidovar mepabein Ta wdon Koi ta
gpya TG Yuyic aprovig Tvi- YaAemov yap eapprolety.
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1. The affections and works of the bodily virtues, V, can be made to fit with
harmony, H. (i)
2. The affections and works of soul, S, cannot be made to fit with H. (ii)

3. Thus, it is more fitting to say that Vs are Hs than to say S is H. (ii)

Amongst the commentators, Philoponus gives the fullest analysis of this argument. He
thinks Aristotle is evoking a dialectical argument in the Eudemus, wherein he reports

Avistotle to have argued:

He say that: ‘disharmony (avappootia) of a body is opposite to harmony of a
body, but the disharmony of an ensouled body is disease and weakness and
ugliness, of which disease is disproportion (docvupetpio) of the ensouled
body’s elements (ctotyeimv), weakness is disproportion of its homoeomereous
parts, and ugliness is disproportion of its organs. So, if disharmony is disease
and weakness and ugliness, then harmony must be health and strength and
beauty. But soul is none of these things, for | say that it is neither health nor
strength nor beauty. For this reason even ugly Thersites had a soul;**
therefore the soul is not a harmony’. (Philop. In de anima 144.30-145.7)%*

This argument from the Eudemus relies upon a number of dialectical procedures from
in the Topics for criticising definitions. The initial procedure, for instance, follows the

dialectical rule of a specifying the contrary of a definiendum in order to eliminate its

homonymous meanings, a procedure described in Top. 1.15.%*® Here, the term

221 1f soul were identical to a harmony in the sense of health, strength, or beauty,
Thersites, who lacked all three, could not be said to have a soul.

22 1ii appovig, enoi, 00 cdpatoc évavtiov &oTiv 1 GvappooTic TOD GOMATOC,
(’xvapuocri(x 0¢ 10D Euyuyov Gd)uarog vooog kol Go0évela kai oioyoc, GV TO U&v
acvppetpia £6TL TGV cTOYEIMV 1) VOGOG, TO 8¢ TAV OpOWpEPDY Ty dobévela, TO & TRV
opyowmcov 10 0icyog. & Totvuv 1 dvappootio. voécog koi GcOiveln Koi oucsxog, M
appovia Gpa Hyesio kol ioyvg Kol KaMog Yoy 0& 00OV €0t ToUTMV, 0VTE Vil
on pi ovte chug obte KGAOg Yoymyv Yap elxev Koi 6 Ogpoitng aioyiotog Gv- oK dpa
EGTIV 1) Yoy GppOVia.

243 Top. 1.15, 106a9-22. As an example of this rule, Aristotle explains that there is not
one term which is opposite in signification to a homonymous term such as ‘sharp’, but
rather multiple terms. Giving the correct contrary of ‘sharp’ depends on what ‘sharp’
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contrary to ‘harmony’ in the phrase ‘harmony of an ensouled body’ will be different
from the term which is contrary to ‘harmony’ in a phrase like ‘harmony of a lyre’.

In the argument that Philoponus reports, the idea is that, if ‘harmony of the
ensouled body’ were the correct genus of soul, then one of the species of ‘the
harmony of the ensouled body’ (i.e. health, strength, etc.) would have to be identical
to soul. However, since none of these harmonies are necessary for something to be
ensouled, Aristotle concludes that, if soul is a type of harmony, it is at least not a
harmony of the ensouled body.***

On the basis of this passage, Philoponus interprets the Harmonising

Explanation Argument as claiming that, once we explicate all the known species

harmony, including, for example, musical harmony (for example, Lydian, or Phrygian
harmonies), we can see that none of the soul’s attributes, such as anger, courage, etc.,
fall under any of these species of harmony, which is why they do not theoretically ‘fit’
with harmony.?* Philoponus thus interprets Aristotle’s argument about the affections

of the soul as amounting to the following hypothetical syllogism:

1. If soul is a harmony, then it is one of the species of harmony.
2. The soul is not any species of harmony.

3. Therefore, the soul is not a harmony.*°

is said in relation to. If one asks what the contrary of ‘sharp’ is in the phrase ‘sharp
body’, the correct answer will be ‘dull’, but when one asks what the contrary of
‘sharp’ is in the phrase ‘sharp sound’, the correct answer will be ‘flat’.

244 Cf. Rhet. 1.5, 1361b7-22, where Atristotle gives a general definition of health as
‘the virtue of the body which enables it to be free from disease’, and then gives as
examples of bodily virtues beauty (k&AAiog), strength (ioyvg), stature (ueyébog), and
swiftness in running (tdy0q).

2%% philop. In de anima 127.21-23. This is also the interpretation of Sophon. In de
anima paraphrasis 25.27-31, except that he puts the objection in terms of the soul’s
parts.

248 philop. In de anima 147.20-22. Cf. Top. 4.3, 123a33-37, Top. 6.2, 139a32—140a2.
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The only real problem with Philoponus’ interpretation is that he seems to take the

Harmonising Explanation Argument to be a dialectical argument which is working

only with the common meanings of genus and species terms.
However, as | argued in chapter 1, Aristotle is following his method of

scientific inquiry when he gives the Harmonising Explanation Argument, rather than

giving a dialectical argument. The difference between the former method, and the
latter, is that the former method tests whether a proposed definition can provide an
explanatory middle term for a certain characteristic phenomenon, whereas the latter
method can at most judge whether the terms of a definition are being used
consistently with other terms within a common discourse.

If Aristotle is following the method of scientific inquiry here, then we need to
find the explanatory middle term which shows why Aristotle thinks that the attributes
of health, but not the attributes of soul, can be demonstrated (or explained) by the
principle of harmony.

To do so, we need to see what sort of relation Aristotle thinks obtains between
harmony and health. A good example of this relation can be found in Phys. 7.3, where

Aristotle writes:

Still, we say that all the virtues reside in something and in relation to the state
of something (év t® mpdg ti Twg Exev). For the virtues of the body, such as
health (Vvyicwav) and vigour (gve&iav), we posit as being in a blend (kpdoet)
and due proportion (coppetpia) of warmth and cold, either in relation to
themselves inside the body or in relation to the surrounding environment.
(Phys. 7.3, 246h3-6)**'

247 \ ’ e 4 ¥ \ 3 \ 5 ~ r Y PYe \ \ \ ~

£T1 0¢ Kol QapEV ATACOG EIVOL TAG APETAG &V TM TPOG TL TAOG EXEWV. TAG UEV YOPp TOD
oopotoc, olov vylelav kol eveklav, €v kpdoel Kol ovupetpi Oepudv  koi
Yoypdv tibepev, fj aOT®V TPOS a1 TA TOV VIO ) TPOG TO TEPIEXOV*
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Here, the principle of a ‘right proportion’ of warmth and cold in the body can be taken
as equivalent to the idea of bodily opposites being ‘in harmony’.?*® On the basis of the
principle that health is a harmony of warm and cold blends in the body, one can
demonstrate, for instance, that the body will undergo certain diseases when the
harmony of warm and cold blends inside it is disturbed, such as when too much warm
material predominates, or when too much cold material predominates. By analogy, the

Harmonising Explanation Argument alleges that a principle of harmony should

similarly be able to demonstrate which bodily opposites, and in what proportions, are
identical to the soul and its powers, and which ones, when changed, will cause the
soul and its powers to be destroyed.

If so, couldn’t a more sophisticated harmony theorist meet Aristotle’s
challenge by defining exactly which elemental opposites, and in what proportion,

produce the soul? For Aristotle’s Harmonising Explanation Argument to be justified,

he needs to have a good reason in mind for why the qualities present in a bodily
harmony are in principle unable to explain the nature of the soul’s active and passive
attributes.

Indeed, given that Aristotle affirms that the elements which compose living
bodies do have causal powers, such as dispositions to move in certain directions, to
mix with other elements, and to heat and cool, among many others, and given that
Aristotle will eventually affirm that the soul is the form of such a body, could not
‘soul’ for Aristotle be simply a higher level formal description of these independently

specifiable lower-level elemental powers and processes?

248 Aristotle makes a similar claim about health being a ocvppetpio at NE 10.3,
1173b23-28, but adds that this proportion consists in a range which be relaxed up to a
certain point in someone without losing health.
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Although such a reductionist view of soul was recognised by Aristotle, he
nevertheless seems to decisively reject it in GC 2.6.2*° He gives the reason for his

rejection as follows:

But it is also absurd if the soul comes into being from [a mixture or
composition of] the elements, or if it is one of the elements; for how will there
be alterations (dAhowdoelg) of the soul, such as being musical and again
unmusical, or memory or forgetting? For it is clear that, if soul is fire, then the
only affections (né6n) belonging to the soul will be the ones belonging to fire
qua fire, but if soul is a mixture, only bodily attributes (ta copotikd) will
belong to the soul; but none of the soul’s attributes are bodily. However, the
discussion of these things is the task of another theory. (GC 2.7, 334a10-15)*°

Whereas contemporary philosophers of mind often locate an explanatory gap between
a third-person account of the neuronal activities of the brain and a first-person account
of the qualia experienced by consciousness, *>* here Aristotle posits a similar
explanatory gap between psychological changes qua psychological and material
changes qua material.?*?

This explanatory gap follows from Aristotle’s theory of elemental change and

mixture as set out in the Physics and On Generation and Corruption. Having

established in Phys. 1.5 that everything that is generated comes to be from its opposite

249 J0achim (1922, 239) also notes the relevance of this passage to DA 1.4.

20 gromov 8¢ kai &l 1) woy £k TGV otoyeiov fi &v T adTdV- ol yap dAhowboelc ol Tic
Yoyfic mhg Ecovtal, olov O HoLcIKOV glvar Kol A duovcov, § pviaun i Afon;
Sfilov yap &t €l pév mip N woyr, Té o vrapéet ot doa Tupi N TP €1 8& pKTOV,
T0 COUOTIKA: TOVTOV &’ 0VOEV COUATIKOV. AALY Tepi LEV TOVT®V £TEPAG EPYOV €0TL
Bewpioc.

25 Eor example, Levine (1983); McGinn (1989); Searle (1997).

22 | take it that Aristotle thinks that t& cwpotiké refers to all the bodily and
perceptible attributes that can be defined without reference to soul. However, this
does not entail that that any psychological attributes can be defined without reference
to t& copatikd. In fact, with the exception of intellect, Aristotle suggests in DA 1.1
that the class of psychological attributes will not be definable independently of bodily
attributes. Here I am in close agreement with Charles (2009).
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253

generally (i.e. from its determinate privation),”” in On Generation and Corruption

Aristotle argues that, in order for a true ‘harmonious’ mixture to occur, an X and a Y
must (1) come into contact with one another, (2) have characteristic attributes that are
determinate privations of one another (for example: hot and cold, white and black),?**
and (3) have their characteristic attributes equalized (ic6(n) rather than destroyed.”*®
When elemental bodies come together and affect one another in such a way
that neither loses its original characterising power completely, Aristotle claims they

form a mixed or composite body with intermediate qualitative powers, such as flesh

and bone.?*® Aristotle writes:

Thus, first the elements change into one another, but out of the elements flesh
and bone and the other composite bodies come about, while the hot is coming
about from the cold, and when the cold is coming about from the hot, and
these elemental qualities arrive at mean qualitative state. For at that point there
is neither [sc. hot nor cold], but the middle is on a ‘spectrum’ (moAd) and not
indivisible. Similarly, even the dry and the wet and the other powers of this
sort, in respect of a mean state, produce flesh and bone and the other
composite bodies. (GC. 2.7, 334b23-29)%’

1,>% in general, | take it

Although Aristotle’s theory of mixture is controversia
that Aristotle would deny strict emergence, i.e. the idea that fundamentally new

properties, not reducible to any lower-level properties, come into being or ‘supervene’

253 Cf. Phys. 1.5, 188b21-26.

24 Cf. GC 1.7: 323b29-324a9. Aristotle claims this is the case when an X and a Y
have ‘the same [type of] matter’ (1 avti} VAn). Cf. GC 1.10, 328a20.

?5GC 1.10, 328a18-32.

2% Cf. Hussey (1991, 222).

2T Kot mpdtov obte T otoreia petafdriel, &k 8¢ To0TmV GapKeg Koi OoTd Kai Td
To1DTe, TOD HeEV Beprod yvopévov Woypod, Tod 08 yuypod Beppod, dtav mpdg TO
puécov EAON EvtadOa yap ovdéTepOV, TO 0 HECOV TOAD Kol ovK adtaipetov. Opoimng
0¢ kol 0 ENPov Kol VYPOV Kol T TODTH KOTO HeGHTNTA TOoDGL GhpKa Kol OGTODV
Kol TAAAL.

2%8 The analysis that follows is in agreement with that of Bogen (1996).
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upon certain material objects or processes.”*® Instead, at least in On Generation and
Corruption, Aristotle strongly suggests that all bodily properties can be reduced, in
one way or another, to elemental properties. For instance, Aristotle thinks that, from
the elemental properties of the moist and the dry, which are generously defined only
in respect of their (a) being/not being determinable by something else and (b)
being/not being able maintain a limit, one can derive the properties of being ‘fine’,
‘course’, ‘viscous’, ‘brittle’, ‘soft’, and ‘hard’.?%°

How does this reductionism about bodily mixtures apply to the harmony
theory of soul? The answer is that, since Aristotle is seeking a scientific definition of
the soul from which one can construct explanatory syllogisms of the soul’s
characteristic attributes, in order for a harmony of bodily opposites to be explanatory
of the soul’s characteristic attributes (such as growing angry, or becoming musical),
we would have to take some set of perceptible elemental powers (for example: hot
and cold), and then discover which harmonic or mathematical proportion of these
powers would produce a characteristic psychological attribute.

However, as Aristotle argues in On Generation and Corruption, the sort of
characteristic attributes that are produced by elemental mixtures are not categorically

new attributes — such as the ability to initiate locomotion from rest, or the ability to

love, or hate, or think — but attributes that fall somewhere intermediate on a scale

% In this, I am in agreement with Goldin (1996, 152 n.17), who writes: °[...]

Aristotle’s position could not be that of an emergence theorist, who holds that an
emergent property can be correlated to a physical property so that anything possessing
it also has the emergent property but denies that the emergent property as such can be
identified with or rendered intelligible on the basis of the physical property with
which it is correlated. Aristotle holds that the theoretical primitives are the basic
causes of things and that causal bonds can be revealed and rendered intelligible
through scientific explanation.’

20 GC 2.2, 329b29-33. Aristotle concludes that, in respect of all the non-primary
perceptible properties: AfjAov toivuv dt1 mdoor ai dGAlot dapopai dvayovtar €ig TOG
npdtag tétrapog. (GC 2.2, 330a24-25).
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between the original pairs of opposing elemental qualities. Hot and cold, for example,
can produce warmth, but not the colour green, because green is not a tangible
quality.®*

It is for this reason, it seems, that Aristotle thinks that harmonised elemental
properties provide some sort of explanation of health, but not the attributes which
belong to soul. For example, if health is essentially a harmony of hot and cold
elements in a living body producing a temperature of 37 degrees Celsius, one can
explain why, when one has a fever, one isn’t healthy. This is because one’s body is
too hot. However, if one believes that soul is a balance of hot and cold elements in a
living body, one cannot similarly demonstrate why, when an ensouled being grows
hotter or colder, they would think, hope, or love.

To put it yet another way, Aristotle’s argument in GC 2.7 claims that if the
first principle of the soul were an element like fire, then such a principle would only
allow us to infer that the soul had attributes such as going from ‘hot to cold’, or from
‘tending to go up quickly’ to ‘tending to go up slowly’.

Adding in more elements to the mixture does not change this basic idea.
Aristotle’s belief is that the changes of soul, such as going from unmusical to musical,
presuppose an entirely different scale of opposites.?®® For this reason, even if such

psychological changes are correlated with perceptible bodily changes, as Aristotle

261 In general, what | claim here is in close agreement with the analysis of Bogen
(1996).

262 | take it that this is the case even if that which sees (td Op@dv), ‘is in a sense
coloured’ (¢ keypoudtiotor) (DA 3.2, 425b22-23). Whilst it is certainly the case that
the capacity of perception is receptive of the forms of perceptible qualities residing in
bodies (cf. DA 2.11, 422b23-31), these qualities only explain the content of
perception, not the nature of the awareness which is part of (or constitutive of) the
capacity itself. This is why, in the end, Aristotle does think that there is more to
perception than just a body’s being affected. Cf. DA 2.12, 424b16-18, along with
Burnyeat (1992a) and (1992b), and Caston (2005). However, for the view that
psychological affections are not decomposible into material and immaterial
components, cf. Charles (2008).
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clearly believes they are,?®®

they cannot be demonstrated or explained on the basis of
such perceptible changes alone.?® This is in fact one of the main theoretical reasons
for Aristotle’s thought that a formal cause, such as ‘desire for revenge’ must be added
to the definition of any psychological phenomenon, such as anger, even if there are
material changes — such as boiling of the blood — serving as the ‘base’ of such a
change.”®

In general, Aristotle will grant that an elemental power, e.g. ‘the hot’, can
serve as an ancillary cause (cuvaitiov) alongside the efficient causal powers of the
soul.?®® However, what Aristotle will not grant is that we can demonstrate the
attributes of the soul (including its causal attributes) from the attributes of the

267

elemental bodies, singly or in combination.”" In sum, Aristotle’s Harmonising

Explanation Argument claims that works and affections of the soul cannot be

scientifically derived from the principle of a bodily harmony, and for this reason, the

what-it-is of soul cannot be identical to a harmony.

3.5 The Composition of Capacities Argument
So far, | have shown that Aristotle formulates an initial wholesale rejection of

the harmony theory of the soul in the Framing Argument without specifying the basis

of his rejection. Then, in the Motion Argument, he criticises the harmony theory for

23 DA 1.1, 40326-19.

264 Cf. Philop. In de generatione et corruptione 268.20-27.

2% DA 1.1, 403a29-403b3.

2%° DA 2.4, 416a14.

267 Cf. Ackrill (1972/73, 132-33), who notes that the inability to derive new powers
from material ingredients plus structure is a ‘fairly deep source of trouble’ for
understanding Aristotle’s hylomorphism. Burnyeat (1992a, 23) goes so far as to say
that, in respect of mental functions, ‘deduction from the “bottom up” is impossible’.
Cf. Alex. De Anima 24.21-24, who claims that the soul’s powers are categorially new
powers that supervene upon a mixture, similar to how the new powers of medicinal
drugs supervene upon a mixture of their components.
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its inability to account for the soul’s capacity to produce local motion. Following this,

he gives the Harmonising Explanation Argument, a paradigm example of how

Aristotle thinks that a first principle should function in explaining characteristic
phenomena. In this argument, he asserts that health and the bodily virtues have a
better claim to being a harmony than the soul does, because the principle of harmony
can explain why a living body is in health and why it suffers disease, but not why a
living body has soul, and not why it exercises or loses psychological powers.

From this, Aristotle proceeds to give two further arguments governing his

initial rejection of the harmony theory in the Framing Argument:

Still, if we speak of a harmony we look to two things; (i) on the one hand, and
most properly (kvpuwtata), [a harmony is] a composition (cOvBeowv) of
magnitudes (peyebdv) which admit of movement and have a location, since
whenever such magnitudes are fitted together, the result is that nothing extra
which is of the same kind can be slotted in. Derivatively, on the other hand,
(if) we can also speak of the ratio (Adyov) that holds between things which
have been mixed (pepypévemv) together. (iii) Although neither definition is a
good account [sc. of the soul], the definition of harmony as a composition of
the bodily parts (copotog pepdv) is exceptionally easy to criticise; for (iv)
there are numerous and various types of compositions among the body’s parts.
So, (v) of what bodily part and how must (ypr) we suppose (Vmorof&iv)
intellect (vodv) to be a composition, or even the soul’s perceptive capacity
(0o Tikov) or the desiring capacity (6pexticov)? (DA 1.4, 408a5-13)%%

Having disposed of the view that neither the soul’s power of causing local motion, nor
its active and passive attributes, can be explained by the principle of harmony qua

mixture or composition of the basic elements, Aristotle gives a further argument for

why a harmony qua a geometrical composition of bodily parts is also unable to serve

2 b4 b /4 \ e I4 9 4 b3 r 14 4 ~ ~
i d el Aéyopev TNV appoviav g 600 dmoPAETOVTES, KuplidTaTa LEV, TOV NEYEDRV

&v 10ig &yovot kivnow kai Bécty, v ohvBeoy avTdV, €nedav obtw cuvapuodlmoy
dote Undev ovyyeveg mapadéyechal, Eviedbev 0& Kol TOV TV UEHYHEVOV AOYOV—
00detépmc pEv ovv edhoyov, 1 88 ovvleoig TV TOD CMOUOTOG HEPDV Aoy
gvelétaoToc. molal e Yap ol cuvOEsEIC TAV HEp®V Kol TOANKYDS: Tivog ovV | ThC
vmolaBeiv ToV vodv yph ovuvOesty givar, | kai T aicONTIKOV | OPEKTIKOV;
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as a first principle for the soul’s capacities. Call this fourth argument Aristotle’s

Composition of Capacities Argument:

1. There are many compositions, C;-C;, belonging to the body’s parts. (iv)

2. If the soul, S, is a bodily composition Cy, each of the S’s capacities, Z1-Z,,
must necessarily belong to at least one C. [Assumed]

3. Neither S’s intellective power, |, nor its perceptive power, A, nor its
desiring power, D, belong to any C. (v)

4. Therefore, S is not any C. (iii)

Although the logic of Aristotle’s argument is valid, why does Aristotle think that no
ouvBeoig of bodily parts can produce (or be) a psychological capacity? The argument
is particularly difficult to understand from a modern perspective, since contemporary
neuroscience now understands psychological capacities and activities both to belong
to and be explained by various parts of the brain. For this reason, William Charlton

argues that:

Such arguments, however, [...] are unsatisfying. ‘Of what parts could we
suppose the mind to be a composition?” (408a12) That question might reduce
to silence a fourth century Greek but not a contributor to Scientific
American.?®®

From such a perspective, it is easy to assume that a contemporary harmony theorist

could claim, for instance, that Aristotle’s opextcov is ‘the neuronal composition of

the frontal cortex in the brain’, and that his criticism in the Composition of Capacities

Argument is simply due to scientific ignorance.

289 Charlton (1985, 132).
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However, we should not be quick to draw this conclusion until we understand
what Aristotle is claiming. I argued above that Aristotle’s theory of bodily mixture, on
its own, does not allow him to explain how a new power results from a bodily mixture
other than in terms of equalising (by degrees) the original bodily powers going into
the mixture.

Aristotle has equally strong reasons for rejecting the bodily composition

theory of the soul’s powers. However, in the Composition of Capacities Argument,

Avistotle is not concerned with a harmony’s inability to demonstrate the soul’s power
to produce motion, nor with its inability to demonstrate the soul’s works and
affections, but rather with its inability to demonstrate any of the soul’s basic
capacities.

What are Aristotle’s reasons for holding that a bodily composition cannot
constitute a psychological capacity? It seems that Aristotle must be showing the
difficulty of attempting to do psychology without making use of the final causes of
the soul’s capacities. Only by understanding what function a psychological capacity
has, Aristotle thinks, can we come to understand what sort of bodies and bodily
powers will be necessary to carry out this function. When we do have knowledge of
such psychological functions, we can understand bodily materials or compositions as
hypothetically necessary to carry out these functions.

Aristotle generally appeals to examples of artefacts to illustrate this idea. In
the Physics, for instance, Aristotle argues that, if we understand that a saw is an object
that is defined by its capacity to cut wood, we can use our understanding of that
capacity or its deployment to guess at what sort of material composition the capacity

must necessarily be in or make use of.
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For instance, Aristotle argues that a saw, in order to actualise its capacity for
dividing wood, must have hard teeth, which further implies that it must be made of
some sort of metal, such as iron.?”® However, the harmony as composition theorist
doesn’t have access to this sort of explanation; for if we understand only the material
properties of an object, we cannot use our understanding of those properties to guess
at what sort of capacity or function it has. For instance, if we stumbled upon an item
which was made of iron and had jagged triangles on it, we could not, sans the concept
of ‘a capacity for cutting wood’, determine this item to be a saw, as opposed to a
piece of art, or a natural object.

In the Parts of Animals, Aristotle explicates this idea with the example of an
axe, and makes an analogy between the hypothetically necessary parts of an axe and
the parts of living bodies in a way that illustrates the problem alleged in the

Composition of Capacities Argument. Aristotle argues that:

For just as it is necessary for an axe to be hard in order to cut, and if hard, it is
necessary for it to be either bronze or iron, so also since it [sc. the living body]
is an instrument (for whose sake each of its parts exist, and similarly the
whole), it is necessary therefore for a body to be of such and such a quality
and composed from such and such a material, if soul is to exist. (PA 1.1,
64229-13)°"

This passage provides a way to understand the explanatory deficit alleged against the

272

harmony theory in the Composition of Capacities Argument. Whatever sort of

composition of parts is picked out by the harmony theorist as explanatory of, or

identical to, a soul capacity, it will provide no explanation of why this composition

270 phys. 2.9, 200b5-8. Cf. Johansen (2012, 154-155).

N Gomep yop mel Sel oyxilew 1@ meAékel, Gvaykm okAnpov elval, el 88
oKANPOV, yokkov 1| o1dnpodv, oVtmg Kol émel TO odpo dpyavov (Evekd Tvog yop
gxaotov TV popilmv, ouoimg 8& kol TO dlov), dvéykn &pa toovdi eivor kol &k
TO1WVOI, £l €kgivo £otal.

272 Cf, Johansen (2012, 66-7).
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necessarily produces a soul capacity, rather than, for example, another material
capacity.

How, for example, can the composition, ‘fleshy appendages at the side of
human heads’ necessarily imply or entail the psychological capacity for hearing, or
the composition, ‘protrusion from the middle of a face’ imply the capacity for
smelling, if one does not already have a prior knowledge of what hearing and
smelling are?

At the very least, the variety of attributes that such material parts have will
underdetermine what function they serve. Aristotle’s claim then is that no ‘lower
level” combination of material parts, with all their various powers, suffices to explain
the existence of any psychological capacity. In fact, Aristotle thinks that the reverse is
the case: only the existence of a psychological capacity will suffice to explain the
existence of the material parts that are a means to its use.””®

Again, Aristotle is not unaware that compositions (eyes, nose, ears, etc.) are
correlated empirically with the soul’s capacities.’”* Indeed, he would be happy to
accept the claim from a harmony theorist that the capacity of vision is linked to the
‘attunement’ or composition of the eye. He himself thinks that the eye must be made
of water in order to see, because colour — the object of sight — can only be actualised
in a transparent medium. What Aristotle disagrees with is the idea that such a

composition, qua material, could provide the means to demonstrate the existence of

273 phys. 2.9, 199b34-200b8. This does not mean that an individual power to perceive
(e.qg. the power of touch), will exist temporally prior to its sense organ (e.g. the heart);
however, it does mean that, without a psychological efficient cause (e.g. the ensouled-
pneuma in the semen), an embryo which has a heart cannot be formed.

2% Aristotle thinks that we misidentify efficient cause and instrument of the efficient
cause because an activity masks the distinction between cause and instrument of a
cause when they are ‘near’ one another. But obviously, a craftsman or his craft is
distinct from the saw or a drill that he makes use of. PA 2.8, 652b13-15: “Opotov odv
0 TV Yuynv etvar @dvor mdp, Koi TO mpiovo | TpUmAVOV TOV TEKTOVO f| TRV
TEKTOVIKNY, 811 10 Epyov mepaivetar &yydg GAANA®VY 0VGLY.
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the psychological capacity for vision (or hearing, or touch, etc.), without already

knowing what these capacities are for.?”

We might label this problem with the
harmony theory an under-determination problem.

In fact, Aristotle’s claim that material processes, qua material, under-
determine what psychological capacities we have, has a number of modern analogues.
For example, whilst modern neuroscience has done remarkable work in showing
direct correlations between neural activity and mental functioning, it has not been
successful at showing how mental acts (e.g. believing, logically inferring, etc.) can be
produced by the chemical ‘firings’ of neuronal compositions, or even made more
intelligible by such correlations.?"

In this respect, Aristotle’s response to a contributor to Scientific American who
claimed that some capacity of the mind was identical to a composition in the brain
would be no different than it is in De Anima: knowing what material composition a
soul activity occurs in gives us no help in defining what the soul activity is. For this
reason, Aristotle’s preferred method is to identify what a psychological capacity is
for, and then try to work backwards to see what sort of material compositions and

powers could support this independently specifiable function.

If this is the correct interpretation of the Composition of Capacities Argument,

then the failure that Aristotle alleges against the harmony qua composition theory is

27> Cf. Johansen (2012, 6-7): ‘Proponents of the view that different mental faculties
can be identified by discrete areas of the brain, or bumps on the head, would find little
succour in Aristotle.’

276 Cf. Bennett and Hacker (2003, 362-365): “[...] a neural pathway in one’s brain
cannot have the logical consequences of believing something: namely, being either
right or wrong about what one believes. For there is no such thing as a neural
configuration’s being right or wrong about the truth of a proposition...neuroscience
cannot displace or undermine the explanatory force of the good reasons we sincerely
give for our behavior, or invalidate the justifications we give for rational behaviour
[...]” Bennett and Hacker label this a ‘mereological’ fallacy, which occurs when one
incorrectly ascribes the psychological properties of persons to their organic parts
(such as a brain).
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that, because the harmony—composition theorist appeals to simple material necessity
rather than hypothetical necessity in their explanation of the soul’s capacities (thus
getting the explanatory priority between the compositions in the body and the
capacities of the soul backwards), they are unable to demonstrate in an explanatory
way which of the soul’s capacities will follow from a given synthesis of bodily parts
or organs.

The upshot of this failure is that it implies what Aristotle’s answer will be to
one of the puzzles that he raises in DA 1.1, namely, whether we should investigate the
whole soul first, or its ‘parts’.?’” Since Aristotle links the most general capacities of

the soul to its ‘parts’,%’® the Composition of Capacities Argument indirectly shows

that the harmony theorist has run into methodological trouble by not taking the time to
define the parts or capacities of the soul before it identified the whole soul as a

harmony-composition.

3.6  The Many Souls Argument

Following on the heels of the Composition of Capacities Argument, Aristotle

switches focus to harmony understood as the arithmetical structure that obtains

between the elements that go into a mixture:

Similarly, (i) the account which asserts the soul to be the ratio of a mixture
(tov Aoyov tii¢ piCewc) is also absurd; for (ii) the ratio of the mixture of the
elements (ctolyeiwv) in respect of which flesh is produced, and the ratio of the
mixture of the elements in respect of which bone is produced, are not the
same. (iii) So it will happen that the body will have many souls throughout
itself, (iv) if indeed it is the case that these bodily parts have been mixed from

27T DA 1.1, 402b9-10.
28 In agreement with Johansen (2012, 52-3). Cf. DA 2.2, 413b6-7, and DA 2.2,
413b11-16.
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the elements, and (v) the ratio of the mixture of these elements is a harmony
and soul. (DA 1.4, 408a13-18)*"°

Whilst the Composition of Capacities Argument treated compositions as material-

wholes as potentially identical to soul and its capacities, this argument understands the
soul to be a non-material ratio or Adyoc that exists ‘between’ the elements of such
wholes. However, unlike the former argument, which argues directly that a harmony
qua composition cannot demonstrate in an explanatory way any of the soul’s
capacities, this argument is a reductio based upon an assumed definition of the soul.

Call this fifth argument the Many Souls Argument:

1. Assume that ‘soul’ =g the ratio, R, of the mixture of the elements in a
living body, M. (v)

2. Every distinct part of a living body, Py, such as flesh or bone, is identical
to a distinct mixture of the elements, M. (iv)

3. Every M, is defined by a distinct ratio, Ry. (ii)

4. There are many Ms in a living body. [2]

5. Thus, there are many Rs in a living body. [3-4]

6. Therefore, there will be many souls throughout the living body. (iii)

7. But there is only one soul in the body, therefore the 1 is false. (i)

There are a number of difficulties with this argument. Some interpreters see this

argument as mere clever dialectic. William Charlton, for instance, argues that

279 spoimg 82 dromov kod O TOV Adyov Thc pifeme elvon THY Woxnv: 00 Yip TOV adTdv

&yel Aoyov 1| wiic tdv otoryeiov ko fiv capé Kkai kad’ fiv dotodv. cuuprcetar odv
TOAGG T€ Yuyoc €xev Kol KaTO AV TO GOUM, EMEP TAVIN UEV €K TAV OTOLXEI®V
pepypévav, 6 8¢ thc piewc Adyog appovia kol yoyn.
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Aristotle’s argument is a failure because, ‘[...] the theory is not that every appovia is a
soul but that every soul is a appovie.’?*°

However, strictly speaking, the theory of the soul criticised by Aristotle in the

Many Souls Argument does entail that every harmony — at least, every harmony that

is a mixture of the bodily elements — is a soul.?®" Since it is unqualified, the scope of
the definition of the soul reportedly held by the harmony—mixture theorist ranges over
all ratios present in the elemental mixtures of any given living body.

However, what if the harmony theorist argued that, rather than the soul being a
ratio of one of the body’s mixtures, it was a ‘super-ratio’ of all the ratios of all the
mixtures which composed a living body? In this case, a harmony theorist might define

soul thus:

Soul =4 the ratio S of all the ratios R;—R,, of the elemental mixtures, Mi—M,
which produce all of a living body’s parts, such that S=R; 0f Msesh: Rz Of

Mbone: Rn Of Mn.

Aristotle does not have a distinct argument against this kind of definition.
Even so, he does have a response: if soul could be defined as a ‘super-ratio’ of all the
ratios in a living body, a harmony theorist would still need to explain the soul’s

particular capacities by identifying them with particular ratios within the super-ratio.

280 Charlton (1985, 132). Polansky (2007, 109) rightly responds to Charlton by
claiming: ‘Yet, if only some harmoniai are souls, which ones? The theory leaves the
question unanswered; only those harmoniai are souls that explain psychical
ogperations, but how can they explain them?’

261 Cf. DA 2.1, 412a27-28, where soul is not defined as “the first fulfilment of a body’
simpliciter. Rather, Aristotle’s first common definition of the soul qualifies the
ensouled body in question as one which ‘potentially has life’. The former unqualified
definition would entail that any bodily object (e.g. stone) would be ensouled.
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However, for Aristotle, such an attempt is a non-starter, as it would be faced once

again with the Composition of Capacities Argument.

In order to make real progress into the soul’s definition, Aristotle seems to
conclude, we cannot appeal to simple material necessity. Instead, what we need is a
teleological account of how the soul is related to the ratio of the mixtures in a living
body. This new understanding of ‘account’ (Adyog) begins to shine through more

clearly in Aristotle’s parenthetical remarks about Empedocles.

3.7 Empedocles and the Harmony Theory
Before completing his critique of the harmony theory, Aristotle stops to
digress upon the fact that Empedocles also seems to face the problem alleged in the

Many Souls Argument. However, in his remarks, he gives hints as to how

Empedocles might have avoided this problem.

But (i) perhaps someone could at least demand an answer from Empedocles to
the following questions: (ii) given that he says that each of the elements is in a
certain ratio (Aoyw), (iii) is the soul (a) this ratio, or (iv) is it (b) in fact
something different which supervenes upon (£yyivetou) the parts (uépeowv) [sc.
of the body]? Moreover, (v) is Love (c) only by chance (tvyovong) the cause
of the mixture, or (vi) is a Love (d) a cause in respect of the ratio (xota Tov
Adyov), and (vii) is Love (e) the ratio itself,?* or (viii) (f) something beside the
ratio (mapd tov Adyov) and different? (DA 1.4, 408a18-24)%%*

282 This question is based upon Empedocles’ depiction of Love as a part within mixed

objects, which, Aristotle argues elsewhere, turns Love into a material cause. Cf.
Metaph. A.10, 1075b1-4.

283 gmontioete 8 Gv Tic TovTo ye Kod moap’ Epmedokhiéons: ExacTov yap adTtdv Adym
Tvi enow eivar mdtepov ovv O Adyog £oTiv 1 wuyn, §| pdAkov Etepdv TL ovoa
gyyivetan T0olg pépectv; €1t 8€ mOTEPOV N PLMA THS TVYOVONG aitio piewg §j THG KOTA
TOV AOyov, koi abtn mdTEpov 6 AdY0g £0Tiv | Tapd TOV Adyov ETEpOV TU; TADTO LEV 0DV
&xel Towvtag dmopiog.
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In this passage, Aristotle’s introduces a new challenge to the harmony qua ratio
theory, namely, what is the relationship between (1) soul, (2) the ratio of the elements,
and (3) the efficient cause — Love — which makes the elements to hold in a ratio?

In fact, Empedocles seems to agree with Aristotle that the four bodily ‘roots’ —
fire, air, earth, and water — do need an efficient cause to bring them together.
Empedocles identifies this cause as the (elemental) force of Love.?®* Empedocles also
seems to agree with Aristotle that the root—elements do not, on their own, form the
mixtures which produce living beings such as plants and animals, unless those
elements are brought together in specific ratios. Aristotle’s main disagreement with
Empedocles is that he is unclear what the relationship is between (1), (2), and (3).

Evidence that these remarks are not mere dialectical asides can be found in On
Generation and Corruption. In GC 2.6, Aristotle argues that, on the basis of his
poems, Empedocles’ Love can at most be understood as a force of association
(o0yKkproc),?® but not a principle which teleologically organises living being into
correct ratios.® The implication of this for understanding Aristotle’s questions to
Empedocles here is that, despite the latter’s suggestion that composites need to be put

together in a certain ratio in order to produce functional parts, Aristotle thinks that his

284 Cf. DK B17 + Strasbourg Papyrus a(i) + a(ii) (=TEGP 41[F20]); DK B20 +
Strasbourg Papyrus fr. C = (TEGP 44[F21]); DK B21 (=TEGP 45[F22]); DK B22
(=TEGP 46[F23]).

%8 GC 1.6, 333b12-13: AMAYL v 008’ 1 @M Koi O velkog: ovykpioeme yop <Td
gtév>, 10 8¢ daKpicemg aitiov.

8 GC 1.6, 333b9-11. Cf. Metaph. A.4, 985a10-13, where Empedocles (along with
others) is claimed only to have grasped the material and efficient cause clearly.
Guthrie (1965, 2.213) notes that, although Love, whether under the name of
Aphrodite or Cypris, is a cause of ‘all mixture’, who ‘joins things together
(ovvapuolet, of Aphrodite in fr. 71.4)°, ‘[...] it would seem that neither the noun nor
the verb can be confined to the special sense of “combine in fixed proportion”.’
Aristotle’s criticism that Empedocles appeals too often to chance is repeated at Phys.
2.4, 196a20-24, and PA 1.1, 640a19ff.
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Love does not accomplish this ‘always or for the most part’, because he ascribes the
creation of functional parts, too often, to chance (toym).%*’

Moreover, even if one allowed that Empedocles’ Love somehow has a limited
teleological role in unifying the elements into well-functioning mixtures, Aristotle has
another argument up his sleeve. In Metaph. B.4, he points out that Empedocles’
theory implies that the composites we now see will all eventually be destroyed by
Love once it has gained enough power over Strife to produce a maximal mixture of
elements in the divine One. On Aristotle’s (quite horrific) reading, every living thing
will eventually be compacted and crushed into a single mixed object.?®® This suggests
that the teleological role of Love, if such it can be called, is aimed not at structured
compositions, but at absolute unity.

For these reasons, Aristotle must believe that Empedocles is committed to
option (c).2%° Further, Aristotle also wishes to imply that, if Empedocles identifies
soul as (a) an arithmetical ratio, or (b) as something which supervenes upon the parts

of the body defined by this ratio, then soul cannot be the efficient cause of the body’s

staying together, unless (e) Love is identical to the ratio and not (f) something

87 ¢t Lloyd (1966, 275): [...] whether it was [Empedocles’] intention to suggest that
the activities of Love are purposeful and directed towards a good end, is not fully
clear.” Cf. DK B59 (=TEGP [F73]). However, cf. Judson (2005) on Aristotle’s
critique of Empedocles on this point.

288 Metaph. B.4, 1000b11-12. Cf. Metaph. A.5, 985a27-29, where Love ‘separates’
out the individual masses of elements.

28 It is hard to determine whether Aristotle thinks that (a) or (b) is a better answer.
However, the answer that Aristotle will ultimately prefer is that the soul is the
‘account’ or form of the body, and it is something which supervenes upon the body’s
parts. Insofar as the soul synchronically serves as the essential form of the living body
(cf. DA 2.1, 412b10-11), it will be the ‘ratio’ or form of this body. But, given that new
kinds of soul (e.g. perceptive soul) only come into first fulfilment once the requisite
organs (e.g. heart) are formed in a developing embryo, Aristotle also thinks that soul
is something that supervenes upon developing material parts (Cf. DA 2.1, 412b25-27).
Cf. Johansen (2012, 12-17).
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different from it (e.g. a supervening attribute). However, since Empedocles does not
ever identify Love with the ratio itself, this route seems unavailable to him.

One might wonder, however, what Aristotle’s problem is with choosing (a) or
(b) alone? Why can’t Empedocles affirm the soul to be a ratio, or some supervening
entity, without being Love? Aristotle’s only justification for thinking this to be a
problem must be that he thinks that choosing (a) or (b) alone cannot help us to explain
the soul’s characteristic attributes and the soul’s relation to the body.

For instance, if one thinks that the soul is Love, but something different from
the ratio of the mixture of a living body, then the soul will be something which only
supervenes upon different elements and their mixtures at random, and will not be
something essentially connected to the structure and function of a living body, as it
appears to be. However, if one thinks that the soul is a ratio of the mixture, but not
Love, then the soul will have no efficient causal control over its elemental body, given
that a specific ratio in the mixture (e.g. 2:4) is simply a mathematical proportion
controlled by the amount of elemental qualities (2 parts fire: 4 parts earth) present in
the mixture by Love’s chance operations. However, the ability of soul to move the
body locally is one of the phenomena that a good definition of soul needs to explain.

If this is the right diagnosis, then Aristotle is suggesting that the basic
phenomena associated with soul require us to see soul as both related to the body’s
structure — seen here as a Adyoc of the body’s parts and mixtures — and to the final
cause of these bodily elements coming together ‘for the most part’, and to the efficient
cause of these elements acting as a unity once combined. These features already begin

to suggest the Hylomorphic Causality Thesis discussed in the Introduction to the

Study.

3.8  The Truth in the Harmony Theory
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Having laid aside Empedocles, Aristotle finishes his discussion of the
harmony theory by discussing two arguments in favour of it, each of which is highly

suggestive of his Hylomorphic Definition of Soul. He writes:

But (i) if the soul is something different from the mixture, why is it taken
away (&vonpeitor) at the same time with the being of flesh (16 capki ivor)
and the being of the rest of the parts of the animal? In addition, (ii) since each
of the parts does not have its own soul,>® and if the soul is not the ratio
(AOyoc) of the mixture, what is it which is destroyed (@Beipetan) when the soul
has departed [sc. the body] (&motmovonc)? (DA 1.4, 408a24-29)%%

In this final argument, Aristotle shows that there is something right about the
harmony theory, namely, that the existence of soul depends on the being of the animal
body and its parts, and vice versa. His first question is based on the idea that, in a
given living body, flesh will cease to function as flesh, and the body parts cease to
function as body parts, simultaneously with the soul’s departure from the body. This
argument assumes that the destruction of the ratio which (a) makes a (uniform)
mixture be flesh, and which (b) makes the (non-uniform) composition of the body’s
parts be body parts — the two senses of harmony he has previously defined — also
causes the soul to be destroyed. Why, Aristotle asks, would the ratio which defines

flesh and the body’s parts have a destructive effect on the soul unless the soul was

itself this ratio??%2

2% This clause is added under the assumption that there cannot be a separate soul for
each of the body’s parts which is assumed as absurd in the Many Souls Argument.

L&l 8 éotiv grepov 1 yoyn Tig Hitewe, T M mote Gpa @ copki stvon dvoupsiton Ko
10 101G GAAOLS popiolg Tod (Mov; PG 6€ TOVTOLG Elmep YN EKAGTOV TAV LOPI®V YoMV
Exel, €l un €otv M yoyn O Adyog T MiCewe, Tl €otv O @Bsipetor THS Woyiic
dmoMmovong;
2%2 Since, for Avristotle, flesh cannot be flesh without the capacity for touch. A general
statement of this principle, and its application to flesh, is found at Meteor. 4.12,
390al10-15.
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His second question looks at this same phenomenon from the opposite
direction. It asks, if soul is not the ratio of elements in a living body, what sort of
thing could the soul be, given that is absence causes the body’s parts to cease being
able to function, and perhaps also the ratios which are conducive towards this
functioning? Given this mutual interdependence of the functions of elementally
composed bodies and soul, Aristotle’s question is: what else could soul be but the
ratio of the mixture?

This problem is made even more difficult by the fact that Aristotle does
believe the soul to be the Adyog of the body. In DA 2.1, he argues that, just as the axe-
hood (10 mehéket elvar) of an axe serves as the Adyog and substance of an axe, and just
as the capacity of sight (6yig) serves as the Aoyoc and substance of an eye
(0pBoAOG), so also the soul is the Adyog and substance of the whole living body.293
Elsewhere, Aristotle even seems to assimilate Empedocles’ understanding of a

Adyoc which defines the elements to his own doctrine of substance. At the end of

Metaph. A.10, for example, he writes:

[...] even Empedocles says bone to exist in a ratio (t® Ady®), but this is the
‘what-it-is-to-be’ (10 ti fjv eivar) and the substance (ovcia) of the thing. But
then, similarly, it is necessary also either for flesh and the other things to be
the ratio (AGyov), or for nothing to be; for because of this, flesh and bone will
be, along with each of the other things, and not on account of the matter,
which he calls fire and earth and water and air. But if these things would have
been stated by someone else, he necessarily would have agreed with them, but
he did not speak clearly. (Metaph. A.10, 993a17-24)%*

3 DA 2.1, 412b10-23,

294 1] xai "Eumedoxhiic 06todv 1@ Adym enotv eivar, Todto 8° éoti O Ti v slvarn ki
N ovoio ToD TPAyHaTog. GAAL UV Opoimg dvaykoiov kol clpkag Kol T®V dAl®V
gkaoTov etval TOV Adyov, fi unde &v- d1d todto yap kai capé kai dotodv EoTan Koi Tdv
A oV Ekactov Kol o0 dd TV VANV, v ékelvog Aéyet, hp kol yiv kol HOwp kai aépa.
AL TaDTO BAAOVL HEV AEYOVTOG GUVEPNCEV AV €5 AVAYKNG, COP®OC 08 OVK EIPNKEV.
nepi pe&v oLy T00TOV SedHAmToL Kol TPOTEPOV:
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Given the closeness of these conceptions of Adyog, how can Aristotle remain justified
in holding the harmony theory apart from his own doctrine of hylomorphism?

Given the arguments | have analysed above, the answer must be that Aristotle
considers an arithmetical Adyog, advocated by the harmony theorists and Empedocles,
to be unable to fulfil the explanatory role of the Adyog that Aristotle assigns to the

natural scientist in DA 1.1.%%

This sort of Adyoc, used by a natural scientist to define
physical entities, does not contain arithmetical ratios, but instead, contains
specifications of a thing’s material, formal, final, and efficient causes.

That Aristotle would see this kind of Adyog as obviously distinct from the

harmony theorist’s arithmetical Adyoc is to be expected, given Aristotle’s argument

that arithmetical harmonies cannot cause the body to move (The Motion Argument),

the argument that neither harmonised elemental attributes nor bodily compositions
necessitate the existence of any of the soul’s attributes or capacities (Harmonising

Explanation Argument, and the Composition of Capacities Argument), and his

argument that the arithmetical ratios that belonging to different elemental mixtures

pluralise the soul (Many Souls Argument).

Taken together, these criticisms imply that soul must be an entity which is (a)
motive, (b) something whose characteristic attributes are distinct from material
attributes (even if dependent upon them), (c) something whose capacities are distinct
from bodily compositions, and (d) something more unified than a collection of ratios

that govern bodily mixtures.

2% DA 1.1, 403a24-403b3. However, this is not to say that Aristotle has no use for
mathematical laws within the physical sciences. In fact, the opposite is true, as Hussey
(1991) argues. Aristotle is only committed to the idea that mathematical ratios alone,
or in combination with the material elements, are not sufficient to derive
psychological properties or be the essence of soul.
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These conclusions not only rule out mathematical form as first principle of
soul, but also, they fit nicely with Aristotle’s claim that a good defining account in
psychology will need to make reference to a number of explanatory causes, rather
than simply one or two. The harmony theorist, in virtue of understanding the soul as
only a formal arithmetical or geometrical structure of material powers or bodies, is,
according to Aristotle, unable to show how the Adyog of soul can function as a final or
efficient cause.”®® These functions, moreover, seem to be implied by the basic
phenomena associated with soul, and stand in need of explanation.

The truth in the harmony theory then, in respect of Aristotle’s final
observations about the co-dependence of the parts of the body and the soul, is that
certain bodily harmonies are at most necessary for the soul’s continued existence, in
concordance with Aristotle’s hints that the soul’s affections and works hypothetically
necessitate the existence of certain bodily compositions, mixtures, and powers — but
not vice versa. The mistake of the harmony theory then is that it takes bodily
compositions, mixtures, and powers, to be necessary and sufficient for the existence
of soul and its affections and works, whereas in truth, these conditions are necessary

but not sufficient.

3.9 Conclusion

| began this chapter by pointing out that the harmony theory, at first glance,
seems very close to Aristotle’s own hylomorphism. I have tried to show, however,
that this appearance is misleading. In following his method of scientific inquiry and

testing out the consequences which follow from defining the soul as a harmony,

?% This is in accordance with Aristotle’s statements at DA 1.1, 403b14-19. | take it
that this is in agreement with Peramatzis (2011, 86-90). Cf. Aristotle’s criticism of
number-substance theories in, for example, Metaph. A.5, 985b 23-896a13; Metaph.
A.8, 989h29-990a32. Cf. Langton (2000).
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Aristotle has shown that soul cannot be identified with an arithmetical or geometrical
harmony determined by lower-level material processes, as this definition does not
facilitate a knowledge of any of the soul’s attributes or capacities. Instead, he has
indirectly suggested that if soul is a Adyog, it must be understood as a non-
mathematical, dynamic, casually efficacious, and teleologically determined one.

| have tried to show that Aristotle paves the way towards this understanding of

the soul first through the Framing Argument, which is then filled in by the Motion

Argument, the Harmonising Explanation Argument, the Composition of Capacities

Argument, and the Many Souls Argument. Then, through certain criticisms of

Empedocles’ psychology, | argued that Aristotle alleges that formal, final, and motive
causes — all of which soul seems to function as — cannot all be accounted for by the
harmony theory of soul.

Even so, at least one of these causes, the formal cause, can be. | have claimed
that Aristotle ends his criticisms of the harmony theory with a suggestion that it get
something right: it shows that soul needs to be understood as (a) a formal entity which
is distinct from the elements, but also, as (b) needing the body as a hypothetically
necessary condition of its existence. These observations take us further along the path

towards the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul.
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The Principle of Cognition by Likeness: Empedocles’ Psychology

For all of them suppose thinking to be bodily in the same way
as perception, and that we both perceive and understand like

by like....
—Aristotle, De Anima 427a26-29

4.1  Introduction

In DA 1.2, Aristotle argues that nearly all his predecessors affirmed that
ensouled things differ from non-ensouled things by (a) having an ability to move
locally, or (b) by having an ability to perceive the world.?*” In chapter 2, | showed
how Avristotle follows his method of scientific inquiry in testing the definition of soul
as a ‘self-mover’ to explain (a). In chapter 3, | showed how Aristotle tested out the
principle of the harmony theory to explain the same phenomenon, but extended the
range of phenomena in need of explanation to other motions and capacities thought to
belong to soul, as well as to the soul’s relation to the body. In this chapter, I shall
show how Aristotle follows his method of scientific inquiry to test the ability of an
Empedoclean principle to explain (b).*®

Aristotle tells us that most of the predecessor theories meant to be explanatory

of the soul’s cognitive power were arrived at by thinkers who reasoned that, since all

" DA 1.2, 403b25-28,

2% The reason that Aristotle classifies ‘thinking’ and ‘perceiving’ together here is that,
in general, he thinks that his predecessors identified theoretical and practical thinking
with perception, seen as a type of physical alteration of the body. In DA 1.2, 403a27-
31, for instance, Democritus is said to claim that what is true (t0 aAnbécg) is whatever
appears (to pawvopevov), and Aristotle seems to take these ‘appearances’ to refer to
the soul’s perceptions of the world, in contrast to its intellectual cognition (vodg) of it.
Cf. DA 3.2, 427a19-29, as well as Metaph. I".5 1009b12-15, and the criticism of Laks
(1999).
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beings are composed of basic elements, and since it is an accepted principle that Like

2%9 since soul can know all things, then soul must itself be composed of

Cognises Like,
the basic elements (whatever elements there may be). This reasoning Aristotle

ascribes to Diogenes of Apollonia,*® Heraclitus,®* Empedocles,*® Plato (in the

303 304

Timaeus),”™ certain Platonist thinkers referred to in his On Philosophy,”™ and
Xenocrates.*® However, in this chapter, my discussion will be limited to Aristotle’s
criticism of Empedocles, as his psychology represents for Aristotle a theory which is
exclusively focused on explaining the soul’s cognitive powers, and not its power to
produce local motion.

In the first part of this chapter, I analyse Aristotle’s depiction of Empedocles’
theory of the soul in DA 1.2. In the second part, | analyse the scientific difficulties that

Aristotle raises in DA 1.5 against its ability to explain the soul’s power of cognition,

and show how he tries to resolve these difficulties in DA 2.4, 2.5, and 3.8.

4.2  Aristotle’s Account of Empedocles’ Psychology

Aristotle introduces Empedocles’ psychology in DA 1.2 as follows:

(i) Those who looked to the fact that ensouled things can know and perceive
beings identify soul with the first principles [of beings]: (ii) those who posit
many first principles make the soul to be the same [as those principles],®®
while (iii) those who posit one first principle make the soul to be the same [as
that principle], just as (iv) Empedocles made soul from (éx) all the elements,

2% The origins of this aphoristic principle are to be found in Hom. Od. 17. 218. Cf.
Guthrie (1965, 2.228ff). On the application of the principle of like to like in non-
epistemic contexts, cf. Mourelatos (2006, 62-63).

3% DA 1.2, 405a21-24.

01 DA 1.2, 404b25-29.

%92 DA 1.2, 404b8-15.

%% DA 1.2, 404b16-18.

%9 DA 1.2, 404b19-27.

395 DA 1.2, 404b27-30. Cf. Ross (1961, 206).

%9 | retain tawtoc, pace Hicks (1907, 221), following the punctuation of the OCT and
explanation of Rodier (1900, 54).
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but also made each individual element to be soul (sivor 8¢ kai Exactov Yyoynyv
ToUTMV), stating that:

By Earth we see Earth, by Water Water,

by Air bright Air, but by Fire destructive Fire,

Love by Love, and Strife by baneful Strife.3’
And (v) in the same manner, even Plato in the Timaeus makes the soul out of
the elements. For (vi) [he claims] like to be known by like (yivdokesOBou yap
@ opoiw 10 dupotov), but (vii) things to be from the first principles (ta 6¢
npbypota £k TdV apy@dv ivar). (DA 1.2, 404h7-18)%%
Remarkably, the fragment that is quoted here is the only proof that Aristotle

offers to show that Empedocles identified the soul with the elements. To understand

his justification for this claim, we must focus on the last two premises. Premise (vi)

claims that Plato, like Empedocles, affirmed the principle that Like Cognises Like.

We can represent this idea as equivalent to the principle that: For all X and for all Y, X
can know Y iff X is like Y.3% Premise (vii) claims that all existing things are from the
first principles (or elements).*'° This suggests that, for any item X that one picks out,
it will be composed of (or derived from) basic ingredients (i.e. first principles) in
virtue of which it is able to know any other item Y which is composed of the same

ingredients as X.

%7 DK B109 (=TEGP 158[F110]).

308 Soot ugv obv &mi 10 KveloOot 10 Euyuyov méPreyay, ovTol TO KIVNTIKOTATOV
vrElaPov THY Yuyny: dcot §’&mi 10 yivdoke kol To aicdvesot TV v, ovtor 88
Aéyovot TNV Yoymv Tag dpyds, ol eV mAEiovg TolodVTES, TANTOS, Ol O piav, TavTny,
domep Eunedordiic pév &k tdv otoryeiov maviov, sivol 88 kai EKooToV Wuynv
TOVTOV, AEy®V oUTOC,

yoin pev yap yoiov ondmapey, Hoott 6’ Vowp,
aifépt &’ aifépa dlav, dtap mToupi TP AidNAOV,
oTOPYT| 0€ GTOPYNV, VEIKOG O€ T€ VElKET Auypd-

OV a0ToV 08 Tpdmov kol [TAdtwv &v 1@ Tipaim v yoynv ék 1dv ototyeiov moel:
X&g/(bclcscs@m Yop T® Opoim O Bpotov, T 8& TpdypoTa 8K TV ApY®dV Elvar.

DA 1.2, 404b17-18.
310 DA 1.2, 404b18. Here, Aristotle treats the elements as synonymous with first
principles.
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In accordance with the claims of this thesis, it seems that Aristotle wants to
portray Empedocles (and the elemental soul theorists generally) as having deduced a

definition of the soul from their theory of the elements and the Like Cognises Like

rinciple. 3! Call this the Elemental Soul Deduction:
p p

1. For all X and all Y, X can know Y iff X is like Y. (v)
2. For all X and all Y, X is like Y iff X is or contains the same principal

ingredients as Y. (iv)

3. Every being Y contains or is one or more of the basic elements, B. (vi)
4. Every soul, S, can know every being Y. (i)
5. Therefore, every S is or contains every B. (ii),(iii)

Although the likeness principle expressed in premise 1 is framed with the
ambiguous Greek term potov, which can mean either ‘like’ or ‘same’,*? such that,
linguistically speaking, it is vague enough to admit of either a broad similarity
interpretation (for example: dogs are like dogs qua being dogs, but dogs are also like
chairs qua being four-legged), or a narrow identity interpretation (for example: dogs
are only like dogs, because only things which are the same in kind are like one

another), nevertheless, on any coherent reading, the Like Cognises Like principle

implies that it is the sameness that obtains between cognisor and cognised that is

doing the explanatory work here.3

311 pace Cherniss (1935, 293), who claims that the idea that Empedocles made the

soul to be the elements is, ‘a deduction of Aristotle’s based merely upon this
uotation’.

312 Cf, LSJ (1940), s.v. Spotoc.

%13 Plato nicely explicates how likeness reduces to sameness in Rep. 4, 435a5-8: Ap’

ovv, v & &y®, 6 y& TaTOV 8V TIG Tpooeinot Hellov Te kai ELaTToV, GvOLOLoV TUYYEVEL

Ov TabTn 1) ToTOV TposayopeveTat, §| dpotov; Opotov, Een.
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For this reason, Aristotle represents elemental soul theorists like Empedocles

as holding an identity interpretation of the Like Cognises Like principle. On this

interpretation, being identical in kind to an item is a necessary and sufficient condition
for being like that item.*"

However, is Aristotle justified in interpreting DK B109 in a way that commits
Empedocles to saying that a cognitive subject is identical in elemental kind(s) with
the element(s) that it knows? Answering this question is important, for otherwise, one
comes away with the impression that Aristotle is hardly concerned with testing out the
explanatory power of Empedocles’ psychological principles. Of course, it is not a
contradiction to claim that Aristotle is testing the explanatory power of his
predecessors’ principles and that he interpreted a particular predecessor wrongly;
however, the thesis that Aristotle is testing out his predecessors’ principles becomes
much less convincing if one finds that his interpretations of them are often unjustified.

Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, for instance, point out that éndmopev in DK
B109, taken with the instrumental dative (i.e. by earth, by water, etc.), grammatically
suggests that Empedocles’ cognitive subject is not identical to the elements by which
it perceives: Empedocles does not claim that the individual elements perceive, but
rather, that we perceive by means of these elements.*> Grammatically, the elements
can at most be claimed to be instruments of the perceptive soul.

However, we can begin to justify Aristotle’s interpretation by pointing out
that, although DK B109 does not say that the elements themselves perceive,
philosophically, the cause of Empedoclean perception must be assigned to either (A)

the whole living being with sense organs, (B) the organised nature of the sense

314 Lloyd (1966, 434) argues that, in early Greek thought generally, ‘[..] the

relationship of similarity tends to be assimilated to that of complete identity’.
315 KRS (1983, 311).
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organs, (C) the nature of the elements, or (D) some non-elemental thing within the
composite. 3

However, under the assumption that Empedocles held a psychology consistent
with his natural philosophy, option (D) is really a non-starter. Indeed, given that the
explicit goal of the Peri Physios is to explain the origination of all beings from the
four elements in combination with the forces of Love and Strife, it would be odd to
ascribe to Empedocles the idea that the ultimate subject of perception is a ghostly
being that floats free of his natural philosophy.

Option (B) provides a more plausible interpretation, as it rightly emphasises
that, outside of DK B109, Empedocles often explains perception by appealing to the
structure of the sense organs, not just their elemental composition. This is clearly
evidenced, for instance, in Empedocles’ account of the construction of the eye.317

According to interpretation (B), the formula ‘we perceive X by X’ should be
understood to carry roughly the same meaning as ‘we perceive fire by eyes composed
of fire’. In this sense, the fire by which we perceive fire refers to fire-within-an-
organised-sense-organ, the earth by which we perceive earth refers to earth-within-an-
organised-sense-organ, etc.

In further support of (B), outside of the fragments, there is a doxographical
tradition purporting to represent the mechanics behind Empedocles’ explanation of

perception. Empedocles is reported to have held that, within the sense organs, there

316 Kamtekar (2009), by appealing to ‘representational contents’ which seem to reside
in a mental space distinct from Empedocles’ material world, seems to promote a
version of (D). She claims that we should distinguish two meanings of ‘X’ in
Empedocles’ claim that we know an element ‘X by X’. She claims that the second X
by which we know the first X refers to a mental representation of X, which is
deployed in order to construct analogies which help us to understand the nature of
objects that actually are composed of the element X. Such an interpretation is
plausible, but only if Empedocles did not mean to restrict the realm of beings to things
composed of the elements.

317 DK B84 (=TEGP [F105]).
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are various channels (zépot) which are set up to receive effluences (dmoppoai) from

external objects.®!®

If those sense channels are in perfect alignment (cOppeTpog) with
such effluences (for example, fire particles) — namely, by being the same shape and
size as those effluences — and the channels are composed of the same elemental stuff
as those effluences (for example, a fire channel), then whenever such effluences enter
into a sense channel, perception naturally occurs.®*°

In the case of Empedocles’ theory of sight, for instance, Theophrastus tells us
that, in the eye, fire and water channels alternate, the fire channels receiving fire
particles by which we recognise white colour (or brightness), and the water channels
receiving water particles by which we recognise black colour (or darkness).*® The
proportional amounts of these two kinds of particles, distributed throughout the eye as
a whole, are understood to produce the unified appearance of other mixed colours,
just as the mixtures of basic paint colours produces the unified appearance of a further
non-basic colour.®**

From this account of the sense organs, one might easily conclude that

Empedocles thinks that it is the sense organ as an organised whole, and especially its

structural features, which are essential to the explanation of our capacity for

%18 Men. 76c4-d5 =DK A92 (=TEGP 155).

19 DK A86 (=TEGP 168). As Long (1966, 260), notes, these effluences appear to be
tiny particles that constantly stream off of objects in a manner similar to Democritus’
gidwAa. Cf. lerodiakonu (2005, 23-34).

20 Theophr. De Sens. 7 =DK A86 (=TEGP 168). Aristotle, however, thinks that
Empedocles may be committed to both an (active) emission theory of perception, and
a (passive) effluence theory of perception. Cf. Sens. 2, 438a4-5, and Johansen (1997,
51-55).

%21 DK B71 (=TEGP 150[F101]); DK B23 (=TEGP 47[F24]). Cf. lerodiakonou (2005,
33): °[...] our visual organ as a whole registers the proportion of fiery and watery
particles in it and, depending on the kind of proportion, it has the impression of, for
instance, a blue object.’
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perception.*” Under this interpretation, DK B109 does not imply that the soul is an

elemental composite that perceives on the basis of Like Cognises Like, as Aristotle

represents it in the Elemental Soul Deduction. Rather, this fragment is a shorthand

and poetic way of saying that we use our organised sense organs, each of which is
characterised by the predominance of some element in the sense channels, as
instruments of perception.

However, since Aristotle is clearly aware of the structural claims about sense
organs within Empedocles’ theory of perception,®*® why then in DA 1.2 does he still
claim that Empedocles identified the soul with the elements (individually, and as a
whole)?

The solution must be that, although organisation and proportion clearly play
an explanatory role in the production of the perception of blended objects (such as
colours which are mixed in a certain ratio), as interpretation (B) holds, Aristotle
thought that, within Empedocles’ philosophy, these features do not appear to provide
an explanation of the capacity of perception itself. This can be seen from noting that
Empedocles’ claims about the organisation of the sense organs do not so much
explain the capacity for sense perception, as they do limit the types of objects that the
already-perceptive sense organs can receive.

The real explanatory work seems to be done, as interpretation (C) holds, by

the principle that Like Cognises Like, which principle, as Aristotle rightly saw, is

operative within the elemental channels inside the sense organs. In this respect, the
structure of the sense organs only seems to explain the spatial reception of elemental

particles by the senses, but it is the elemental sameness in kind between (1) the

%22 Cf. Long (1966, 262), who claims that, ‘[...] perception occurs when &moppoai are
received by the sense-organs as distinct from other parts of the body.’ (Italics mine)
323 Cf. GC 1.8, 324b26-35 =DK A87 (=TEGP 169).
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composition of the sense channels and (2) their corresponding effluences, which is the
real explanation of why perception occurs once the elemental particles are received
into the sense channels.

If option (C) is the ultimate philosophical reason for why Empedoclean
perception occurs, then, given Aristotle’s assumption that it is soul which is
responsible for perception, his claim that Empedocles’ makes the soul be the elements
is a justified, even if imprecise, way of claiming that Empedocles’ theory of
perception reduces the soul, as an explanans of perception, to the material sense
organs qua material, operating in accordance with the principle that Like Cognises
Like.

However, what about option (A)? Is it plausible to claim that, in DK B109,
Empedocles thinks that perception can be explained by appealing to the nature of the
whole living being using their sense organs? This option seems to be a natural way of
interpreting DK B109, and it is consonant with Empedocles’ acceptance of the idea
that there are (perishable) composite beings,** — birds, fish, and humans, for instance
— which he represents as real beings distinct from the elements which compose them,
even if they can be ‘reduced’ in some fashion to their elemental composition.*?®

Strictly speaking, Aristotle already takes this interpretation into account, for he
claims that Empedocles both made soul (in the singular) out of all of the elements
(plural) — which would presumably be equivalent to making the composite the subject

of perception — and that each of the elements in that soul-composition is individually a

324 Metaph. A.3, 984a8-11 =DK A28 (=TEGP 28).

%5 DK B8 (=TEGP [F32]); DK B17 + Strasbourg Papyrus a(i) + a(ii) (=TEGP
41[F20]); DK B21 (=TEGP 45[F22]); DK B22 (=TEGP 46[F23]); and especially, DK
B23 (=TEGP 47[F24]).
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soul.*?® By this logic, option (A) — at least, according to Aristotle — is the additive
result of combining all the perceptive elements in option (C). Thus, to really challenge

Aristotle’s interpretation of Empedocles in the Elemental Soul Deduction, one would

have to argue that there is something about being a composite (for example, a human)
which contributes in an explanatory way to the capacity for perception. However,
such an explanation, which requires a sophisticated understanding of whole-part
relations, does not seem to be available in Empedocles.**’ For this reason, even if
Empedocles understood the proper subject of perception to be a composite whole
which ‘uses’ the sense organs or their elements as instruments of perception, he would
still need to explain why it is that wholes, but not their parts, perceive the world.

If these arguments are cogent, then Aristotle is justified in thinking that
Empedocles’ really only has two options for explaining perception within his system.
He must either think that perception is a basic psychological power which all the

elements possess in virtue of the principle that Like Cognises Like, which is just what

the Elemental Soul Deduction claims,**® or, he must think it is a power of one of the

elements over and above the others, which operates by virtue of some different
principle. Here, Aristotle assumes that Empedocles held the former view, but as I
argue below, in his final criticisms, he suggests that Empedocles should have held the

latter.

36 Cf. GC 2.7, 334a9-15, which argues that the soul can neither come from one
Empedoclean element (e.qg. fire), nor from all the elements mixed together.

%27 As Cherniss (1935, 399) rightly notes: ‘It is evident that the great flaw in the
theory [of Empedocles] is the neglect of the problem of part and whole, when “Love”
has “thoroughly mixed” the four roots, it appears that there must be minimal parts of
these roots, but Empedocles did not consider this.” In other words, Cherniss agrees
here with Aristotle that while Empedocles takes for granted the unity of mixed
compounds, he cannot properly explain this unity.

328 50 Kahn (1960, 16): ‘As Aristotle saw, this view of Empedocles implies not so
much a single “soul” as a multitude of mental units, one for each element (since each
one perceives its corresponding object) and one for each part of the body (since each
has its own blend or @voig).” Cf. Primavesi (2005).
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4.3  The Criticism of Empedocles’ Psychology
In DA 1.5, Aristotle turns to criticise the account of Empedocles’ psychology

which he gives in DA 1.2, and in particular, the soundness of the Elemental Soul

Deduction. Aristotle writes:

(i) It remains to investigate the theory which posits that the soul is composed
of the elements. (ii) While they say this in order that the soul can perceive and
have knowledge of every being, there are many absurdities involved in this
account. For (iii) they posit that the soul cognises like by what is like (t®
opoim to Opotov), just as if the soul were posited as being the things [it
cognises] (domep Gv & v yoynv 0 mpayuato TiBévteg). But (iv) the
elements are not the only things that exist, since (v) there are a great number of
things — perhaps even an infinite number of things®*® — from the elements (té
gk toutwv). (vi) Let it be granted that each of these things are from the
elements, and that (vii) the soul cognises and perceives [like by like]; yet (viii)
by what element will soul cognise and perceive the compound (t0 cOvorov)
itself, such as what God or man or flesh or bone is? (ix) This problem holds
similarly in regard to whatever else is combined (cvvBétwv). For (X) it is not
the elements holding in any way whatsoever that compose things, but the
elements holding in a certain ratio and combination (A0y® Twvi xoi cuvhécet),
just as Empedocles says of bone:

But then in broad-chested hollows

pleasant Gaia receiving two parts of eight

from gleaming Nestis, and four from Hephaestus,
came bones, being all white.**°

So (xi) it is not useful for the elements to be in the soul, unless the ratios and
the composition will be in it as well. For (xii) each element will know its like,
but (xiii) none will know bone or man, unless those things will be in it as well.
But (xiv) who would puzzle over the question of whether there is a stone or
man in the soul? (xv) Against which, because it is impossible, it is not
necessary to say anything (DA 1.5, 409b23-410a11)**!

329 Cf. SE 1, 165a10-12, where Aristotle deduces that names, as well as accounts,
must signify many things, since they are finite in number, while ‘things are infinite in
number’.

%0 DK B96 (=TEGP [F69]).

31 \eineton & gmokéyocOor dg Aéyeton 1O &k TdV oToLEimv avTiVv elval. Aéyovot
uev yap, v’ aicBdvnrai te t@®V Ovieov kol Ekactov yvopiln: avaykoiov o€
cvppaively moAld kol ddvvata 1@ Adyw. tibevtot yap yvopilew @ opoi to dpotov,
domep Av €l TNV YouynVv Ta TPAyuaTo TIOEVTEC. 00K £0TL 68 udva TadTa, TOALN 08 Kod
grepa, poddov 8’ Towg dmeipo TOV APLOUOV TO £k TOVTOV. € MV HEV 0DV 86TV EKAGTOV
TOVTOV, E6TMO YIVOGKEWY TNV YuxnVv Kol aicBdvesat: dALL TO chvolov Tivi Yvoplel §j
aicOnoetar, olov ti 0£d¢ | EvOpwmog §j 6ApE 1 06TodV; Opoing 8¢ kol 8ALo OTIoDY TGV
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Aristotle’s criticism here is unusual because he really offers two arguments
concerning Empedocles’ theory of perception, one negative, and one positive: (1) an
epistemic argument against Empedocles’ elemental soul theory, and (2) an epistemic
argument which leaves a clue about how it could be made more workable.

In respect of (1), Aristotle argues that that no elemental theory of the soul
simpliciter is able to explain our knowledge or perception of composites. However, in
respect of (2), he suggests that, if the arithmetical ratios and their combinations are in
the soul prior to perception (in some way or another), then perhaps knowledge of

composites, on the basis of the principle that Like Cognises Like, could occur. | shall

discuss the negative argument first.

Aristotle begins by assuming the truth of Like Cognises Like, in order to see

how this interpretation fares in respect of accounting for our recognition of composite
objects (e.g. fish, birds, humans), which, as we saw above, Empedocles allows into

his ontology. Call this Aristotle’s Knowledge of Composites Challenge:

1. Soul, S, can know X iff S is like X. (iii)(vii)

2. Sis like X iff S is or contains one of the elements of X. (iii)

oLVOETOV: OV YOp OGOV Eyovta T GTOLKElD TOVT®MV EKAGTOV, GAAN AOY® Tvi Kol
ouvvbéael, kabdanep pnot koi Epnedokiiic 10 66Todv:

M 8¢ xBav Eminpoc v e0oTEPVOLS YOAVOLoLY
A OVO TOV OKTO PEPEWV AdYE VIOTIOO0E OiyANG,
téacopa 6’ ‘Heaictolo: t0 8’ 00Tén AevKd YEVOVTO.

0088V 0OV dpelog dveivor T oTolygia v Tf Woyd], &l un kai ol Adyot évécovton Kai 1)
oLVOEGLS YVOPLET Yap EkaoTov TO Opotov, 0 & 06TodV 1| TOV dvBprmov ovBEv, el un
Kol TodT’ €véotal. TodTo &’ &1L Advvatov, ovBEV Oel Adyewv: Tic yap Av dmopnosiey &l
gveoTwv €v Th} Yoyt AMbog i dvBpwmoc;

138



3. For all X, X is either a basic element, B, or a composite object, C,
containing multiple Bs (iv)-(vi)

4. Soul, S, can know all C. (viii)

5. Butno B in S explains why S is like C qua C, rather than like one or more
of the Bs in C. (viii)

6. Therefore, either 1 or 2 is false. [Implied]

This challenge is a serious problem for Empedoclean Psychology.
Empedocles, as we have seen, seems to be committed to the idea that the elemental
effluences of perceived objects must enter into elemental sense channels in order to be
perceived. However, as Aristotle points out, if every object in the world is composed
of or contains one or more of these fundamental elements, how will a cognisor or
perceiver know these objects qua composite wholes? For example, in virtue of what
will a cognisor distinguish between the particles of fire arriving in their sense organs
which compose bone, and the particles of fire arriving in their sense organs which
compose flesh?**? Aristotle’s suggestion is that, unless a particular element in the soul
has the property of being able to see the ‘whole’ composition, there will be no way for
an Empedoclean soul to perceive composite objects qua composite. Instead, it will
only perceive the elements within composites, and hence, at most, be able to
distinguish the amount of elemental particles arriving in the sense organs (e.g. a lot of
fire particles, but a small number of earth particles), but not the nature of the
composite which is the origin of these particles.

However, despite the strong formulation of this initial challenge, Aristotle’s

next argument, rather surprisingly, suggests that he does not think that Empedocles

332 Cf. Beare (1906, 14): ‘Thus Empedocles thinks he explains sense perception when
he shows how the objects of the extra-organic world enter into the bodily organs’.

139



needs to be committed to this absurdity. Instead, he proposes an identity criterion for
composites which is not based upon their elemental composition alone, and which is
suggestive of his own view of perception. Call the argument that Aristotle advances

here Empedocles’ Absurd Solution:

1. Soul, S, can know X iff S is like in kind with X. (iii),(vii),(xii)

2. S can know all C. (viii)

3. But the identity of every C is determined by a ratio, R, supervening upon a
material composition, M. (x)

4. Thus, S will only be like in kind with C if every R and M are in the soul.
(xi)

5. Butitis absurd to say that every R and M is in S. (xiii)(xiv)(xv)

6. Thus, either 1 or 3 is false. [Implied]

The most surprising feature of this ‘solution’ is that Aristotle never claims that it is
impossible, or even unreasonable, for a non-supervening mathematical ratio of a
material compound to be in the soul. To be sure, Aristotle thinks that Empedocles
himself cannot make use of this solution, since the ratios which define his composites
supervene upon, and hence are inseparable from, the basic elements going into a
composition (i.e. it is the ratio of two-parts-of-water:four-parts-of-fire, not 2:4
simpliciter, which defines an Empedoclean compound).®** Even so, this leaves open
the possibility that, if the ratios of composites can somehow be in the soul apart from

the elements, and if such separable ratios are sufficient to determine the identity of

%3 This is why Aristotle emphasises that perception will not occur unless the ratios
and the composition are in the soul ([...Jel un xai oi Adyor évécovton kai 1) cOVOESIC)
(DA 1.5, 409b8).
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compounds, then the soul might indeed perceive composites without itself being
composed of the elements.

This solution seems to clear the way to the path that will eventually lead
Avristotle to affirm that the perception of composites occurs by means of the reception
of their sensible forms apart from the matter which underlies them, which he also
claims to occur xatt Tov Mwov.334 Even so, Aristotle’s notion of having ‘forms’ enter
the sense organs without matter differs in two respects from the ‘separated’ ratio
theory of perception suggested above.

First, on Aristotle’s picture in Empedocles’ Absurd Solution, the ratio-of-

elements which is a composite object has to already be in the soul in order for soul to
recognise this composite. Second, Aristotle’s reference to Empedocles’ account of the
mixture of bones shows that Aristotle is limiting the meaning of Empedoclean Adyot
to mathematical ratios which supervene upon the elements.®® Aristotle, | shall argue
below, does not cast the knowledge of the form of a thing as knowledge of its
mathematical ratio.

Despite these differences, | shall argue below that the focus on ratios within

Empedocles’ Absurd Solution paves the way for Aristotle’s theory that perception and

cognition occur by means of the reception of sensible forms, which are structural and

defining features in objects capable of causing representations in perceivers, and that

34 DA 2.12, 424a17-24.

%% |n Sens. 3, 439b19-440a29, Avristotle shows that he thinks that it is at least
reasonable to explain the visual perception of colours falling somewhere on the colour
spectrum between black and white as resulting from either the simple colours, or their
elemental bearers, being juxtaposed according to certain ratios (Adyot), or, by these
same simple colours being stacked on top of one another so that a new colour appears
through the other as a medium. However, although this is indeed a mathematical style
account, I take it that Aristotle thinks this account of colour will belong to a secondary
science (i.e. optics), which is dependent upon a more basic psychological science. Cf.
Distelzweig (2013).
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these forms are similar to the mathematical ratios which, according to Empedocles,

define elemental mixtures.

4.4  The Limitations of ‘Like Cognises Like’

Because Aristotle’s next criticism of the elemental theory of soul likely
applies more properly to the Academic theories of the soul discussed in his On
Philosophy than to Empedocles, | shall bypass it in order to discuss the one which

follows it, which continues Aristotle’s discussion of Empedocles. Aristotle writes:

But (i) many difficult puzzles hold for those who say with Empedocles that we
know with the bodily elements (toic copatikoic ototyeiowg) by being near to
something which is like them (zpog t@ Opoim), as can be witnessed from what
is now said; for (ii) all the parts of the bodies of animals that are simply
(amAdc) of earth,** such as bones, sinews, and hair, seem not to perceive
anything, and (iii) so neither perceive their like, as indeed they ought to. But
moreover, (iv) to each of the first principles there will belong more ignorance
than comprehension; for (v) on the one hand each element will know one
element like it, but, but (vi) many elements it will not know, namely, all the
others. (vii) It follows, for Empedocles at least, that his God is the most
unintelligent being, for (viii) he alone will not know one of the elements,
namely, Strife, but (ix) mortals can know all the elements, for (x) each mortal
thing is composed of all of them. (DA 1.4, 410a27-410b7)**’

Aristotle offers two arguments against Empedocles in this passage. | shall

discuss each of them in turn. Aristotle’s first argument is empirical. His claim is that

33 Aristotle’s claim about bones and hair being non-perceptive is repeated at DA 3.13,
435a25.

37 noAkic & dmoplag kai dvoxepeioe Eyovroc Tob Aéyew, kabdmep Eumedorhiic, dc
101G COUOTIKOIG oTolyelolg Ekaota yvopiletal, kai, Tpog, T@ OO, LoPTVPET TO VOV
Aex0év- Boa yap EoTiv &v Toig TdV (DmV cOUCY AmAMC YTig, olov dotd vedpa Tpiyec,
oi)Osvc‘)g aicBdvesOar dokel, MOT’ 0VOE TV OpoimV: Kaitol npooﬁKav Et1 &’ ékdotn
TOV ApYdV dyvola TAEi®V 1 6OVESIG VITAPEEL YVDOETAL HEV YOpP EV EKAGTN, noMa o
dyvorioel: mavta yop TaALL. cmuB(xwm 8’ BunedorAel ye kol AQPOVEGTOTOV ELVOL TOV
Bedv- udvog yap @AV otoryeimv Ev oL yvoplel, TO VETKOG, T0 8¢ Bvntd mavta: €K
VIOV YOp EKACTOV.
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the parts of living bodies which consist of earth®**® do not in fact perceive their like.
Hair, for instance, which is earthy, neither perceives hair, nor does it perceive earth.

Call this Aristotle’s Perceptual Gap Argument:

1. For all X and for all Y, X will know Y, under some condition Z,**° if X is
made of the same elements as Y. (i)

2. There are parts of the body, Q, such as hair, that are made of earth, E. (ii)

3. However, no Q can perceive anything. (ii)

4. Therefore, no Q can perceive E. (iii)

5. Therefore, either 1, 2, or 3 is false. [Implied]

It is, of course, premise 1 that Aristotle thinks is false, and it is not difficult to
see why. Premise 3 is incontrovertible (at least, if one assumes that consciousness of
what is perceived is a necessary condition of perception).**® Premise 2 is not worth
criticising, since even if one were to challenge the elemental composition of hair,
bone, etc. by asserting them to be made of an element other than earth, it would be of
no help to Empedocles. Because hair is composed of some element, it should for that
reason be able to perceive something like itself, or, if hair itself is not perceptive,
since it is made of the elements, we should at least be able to perceive something

through our hair, just as we perceive something through our eyes.

%% Since Aristotle has just cited Empedocles’ claim that bones (dotéa) are produced
from a ratio of earth, fire, and water (DA 1.5, 410a4-6), he must be appealing here to
his own mixture-theory, as Empedocles’ account not only cannot support bones being
earth simpliciter, but would also have bones turning out to be more fire-like than
earth-like.

%9 For example, if ‘being near to’ or ‘in contact with’ obtains between X and Y.

340 pace Cherniss (1935, 307), who argues that Empedocles could claim that hair and
bones do perceive ‘in a dull fashion’, since an imperceptible perception is not a
perception at all.
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Aristotle’s second argument is the charge that Empedocles’ Like Cognises

Like principle has the undesirable consequence that his God will have more ignorance

than knowledge. Call this the Ignorant God Argument:***

1. For all X and for all Y, X can only know Y, under some condition Z, if X is
made of the same elements as Y. (i)

2. So each element, E,, can only know, under some condition Z, an element
which is the same as itself, such that E; can know E;, and E, will know E,
etc. (v)

3. So each element, E,, cannot know elements that are not of the same kind
as itself. (vi)

4. Thus, any E, in respect of the number of things which it can know, will
have more ignorance than knowledge. (iv)**?

5. God is Love, Es, combined with elements, E;.E4, but God is not Strife Eg.
[Assumed]

6. Therefore, God cannot, under any condition Z, know Eg. (viii)

7. Mortal things are combinations of all the elements, E;.Es (X)

8. Thus, mortal things can know, under some condition Z, E;.Eg_ (ix)

9. Therefore, at all times, God can know fewer types of things than any

mortal thing. (vii)

! Here I label the four roots as E;-Eg, Love as Es, and Strife as Es.

%2 Aquinas, De anim. I, lec. 12, n.8, takes this to be the end of the argument.
However, if this were the end of the argument, it would be unclear why it would count
as an objection. Aquinas’ incorrect division of the argument is likely the result of
William of Moerbeke’s Latin translation upon which he relied, which translates
ovpPaivet as ‘autem’. This Latin term is more often used by Moerbeke to translate &tt,
which (as Aquinas realises) Aristotle normally uses to call attention to a new
argument.
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10. However, at all times, God can know more types of things than any mortal
thing. [Assumption]

11. Therefore, 1 is false. [Implied]

Although it is not clear from the text, Aristotle’s argument is in part directed
against Empedocles’ description of God as the divine Sphere®*® produced in the age of
Love when Strife has been expelled from the cosmos.*** Although Aristotle is correct
that Empedocles’ represents the Divine Sphere as a unified mixture of all the elements
apart from Strife, it is not clear whether Empedocles is committed to the idea that this
Sphere knows all things (or all kinds of things), or whether it is simply a common
opinion that God is the sort of being to know all things (or at least, know more than
mortals).345 In any case, Aristotle’s basic problem is that, if Empedocles is right that

all things perceive on the basis of the principle that Like Cognises Like, then he must

also accept that his God, in principle, knows less than mortals.

4.5 The Principle that ‘Like Cognises Like’ and Panpsychism

In his third and final argument against Empedocles’ Elemental Soul

Deduction,* Aristotle claims that this principle does not offer us a way of dividing

the realm of living beings from the realm of non-living beings. He writes:

33 DK B28 (=TEGP 56[F31]); DK B31 (=TEGP 60[F35]). In Metaph. B.4, 1000a28,
Aristotle refers to Empedocles’ Sphere as the ‘One’ (&v).

4 DK B35 (=TEGP 51[F28]); DK B36 (=TEGP 52[F29]). Cf. DC 3.2, 301a14-15.

% The latter is Alexander’s interpretation (apud Philop. In de anima, 182.11-14).
Avristotle repeats this argument at Metaph. B.4, 1000b3-8. Cf. Metaph. A.9, 1074b24-
26, where divine vodg is said not to think of all things, but only of 6gi6tatov and
TyoToTov things.

5 | suspect that Avristotle has one further argument against Empedocles which has
been misplaced by an early editor. DA 1.5, 411a2-7, seems to follow naturally from
the Panpsychism Argument, since it argues that premise 1 of this argument is not a
necessary truth, if one element is sufficient to discern itself and an opposite element.
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And (i) generally, what is the explanation (61 tiv’ aitiav) of the fact that not

all beings have soul, since (ii) all beings are either an element, or composed

from one, many, or all of the elements? For (iii) necessarily, every being**’

knows one element, or some, or all. (DA 1.5, 410b7-10)**®

Aristotle’s charge here is that, because Empedocles ascribes knowledge and
perception to the elements on the basis of the unrestricted principle that Like Cognises
Like, it seems that any combination of elements, as well as each element in isolation,

will be able to perceive, and for this reason, be worthy of the description ‘having a

soul’. Call this Aristotle’s Panpsychism Argument:

1. Forall X and for all Y, X can know Y iff X is made of the same elements as
Y. [Assumed]

2. Every X'in the world is composed of one or more elements, E. (ii)

3. Thus, every X can know some'Y. (iii)

4. If X can know some Y, then X has a soul, S. [Assumed]

5. Therefore, every X in the world has S. [1-4]

6. Butitis not the case that every X in the world has S. (i)

7. Therefore, 1, 2, 4, or 6 is false. [Implied]

In one way, Aristotle’s argument assumes what it means to prove. If the

unrestricted Like Cognises Like principle is true, then every being X will have a soul

just by virtue of having elemental parts in itself. Moreover, these elemental parts will

This argument does not make sense in the MSS location, the context of which
exclusively concerns single-element theories of soul (namely, air, water, and fire).

7 Hicks (1907, 294) argues that the subject is mav, in the sense of every being.

8 Mg e S0 Tiv’ aitiov ovy Bmavro oy Exel Té dvta, Enedn mdv ol oTorEiov
1] €K otoyeiov £EvOg 1| TAEOVOV | TAVTOV; AvayKoiov Yap 6TV &V TL YIVOGKEW §j TIVOL
1| TavTa.
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also have soul, regardless of whether anyone finds this view plausible. How then can
Avistotle be justified in assuming 6?

The answer can be found by turning again to the structure of Aristotle’s
scientific method of inquiry. As | argued in chapter 1, Aristotle sets up his inquiry by
assuming, along with most of the predecessors, that it is a basic explanandum of
psychology that some beings are alive, and others are not. From this methodological
perspective, if Empedocles denied that there are soulless beings, then he would not be

engaged in the same scientific inquiry as Aristotle. 3%

4.6  The Results of Aristotle’s Criticism of ‘Like Cognises Like’

The Panpsychism Argument completes the series of criticisms Aristotle gives

against Empedocles’ epistemic principle that Like Cognises Like. What is the result

of these arguments? Laying aside the Ignorant God Argument, Aristotle has shown

that a materialist interpretation of the likeness principle is involved in too many

difficulties to justify the conclusion of the Elemental Soul Deduction, namely, that the

soul is identical to the elements. In particular, Aristotle has shown that Empedocles’

interpretation of the principle that Like Cognises Like can neither explain why parts

of the body made of some elements (earth, for example) are non-perceptive, nor how
we perceive composite objects (men, for example), since such perception seems to
involve further non-elemental entities, such as ratios. Yet an overarching question

remains: why is Aristotle concerned to criticise the Like Cognises Like principle at

all?

The answer is that Aristotle thinks that the principle that Like Cognises Like

can, given certain modifications, be saved as a first principle of psychology. This can

39 As Sedley (2007, 7) claims, the Presocratics would have thought that the more
fundamental problem is to explain why some things seem to be inanimate. Cf. DA 1.2,
403h25-27.
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first be seen from the fact that, in DA 2.5, Aristotle attempts to solve the problem of
why not every element facilitates perception by offering a new version of Like
Cognises Like. Second, as an ancilliary hylomorphic thesis, in DA 3.8, he directly
addresses the Empedoclean problem of how we perceive compounds by positing that
perception is the reception of the form of a thing — similar to Empedocles’ ratio — but
not the reception of the elements it is composed of.

This suggests that the puzzles resulting from the criticism of Empedocles are
not simply generated from the vantage point of Aristotle’s own hylomorphic
psychology. Instead, it suggests that certain problems resident within Empedocles’
psychological theory — such as our ability to perceive compounds defined by ratios —
formed the starting points from which Aristotle’s own psychological theory began to

develop. | turn now to show how Aristotle begins to modify the Like Cognises Like

principle in a way which provides evidence for this thesis.

4.7  The Modal Modification of ‘Like Cognises Like’

When Aristotle revisits the Like Cognises Like principle in DA 2.5, he begins

with the assumptions that the material elements are a crucial explanatory factor in
perception, and that some version of this principle is operative in perception — just not

in the way Empedocles thought. He writes:

But (i) there is a puzzle concerning the explanation of the fact that the senses
do not perceive themselves, namely, (ii) why the senses do not produce
(mrowobowv) perception without external sense objects (tdv &w), even though
(iii) they have in them fire, earth, and the other elements, (iv) of which
elements — either in virtue of the elements themselves or through their
properties (cuppepnrota) — there is perception.®® So then (v) it is clear that

%0 [ take the Greek in 417a5 inclusively, such that perception is ‘of the elements’ as
well as other things. Cf. DA 3.8, 432a3-6, when Aristotle states that everything
thinkable, including states and affections, are ‘in’ the perceptible forms of extended
objects.

148



the perceptive faculty (16 aicOntikov) does not exist in activity, but in capacity
only (odk &otv évepyeiq, aAAa duvauel povov), and on account of this (vi) it
[sc. the perceptive faculty] does not perceive [sc. the elements inside it], just
as (vii) that which is flammable does not burn itself by itself apart from
something that produces flame; for then (viii) it would burn itself, and would
have no need for actual fire. (DA 2.5, 417a2-9)**

Although this passage is difficult to interpret, Aristotle’s puzzle seems to
presuppose both Empedocles’ doctrine that the sense organs (but not the perceptive

faculty) are composed of the elements, and that we perceive elements in the world

with our elemental sense organs according to some version of the Like Cognises Like

principle. Here, Aristotle uses these assumptions to introduce a paradoxical result for

an Empedoclean interpretation of the Like Cognises Like principle, which concerns

the ability of the sense organs to perceive themselves. Call this the Second Perceptual

Gap Argument:

1. The senses, A, in virtue of a sense power, P, are able to perceive the
elements, E, and/or their properties, P. (iv)

2. As are composed of Es. (iii)

3. Thus, As should be able to perceive themselves. (i)

4. However, the As do not perceive themselves, but need something outside
them to perceive. (ii)

5. Therefore, P does not exist in activity, but in capacity. (v)

351 3 ’ \ ’ 3 ~ s , 5~ 5 r o 1 \ ’
&xel 0’ amoplav ol Ti kol T®V aicOncemv avTdV 0V yivetor aicOnoig, koi o1 ti

dvev T®V EEm 0V Tolodov aicinoty, £vovtog Tupog Kol YiG Kol TV GAA®V GToLyEiwV,
Ov gottv 1 aicOnoic kad’ ovte §| Té cvpPePnrodto TodTowc. Sfjlov odv BTl 1O
aicOnTKov ovk EoTiv Evepyeiq, aAAL duvdpel pdvov, 610 ok aicbdvetal, kabdmep 1O
KOVOTOV 0V Kaietor avtd Kab® avtd dvev 10D kavotikod: &kate yap Gv €00to, Koi
ov0gv £d¢gito 10D vieheyeia muPOG HVTOG.
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Aristotle’s argument seems to presuppose that any sense organ, by being
composed of the elements, will be actually ‘like” itself, and hence should, in virtue of

the principle that Like Cognises Like, be able to perceive itself, or a part of itself (e.g.

one part of the watery eye should be able see another part of the watery eye).

Aristotle’s strategy for solving this problem is to drive a wedge between the
actual state of the elements which compose the sense organs, and the power of
perception in the sense organs, which is ‘in capacity’. After all, Aristotle has just
claimed that perception seems to be a kind of alteration (éAAoiwoig tig), and any
alteration presupposes that an object can be affected only if it is unlike what affects it
before change begins.

For Aristotle, what this implies is that, in order to explain how the sense
organs perceive, one has to assume that the senses perceive in virtue of having a
property which is unlike any of the actual properties that an object of perception has,
such as an element’s being hot, cold, wet, dry, etc.*>® This property, Aristotle argues,
whatever it may be, must be conceived of as modal in nature, namely, a potential of
the sense organs to be altered (or quasi-altered) by an external object unlike it. If one
does not assume this, then, like Empedocles, one will be faced with the paradox that
the sense organs, in virtue of being fire, water, earth, or air ‘in activity’, should no
more perceive objects in the world than their own elemental constitution.

The Second Perceptual Gap Argument thus leads Aristotle to posit a

modification of the Like Cognises Like principle. After a series of discussions about

action and passion, and the various senses of potentiality, Aristotle concludes that

%2 DA 2.5, 416b34-417a2. Aristotle establishes this causal principle in GC 1.7,
323b29-324a5.

%3 Cf. Johansen (1997, 55): “Strictly speaking, Aristotle does not argue against the
claim that the eye is composed of fire. He argues against the claim that the internal
fire [of the eye] can function so as to light up an object of vision.’
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before the perceptive capacity (in the sense organ) has been acted upon, it must be
‘unlike’ the perceptual object, but having been acted upon, and presumably while it is
being acted upon, it becomes like’ that object in respect of that object’s form.®*

With this modification of the Like Cognises Like principle, Aristotle can

affirm that, as long as the sense organs have some property, or some degree of a
property, which is (a) different from that of external sense objects which affect them
(for example, if the sense organ is warm, the sense organ could be altered by cold
properties) and which (b) has the function of becoming ‘like’ the object which affects
it, perception will be able to occur.

Thus, under this revised Like Cognises Like principle, like does know like, but

only in the sense that a perceptual capacity or sense organ must be potentially like a
sensible object before perceiving, and not be actually like that object before
perceiving (as Empedocles affirmed). Call this modification of the likeness principle

Aristotle’s Modal Likeness Principle. It can be formulated as follows:

Modal Likeness Principle = For all X that can perceive an object Y, and for all
Y that can act on X qua perceptive, X perceives Y iff X is potentially like Y, and

Y acts upon X qua perceptive such as to make X like Y.

Although it is the subject of a longstanding controversy exactly how to interpret
Aristotle’s principle of perceptual assimilation, since the X in question which becomes
like Y — the aicOnticov —may be understood to be either (a) a capacity of the soul, (b)

a physical property in the sense organs, or (c) a capacity of the soul essentially linked

%4 DA 2.5, 417a18-20: 10 & oicOnTkdv duvépar éotiv olov TO aicOnTov fidn
évreleyeiq, kabdamep ipntot. maoyel pev ovv ovy duotov dv, memoviog &’ mpoimTtal
Kol £0TLV 010V EKEIVO.
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to a physical property in the sense organs, the advance that has been made by

Aristotle over Empedocles’ interpretation of the Like Cognises Like principle is that,

no matter how one interprets the nature of the X which is explanatory of perception,
this X must have a modal status, such that it has a potential to be altered by external
sensible objects. This means that X cannot be identical to any actual property that a
sense organ possesses qua elemental, as Empedocles seems to have thought.

That this is a refinement of Empedocles’ theory of perception, rather than an

undermining of it,**°

is further evidenced by the opening argument of DA 3.1. There,
Avristotle gives an argument which, although also difficult to interpret, argues from the
existence of only four elements and the elemental composition of the sense organs,
and the fact that we already possess the non-distal sense of touch, to the conclusion
that there can only be four other distal senses, and thus no more senses than five. This
argument has struck some scholars as un-Aristotelian, precisely because it seems to
bear too close a resemblance to Empedocles’ theory of perception.®°

However, if the above analysis is right, then the ‘Empedoclean’ argument of
DA 3.1 is thoroughly in line with Aristotle’s theory of perception. First, it coheres
well with his belief that all composite beings (including the sense organs) are
ultimately mixtures of the four elements.**" Secondly, it coheres with his explicit

claims in DA that the elemental properties (e.g. the wetness of the tongue,**® and the

tangible properties of hot and cold®®), do play a role in perception, even if this role is

%5 pace Burnyeat (2002, 40 n.32)

%6 E 9. Maudlin (1986). Cf. the response of Johansen (2013, 172-176).
%7 Cf. GC 2.7-8.

8 DA 2.10, 422a17-18.

%9 DA 2.11, 424a2-5.
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only one of hypothetical necessity (which may or may not entail physical alteration
during the process of perception).3®

If so, it should not be surprising that Aristotle never departs from Empedocles’
basic idea that the elemental properties resident in the sense organs at least play a
necessary role in perception. Moreover, it suggests that Aristotle is actively

investigating, through empirical and conceptual investigation, what elements, or what

elemental or higher level capacities, are consistent with the new Modal Likeness

Principle.

For instance, Aristotle claims that it is the property of transparency (diapavec)
— a property which has a potential to take on various colours at various times —
resident in the element of water and air that is the ‘elemental property’ explanatory of
how colours are able to be transmitted to the eye, as opposed to any actual properties
of fire.*®! This does not mean that transparency is an immaterial property (it is not),
but rather, that this property can function in accordance with Aristotle’s Modal

Likeness Principle because it is ‘unlike’ actual colours before it is affected, but has

the capacity to be ‘like” actual colours when it is in activity.

4.8 The Second Modification of ‘Like Cognises Like’

However the Modal Likeness Principle alone is not enough to resolve

Aristotle’s problem about how we know composite objects. At most, the Modal

Likeness Principle shows that the sense organs, qua elemental, can perceive actually

‘unlike’ elements or qualities that exist outside the body in virtue of their potential to

be made ‘like’ those elements or qualities through some sort of alteration. However,

%0 | thank David Charles for first introducing me to this idea.
%1 DA 2.7, 418b4-9.
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this new principle does not explain how we perceive composite objects qua
composite.
In his criticisms of Empedocles’ psychology, Aristotle argued in Empedocles’

Absurd Solution that, since the identity of composite objects (according to

Empedocles) depends upon a distinct ratio-of-elements, in order for the soul to be
‘like’ a composite object such as a stone or a man, it would have to have an actual

stone or man in it. However, Aristotle’s Modal Likeness Principle seems to suffer this

same problem. For by this new principle, perception only occurs if there is potentially
a stone in the perceptive part of the soul or perceptual organ, which potential stone,
one might think, must become an actual stone in the perceptive part of the soul or
perceptual organ during perception. How then does Aristotle avoid making composite
entities materialise in the soul or the sense organs?

| suggested earlier that Empedocles could avoid this problem if he had a way
of affirming that the ratios determining each composite could somehow be detached
from the elements which they supervene upon. In DA 3.8, Aristotle will opt for a
similar solution.

In this chapter, having acknowledged his partial agreement with the elemental
soul theorists by claiming that, if soul is to know and perceive everything, it must in a
way be all existing things (1 woyn to dvta mde éott mavta),*? Aristotle infers that
actual perception must, on this basis, be understood in one of two ways. Either the
soul, or one of its parts, when actualised by a perceptible or intellectual object,
literally becomes the external things it perceives, or, it becomes the forms of those
things (Gvéyxm & f| avtd T €100 ivon).*®® Since Avristotle argues that the former

option is physically impossible, he concludes that the proper interpretation of the

%2 DA 3.8, 431b21.
33 DA 3.8, 431028.
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Modal Likeness Principle is that, when cognition of a stone occurs, for example, what

comes to be in the soul is not the stone as a composite object, but the form of the
stone (o yap 6 AiBoc &v Tij woyii, 6ALY O €180c). 3
How are we to interpret such a form? One option is to interpret a form as one

of the same mathematically expressible ratios that Empedocles’ refers to when

describing composites such as bone,** which is what Empedocles’ Absurd Solution

suggests. However, it is hard to see how a particular ratio (e.g. 3:4:2) in separation
from earth, fire, and water, for example, would allow us to perceive bone. Instead,
Aristotle seems to affirm the idea that the form of something, e.g. bone, is a
dispositional property belonging to it which can produce in our soul (or one of its
parts) a mental representation of a whole stone.

Although it is beyond the scope of this chapter to give a full account of
Aristotle’s account of perception, the crucial aspect of his theory in respect of the
present thesis is that, by following his scientific method of inquiry in DA 1.4,
Aristotle prepared for the idea that composites are not perceived in virtue of their
bodily particles (such as Empedoclean effluences) entering our sense organs. Rather,
composites are perceived in virtue of a formal structure which they have, which
structure (or form) can act upon a perceptive or cognitive capacity of soul in order to
produce in it a unified representation.*®®

This ‘unity’ aspect of Aristotle’s solution is especially important, for his

Knowledge of Composites Challenge implies that, without some kind of unifying

aspect being present in composites, we could only perceive the isolated elemental

%4 DA 3.8, 431b29-432al.

%5 Cf, Caston (2005, 313); Ward (1988); Silverman (1989).

%8 Cf. Johansen (2013, 121), who remarks that Empedocles has no ‘formal principle,
which [...] defines the soul in its capacity to take on the perceptible or intelligible
form.’
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qualities of a composite, such as blobs of colour and sound, but never a mixed whole,

such as a talking man.*®’

4.9 Conclusion
| have argued in this chapter that Aristotle follows his method of scientific

inquiry in discussing Empedocles’ principle that Like Cognises Like in order to test

whether or not this principle, and the elemental definition of soul which he infers
from it, facilitates an understanding of the soul’s capacity to perceive. By showing the

weakness of this principle, Aristotle is able to show that Empedocles’ Elemental Soul

Deduction cannot be supported, and hence, that the essence of soul cannot be defined
in terms of the material elements.
However, | also argued that Aristotle uses the weaknesses which follow from

the Like Cognises Like principle to justify a modification of it, which | have deemed

the Modal Likeness Principle. Further, I argued that Empedocles’ insight into the idea

that compound objects have certain structures, or ratios, which Aristotle critiques in

his Knowledge of Composites Challenge and Empedocles’ Absurd Solution, help to

motivate and justify Aristotle’s idea that the soul must be made like the form of an
object — seen as an unified structure present in an object which allows us to represent
this object qua composite — rather than as a disparate collection of elemental

properties.

%7 This is, in effect, the criticism given by Theophr. (De sensu. 17-19), who argues
that, whilst the perception of white and black could be accounted for by Empedocles’
theory of vision (for instance, by the eye’s reception of water and fire effluences,
respectively), the perception of non-primary colours (for example, grey) cannot be.
The argument suggests that Empedocles may not be able to give a good description of
how a unitary perception of a non-primary colour arises out of multiple (and spatially
separate) effluences coming into the sense channels.
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The Principle of Non-Uniform Soul

In the confidence that their principles are true they are ready
to accept any consequence which follows from them — as
though some principles did not require to be judged from
their consequences, and particularly their final result. And
that result, which in the case of productive knowledge is the
product, in the knowledge of nature is the phenomena always
and properly given by perception.

—Aristotle, De Caelo 306a14-17

5.1 Introduction

In chapter 2 and chapter 3, | argued that Aristotle tests the ability of the
Platonic principle of self-motion and the principle of harmony to explain (among
other things) the characteristic ability of the soul to produce local motion in animals.
In chapter 4, I argued that Aristotle tests the ability of Empedocles’ Like Cognises
Like principle to explain the characteristic ability of the soul to produce cognition and
perception.

In this chapter, | shall argue that Aristotle uses the explanatory requirements
of his scientific method of inquiry to force a wedge between those of his
predecessors’ first principles which are meant to be explanatory of the soul’s power to
initiate motion in the body, and those which are meant to be explanatory of its power

to produce perception and cognition. This wedge, | shall argue, provides a negative

answer to the fourth scientific puzzle of DA 1.1, whether the souls of all living beings
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are the same in kind or not (opoedig Grooa yox fi 06).*%® This answer, | further
argue, lays the groundwork for Aristotle’s claim in DA 2.3 that the definition of soul

must be understood on analogy to the definition of ‘figure’.

5.2 Isthe Soul Uniform?

In DA 1.1, Aristotle claims that his inquiry into the soul will need to answer
whether or not every soul is uniform (6pogdng). This question, as with many others
in De Anima, has its source in Plato’s dialogues.**® A version of this question is first
put foward in Plato’s Phaedrus, where Socrates claims that, in considering the nature
of anything, we must first discover whether it is ‘simple or multiform’ (dmAodv 1
nolveldéc), and then consider, in respect of its form(s), what power it has, and in
respect of what things this power can act or be acted upon.*”® Someone who wishes to
speak accurately about soul, claims Socrates, needs to say whether soul is ‘one and all

alike’ (8v kai Spotov) by nature, or multiform (rolvedéc) like parts of the body.*™

%8 DA 1.1, 402b1-2. Johansen (2012, 48) helpfully describes this puzzle as being
about the way individual souls are ‘externally related’ to one another. The fifth
scientific puzzle, at DA 1.1, 402b3, being whether soul — if not opoewdng — differs in
species or in genus, I take to be a question about the correct classification of vodc.
This question, although intimately connected to the fourth puzzle, is not answered in
DA 1 (although DA 1.1, 408b18-19 does indicate Aristotle’s answer in nascent form).
In this latter question, Aristotle could mean by ‘genus’ either highest genus, i.e. the
categories of being (as he uses it at DA 1.1, 402a3), or, fundamentally different kinds
of things which are referred to homonymously. Aristotle cannot, however, have the
former meaning in mind, as this would merely repeat the first puzzle about which
highest genus or category the soul should be placed in (for example, substance,
quantity, quality, etc.). It is difficult to see, however, how souls could differ in genus.
A partial solution may be found in Metaph 1.10, 1058b36-1059a10, where Aristotle
claims that what is perishable (16 @Baptov) and what is imperishable (16 dpBaptov)
cannot be contained under the same genus. In DA 2.3, 413b24-27, Aristotle will claim
that intellect seems to be a separate genus of soul, precisely for the reason that it
seems to be dopBaprov. If so, I take it that Aristotle’s query amounts to asking whether
all soul is (im)mortal or not.

%9 Despite the fact that the term Opoedrc — usually translated as ‘homogenous’ or
‘same in kind’ — is foreign to Plato’s works, as is the related term, opotogidnge.

370 Phaedr. 270d1-7

371 Phaedr. 271a4-8.
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A second, and perhaps more important precedent for Aristotle’s question, is
Plato’s question of whether or not the soul is povoewdng, which can mean ‘one in
kind’ or ‘uniform’.*”* This question is first raised by Plato in the Phaedo, where it is
argued that the soul is by nature like the Forms — each of which is povoewdng — but
that soul (in some undefined way) can’t be fully povogidng because of its association
with the pleasures and pains of the body.*”

Similarly, having offered in Rep. 4 the theory that soul contains at least three
different parts (the appetitive, the spirited, and the rational),*”* in Rep. 10, Plato
expresses doubt about this analysis. He suggests that the soul might not be multiform
(roavednic) in itself after all,*” but perhaps is only like the sea-god Glaucus, whose
true nature is obscured by the shells and seaweeds and stones which have attached

themselves to his body.*"®

Once freed of such bodily accretions, Plato suggests, soul
might stand out as something pure and simple.

Plato’s theory across both of these works suggests that he favours the view
that soul is essentially povoeidng, and that it only appears or becomes moivedng in

virtue of its association with the body.®”’ This thesis, unlike the doctrine of the

Timaeus, suggests that the soul is not essentially divisible into soul kinds, and that its

%72 The most important difference between the two terms is that, whereas Aristotle’s
use of oOpoedng suggests a qualitative form distributed ‘horizontally’ across a
multitude of different particulars, Plato’s use of povoegidng usually suggests a form
which exists over and above a multitude of particulars which ‘vertically’ partake of it
(for example: Phaed. 78d5; 80b2; Symp. 211e4). Cf. Tim. 59b2, where it means
‘unique in kind’.

373 Phaed. 83d4-e3.

374 Cf. Rep. 4, 435h9-c6.

375 Cf. PA 2.10, 656al, where Aristotle claims that the soul-principle in plants is not
TOAVELONC.

37 Rep. 10, 611a10-612a6. | take it, however, that it would be logically possible for
there to be three kinds of soul without there being any one soul which has all these
kinds within it, as, for example, there can be three kinds of animal, e.g. dog, cat, and
horse, without there being any particular animal that is all three of these. However,
Plato does not in the Republic consider this to be a live option.

377 Cf. Shields (2010).
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involvements with the body (e.g. its desire for bodily pleasure) will be seen as
accidental concomitants to its being embodied. Such a soul — if it could exist apart
from the body, as Plato sometimes argues — would have a single definition or account

no matter where it may be found in nature.

5.3 The First Missing Capacity Argument

Aristotle, on the other hand, when he comes to give his own preliminary
answer to the similar question of whether the soul is 6poedng, will argue that the soul
is divisible into different kinds per se.®® If so, this implies that different kinds of soul
will not have the same definition (even if they have overlapping definitional
components, such as ‘form”).

Aristotle begins to argue for this thesis by pointing out an explanatory problem
which is common to all the predecessor theories of soul, namely, that the
characteristic attributes of soul that their first principles are meant to be explanatory

of are absent in many kinds of living beings. Aristotle argues for this claim as follows:

But (i) all of them — both those who claim that the soul is composed of
elements because it is able to perceive beings, and those who claim that soul is
the thing most able to initiate motion — do not account for every soul. For (ii)
not all animals that perceive (10 aicOavoueva) are animals that move
(xvvntika); for (iii) there appear to be certain animals that are stationary in
respect of place; and yet it seems that, (iv) among the varieties of motion, it is
in respect of local motion alone that the soul moves the animal (kiveiv 1 yoyn
70 {dov) [...] (DA 1.5, 410b16-21)%"°

%78 That this puzzle is solved in DA 1.5 is strongly evidenced by the fact that the term
(3_/}108161’]@ does not occur after DA 1.5.

39 maviec 88 kol of S O yvepilew kai cicBavesbon Té Svro TV Woyiy &k @V
oToEl®V AEYOVTEG OV, KOl Ol TO KIVNTIKOTATOV, 0V TEPL TACTG AEYOLGL WYUYTC.
obte yap T aicOavopeve mavta KivnTikd (eoiveton yap etvai tvo povipa tdv {hov
KOTO TOTOV: KoiTol SOKEL Y€ TAOTNV LOVIY TV KIVIIGEMV KIVETY 1 Wyoyn 10 {Dov)-
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Call this general argument the First Missing Capacities Argument. It can be

formulated as follows:

1. All soul, S, produces in all animals, A, a capacity for local motion, L, and
perception, P. (i)

2. Insome A there is a capacity for P but not L. (ii)-(iii)

3. Solisfalse. [1, 2]

4. Thus, no first principle of S which makes the production of L and P

essential to every S is correct. (i)

Aristotle’s evidence for premise 2 is empirical: he appeals to the existence of certain
animals, such as sea-urchins, which seem to be able to perceive, but are incapable of
initiating their own local motion.®® Aristotle’s argument here is that, if the
predecessors were collectively right to identify the soul’s characteristic attributes as
motion and perception, then they will need to explain why, sometimes, one of these
psychological attributes is missing in animals.

It might be objected that it is unfair for Aristotle to lump the predecessors’
theories together here, since any given predecessor could bite the bullet and claim that
soul need not be responsible for both motion and perception. However, in general, this
solution would misunderstand the structure of Aristotle’s scientific method of inquiry.
Unless there is reason to doubt one of the initial phenomena granted to belong to the
soul by nature, for instance, its ability to produce either local motion or perception, it
will be a requirement of any scientific definition of soul — including a predecessor

definition — that it be able to demonstrate these attributes in an explanatory way.

%80 Cf. HA 1.1, 486a13-14; PA 4.5, 681b34; PA 4.7, 683b4-11; GA 715a9-11. Cf.
Metaph. 1024a11-20.
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Certainly, it may be possible to reject any of the initial explananda of inquiry.
One might believe, for example, that souls produce local motion, but not perception.
In this case, one would count sea-urchins as inanimate, despite the fact that they
perceive. Similarly, one might believe that soul does not cause local motion in
animals, but accept that it causes perception. In this case, one would count plants as
inanimate.

However, in lieu of reasons to reject these initial phenomena associated with

soul, the First Missing Capacities Argument shows that, no matter which one of the

predecessors’ two general frameworks for explaining soul one chooses — a motive
framework, or a cognitive framework — one will inevitably be unable to account for
one or the other of the soul’s attributes that have been collected by Aristotle’s

scientific inquiry.®®*

5.4 The Second Missing Capacity Argument
Aristotle’s next argument is similarly empirical, but he directs it specifically
towards the elemental soul theorists, who, on the basis of the principle that Like

Cognises Like, argued that living beings composed of the elements will have

cognitive capacities for recognising like elements.

However, in this second argument, a move is made which signals that
Aristotle’s inquiry into the essence of the soul is beginning to expand even further
beyond the initial attributes and affections that he and his predecessors associated
with the soul. We already saw in the criticism of the harmony theory that Aristotle
was beginning to expand the initial set of psychological explananda by adding to it (a)

psychological works and affections (presumably, those discussed in DA 1.1), (b)

%1 Cf. DA 1.1, 402b3-5, where Aristotle claims that even his contemporaries, i.e.
those who are now (vdv) accounting for (Aéyovteg) and investigating ({ntodvtec) soul,
seem to investigate only human soul.
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intellect, (c) the desiring power, and (d) the soul’s relation to the body and the
functioning of the latter’s parts.*®?

Here, Aristotle introduces a further explanandum that he believes to belong to
the soul by nature, but which the predecessors did not unanimously affirm: (d) an
unnamed capacity of plants by which they live (which will later be identified as the

nutritive soul). He writes:

But (i) it is similar for those who compose intellect (vobv) and the perceptive
capacity (cioOntikov) from the elements. For (ii) it appears that plants live
(Cijv) although they do not share in locomotion or*®® perception, and (iii) many
animals do not possess reason (Stavotav). (DA 1.5, 410b21-24)%4

Call this argument the Second Missing Capacities Argument. It can be formulated as

follows:

1. Assume that the capacity for reasoning, R, and the capacity for perception, P,
belong to all living beings composed from the elements, B. (i)

2. Plants and animals are B. (ii)

3. So, all plants and animals should possess R and P. [1, 2]

4. But no plant possesses either R or P, and some animals do not possess R. (ii)

5. Hence 1 is false. [1-4]

%82 DA 1.4, 408a4-13.

%83 Torstrik (1863, 130) excises gopdic 008, finding the lack of a locomotive power in
plants to be extraneous to the argument. However, if Aristotle’s focus is shifting
towards the inability of his predecessors’ first principles to account for all forms of
life, which the predecessors have implicitly limited to the ability to move locally or
perceive, then we can accept the text as it stands and see Aristotle as building upon
the First Missing Capacities Argument.

384 dpoime 8¢ kol Soot TOV vodv kai 1O aicOnTucdv &k TOV oTorEiny TODOLY.
eoaivetor yop T 1€ QuTa v o0 petéyovia [@opdg ovd’] aichnoewe, kol TV {dwv
<T0> TOAAQ SLAVOLAY OVK EYELV.
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6. Thus, no elemental principle of the soul which makes R and P essential to B

can account for every soul. (i)

In this argument we have an indication that Aristotle thinks that his
predecessors, by focusing only on the phenomena of local motion and perception,
overlooked another psychological phenomenon, namely, life in plants. Here, for the
second time, Avristotle appeals to the phenomenon that plants seem to be animate,®
although they possess neither locomotive nor perceptive abilities. Now, however,
Aristotle argues that this phenomenon needs to be explained by psychology.

However, since Aristotle has yet to identify precisely what this capacity for life is

(e.g. is it growth, or nutrition, or both?), no more should be read into the Second

Missing Capacities Argument than that the predecessors’ cognitive principles do not

offer an adequate explanation of every form of life.

5.5 The Third Missing Capacity Argument
Aristotle’s next argument initially seems to supplement these points about soul

kinds, but it confusingly suggests that the First Missing Capacities Argument and the

Second Missing Capacities Argument might be able to be conceded by someone who

still thought that all soul had an intellectual and a perceptive part.®® Of this theorist,

Aristotle writes:

%8 The first time plants come up for discussion is in the criticisms of Xenocrates at
DA 1.4, 409a09.

%86 Ross’s (1967, 208) interpretation of the argument cannot be correct without further
explanation. For if one takes the subject of mapaywpnoeie to be someone who would
‘admit the truth of the criticism expressed in 11.21-26 [read [1.21-24],” such a person
could not, without further reasons, go on to posit that intellect and the perceptive
faculty are parts of every soul, since the truth of the empirical criticisms expressed in
410b21-24 consists in showing that intellect and the perceptive power are not parts of
every soul. For this reason, Hicks (1907, 295) suggests that tadta in 410b24 could
point forward to the claim that mind and the perceptive capacity are parts of soul.
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But (i) if someone were to concede these cases (mapaywprioeie) and were to

posit that intellect (tov vodv)®’ is some part (uépoc tv) of soul, and similarly

the perceptive capacity (aicOntwkév), (i) neither in this way would they

account universally (xa66iov) for every (ndong) soul, nor (iii) for the whole

of any one soul (epi ing ovdepdc). (DA 1.5, 410024-27)%

Since Aristotle does not specify why the theorist who would posit that intellect
and the perceptive power are parts of all soul does not correctly explain the whole of

soul, or even any individual soul, his reasoning must be reconstructed somewhat

tentatively. Call this argument the Third Missing Capacities Argument:

1. Assume that every soul has only two parts: a perceptive part, P, and an
intellectual part, I. (i)

2. However, there seems to be other soul parts in nature, O, besides P and I, such
as the soul of plants.® (ii)

3. Further, even the whole of one sort of soul, such as human soul, either does
not always have P and I, and may have O. (iii)

4. Therefore 1 is false. [Implied]

Whilst this reading of mapoywpnoeie is possible, it is more natural to read Tadta as
referring backwards, and to read mapaympnoete as suggesting that another theorist, on
different grounds from the elemental soul theorists, might not be troubled by
Aristotle’s criticisms, because such arguments are not sufficient to refute a non-
elemental view of intellect and the perceptive power.

%7 Even if vodg is synonymous with ‘God’, as Menn (1992) argues, for Aristotle’s
argument to make any sense, he must be thinking of vodg as manifesting itself as an
intellectual state within the souls of individual living beings. For this reason, | have
opted to translate vodg as ‘intellect’.

388 1 8¢ TIG Kol ToDTO Topay®pnoete kai Ogin TOv vodv uépog Tt Thg wuyt|g, Opoimg o
Kol TO aioOnTiKoVy, 006’ av oVT® Aéyolev kKabOAOV TEPL TAOTG YLYTG 00OE TEpl OANG
0VOEIAG.

%89 The nutritive capacity (10 Opertikdv) may not be the only capacity Avristotle is
thinking of here. Exactly how many parts (in the sense of essential capacities) of the
soul there are is an issue that Aristotle returns to a number of times, for example, at
DA 3.2, 432a22-b7. Cf. chapter 6.
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I have formulated Aristotle’s argument here as generally as possible, since it is
unclear whether or not Aristotle means to restrict his criticism to the fact that the

theorist in the Third Missing Capacities Argument has left the nutritive power alone

390 or whether this theorist

unaccounted for, which is how some commentators take it,
might also have left the motive power of soul unaccounted for.*** This criticism is so
unusual that it is unlikely that Aristotle does not have a real opponent in mind.
Although the commentators suggest various answers as to whom it might be,
prima facie, whoever it is would need to be a theorist who (a) did not hold an

elemental theory of mind and the perceptive power, since these thinkers in particular

are the exclusive target of the Second Missing Capacities Argument, (b) could be

described as making intellect and the perceptive power into parts of soul which are
somehow distinct from one another, and (c) who, by Aristotle’s lights, can neither
account for all, nor even a single (perhaps) paradigmatic case of animal soul.

On all these grounds, the only philosopher who seems to fit the bill is
Anaxagoras. This Presocratic is weakly criticised in an earlier argument which not
only matches all of these criteria, but also structurally and semantically parallels the

Third Missing Capacities Argument. In DA 1.2, after claiming that Democritus

identifies intellect and the perceptive power of the soul,*** Aristotle goes on to
distinguish this identity view of soul and intellect from the more ambiguous view of

Anaxagoras. He writes:

%0 For example, Hicks (1907, 295), and Ross (1965). However, in terms of the
argument, while Aristotle has mentioned that plants live, he apparently does not feel
confident enough to assert that plants have a principle of life different from a
perceptual principle, or that everything with perception also has this principle of life,
until DA 1.5, 411b27-30. Even here, the soul-principle in plants is left unspecified.

%91 However, this is not necessarily the case if Aristotle has Anaxagoras in mind here,
since his ‘intellect’ seems to serve as both a cognitive and motive principle.

%2 DA 1.2, 404a27-31.
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But Anaxagoras is less clear concerning them [sc. soul and intellect]. For in
many places he says that the cause (aitiov) of beauty and order is intellect
(vobv), but in other places he says it to be soul; it [sc. intellect] belongs, he
says, to all (6moot) living beings, both great and small, noble and ignoble
(neydhotg kol puepoic, kod tiiog kod drpotépoic).>*® However, what is said to
be ‘intellect’ in the sense of practical intelligence (ppdvnoiv) doesn’t appear to
belong to all animals, or even to all humans. (DA 1.2, 404b1-6)%*

Here we find (a) a philosopher who did not hold an elemental theory of
intellect and the perceptive capacity, (b) who made a distinction between soul and
intellect which could plausibly be described as a theory which makes intellect and the
perceptive power into ‘parts’ of every soul, given that animals have ‘intellect’ or
‘soul” in the sense of having perception, while humans have ‘intellect’ or ‘soul’ in the

sense of practical intelligence,®®

and (c) who is criticised for not being able to
account either for all animal soul, or for a paradigmatic subclass of animals with
‘intellect’, namely, humans.

Anaxagoras not only makes a good textual fit for the Third Missing Capacities

Argument, but he would also have a prima facie reason to concede the validity of the

Second Missing Capacities Argument. According to Aristotle, the reason why the

elemental soul theorists are committed to the idea that all plants and animals have
similar cognitive capacities is because they are committed to the principle that Like
Cognises Like. Thus, if something is made up of elements, as all plants and animals

are, by this likeness principle, such beings must have cognitive capacities.

%93 |t appears that Aristotle is here paraphrasing DK B12.14-15 (=TEGP 31[F15]): koi
oca ye yoynv &yxet kol Ta peilo Koi 10 EMIco, TAVTOV VoD KPATEL.

394 AvaEayopag 8 NTTov Slocagel Tepl anTdV: TOAANY0D HEV Yap TO aiTiov ToD KaADG
Kai OpOGG TOV vodv Aéyel, ETépwOi 8& OV vodv eivar tawTov T yoydj- &v émact yap
VIAPYEWV aOTOV TOlC {DO1G, Kal HEYAAOLS KOl HKPOIC, Kol TIOIG Kol ATIHOTEPOLG: OV
eaivetor 6’ 6 ye Katd poéVNow Aeyouevog vodg maoty Opoimg vhpyey toig {Molg,
GAL” 000E TO1G AVOpOTOIC TAGLY.

% DA 1.2, 404b3-6.
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However, someone like Anaxagoras, who did not base their theory of

cognition on the principle that Like Cognises Like, could take this argument as valid

but specious.**® The elements which compose living beings, he could claim, do not
play an essential role in perception or cognition. Rather, these capacities are
determined by a thing’s possession of soul, or intellect, and these can be present in
living beings, including plants, in degrees. If so, then Anaxagoras is free to hold that
plants, for example, do have a lower level form of perception or intellect (for instance,
turning towards the rays of the sun), and that this capacity cannot be deduced from

their elemental constitution and the principle that Like Cognises Like.*’

However, if Anaxagoras is the target here, as seems to be the case, then in line

with most commentators, Aristotle’s objection in the Third Missing Capacities

Argument is likely based on the tacit claim that Anaxagoras has not provided a first
principle which is explanatory of the nutritive phenomena associated with soul which

is found in all plants and animals.

5.6  The Solution to the Puzzle of the Soul’s Uniformity

Taken together, these three arguments provide a preliminary answer to the
fourth scientific puzzle of DA 1.1. This puzzle, as we have seen, asks whether or not
soul is uniform no matter where it is found in nature. In all three of the above
arguments, we see that Aristotle’s answer to this question is a resounding ‘no’.

Up to this point, Aristotle has argued that the predecessors used their first

principles of the soul in order to explain certain phenomena that the soul is

%% As Burnyeat (2002, 37) points out, in DA 1.2, 405b 14-15, Anaxagoras is the only
epistemologist who is said not to have a theory of knowledge based upon the likeness
principle.
*7 Indeed, according to a report about Aristotle’s lost work On Plants, DK A117
(=TEGP 59), Anaxagoras believed that plants do desire, perceive, and feel pleasure
and pain.
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responsible for in living beings, and in particular, their capacities for local motion and
perception. As Aristotle represents them, the tacit assumption in all the predecessor
accounts is that, once the correct first principle of soul and its powers is established,
anything which has a soul will have all and only those powers which can be deduced
from this single first principle.

However, the First Missing Capacities Argument, the Second Missing

Capacities Argument, and the Third Missing Capacities Argument have each shown

that the powers of soul are not distributed uniformly in nature. There now seem to be
two possibilities left in respect of giving an explanatory first principle of the soul.
Either one must accept that ‘soul’ is a homonymous term used to designate different
(unknown) principles — one which causes motion, one which causes perception, and

another which causes life in plants,**

or, one must accept each of these capacities as a
genuine psychological phenomenon, and discover a first principle which explains why
they are distributed non-uniformly across different kinds of living beings. Such a
principle might, for example, entail that there are several parts of soul, and that such
parts only appear together in certain beings.

In fact, these problems are reflected in the fifth and sixth scientific puzzles of
DA 1.1, which concern whether or not a single account (Adyoc) can be given of all
soul, or whether different accounts must be given for different kinds of soul, either at
the level of genus (for example, between plants, animals, and gods) or at the level of
species (for example, between horse and dog). Aristotle’s missing capacity arguments

show that, because his predecessors’ first principles are unable to explain the variety

of phenomena associated with soul uncovered by Aristotle’s zoological researches,

%98 A similar worry is expressed by Johansen (2012, 48): “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.’
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these definitional problems will need to be addressed during the course of his

psychological inquiry.**°

5.7  The Orphic Theory of Soul

After showing in the three missing capacities arguments that no predecessor
theory which makes soul the principle of only intellectual, perceptive, or motive
capacities is able to account correctly for the souls of all living things, Aristotle goes
on to argue that the theory of soul propounded in the Orphic verses suffers this same

problem, but for a different reason. He writes:

(i) This problem [sc. of not accounting for the souls of all living beings] also
befalls the account in the verses called ‘Orphic’. For (ii) he says that the soul
is breathed in (&dvamvedvtov) and enters in from the ‘whole’ (tod 6Aov), being
carried by the winds. But (iii) this cannot occur for plants and even some
animals, if not all of them breathe. But (iv) this remained unnoticed by those
who supposed this view. (DA 1.5, 410b27-411a2)**

Call this criticism Aristotle’s Respiration Refutation. We can represent it in the

following way:

=

Every living being, L, has soul, S, in virtue of breathing in external air. (ii)

N

Plants, P, and animals, A, are L. [Assumed]
3. No P, and not all A,“** can breathe. (iii)

4. Butall P and all A have S. [Assumed].

%9 For this reason, | take it that all the missing capacity arguments tend to favour
Johansen’s (2012, 58) claim that: ‘[...] 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.’

190 1cai 6 &v Toic OpeIKoig KaAOLPEVOLS EMEGt AOYOC: GGt Y& THY Yuxmy £k Tob SAov
gicéval GvamvedvIov, PEpopivny VO TdV AvELmY, 0Dy 010V T€ 8¢ TOIC PLTOIC TODTO
cuppaivey ovoe v LHwv €viotg, eimep un mvia dvamvéovstv: TodTo 8¢ AEAN0E TOVG
0VTMG LIENPOTOC.

%01 Eish, for example. Cf. DA 2.8, 421a3-6; Resp. 480b12-20.
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5. Therefore, not all S comes into L through breathing. (iv)

Despite being aimed at the Orphic verses, this Respiration Refutation may reflect
Aristotle’s view of other respiration-based psychologies that were reviewed earlier.
Within the group of theorists covered in DA 1.2, among those who hold some sort of
respiratory view of the soul are to be classed the Pythagoreans, who claimed that the
soul could be identified with the motes (§vopoata) in the air (or something in the air
that moves the motes),*** Democritus, who held that soul consists of spherical atoms
that were breathed in through external air, and the theory of Diogenes of Apollonia.®

For this reason alone, the Orphic theory criticised in the Respiration
Refutation need not be viewed as Aristotle’s sole target. Another likely purpose of
this argument is to emphasise that, because respiratory theories of the soul (such as
those propounded by the Pythagoreans and Democritus) generally do not account for
the origination of soul in all living beings, Aristotle thinks that they can be relegated

to the non-scientific status of the Orphic verses, in the same way that predecessor

02 DA 1.2, 404a17-19.

% DA 1.2, 404a9-16. Diogenes of Apollonia, whose air theory of soul was reviewed
in DA 1.2, 405a21-25, would also be vulnerable to this objection. The fragments of
his work suggest that he defends a theory of the soul’s all-pervasiveness through an
appeal to the process of respiration. In DK B4 (=TEGP 7[F4]), for instance, he asserts
that: ‘Men and other animals live in virtue of air through breathing (&dvonvéovta). And
this is to them life (yvyn) and thinking (vémowg) [...].” Apropos to Aristotle’s
criticisms, Diogenes also seems to posit air as an explanatory cause of the growth of
plants. Cf. DK B2 (=TEGP 4[F2]). However, in DK A19, it is also reported that
Diogenes held that, since plants cannot breathe, they cannot have intelligence. One
might also add Homer to the list of respiratory theorists, since in Il. 5.694-668 he
describes how the soul (yvyr) of wounded Sarpedon left him as Pelagon removed the
spear from this thigh, but revived (éumvovOn) once the breath (mvouy) of the north
wind blowing round him, gathered back the spirit (Bvudv) he had breathed out
(kexaenota) during his suffering.
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theories which do not adequately explain why the soul is in the body can all generally

be relegated to the non-scientific status of Pythagorean transmigration myths.*%*

Whether or not the Respiration Refutation is a poor argument depends in part

upon whether or not the respiration theorists in question took the perceptible
phenomenon of ‘breathing’ to be essential to their explanation of becoming

ensouled.*®

A respiration theorist might, for instance, think that some things, such as
plants, don’t take in air through breathing, but rather ‘absorb’ soul-filled air.

While nothing precludes this possibility, Aristotle’s argument can be defended
by noting that, in the case of most of the respiration theorists covered in DA 1.2, it is
clear that the perceptible phenomenon of breathing is essential to their explanation of
how soul enters (and stays within) the body. Democritus’ explanation of respiration,
for instance, which essentially involves a certain balancing of internal and external air
pressure,*®® has no perceptible analogue in plants. An explanation of how creatures

which live under water absorb air would have been perhaps even more difficult for an

ancient scientist to construct.

In any case, by the Respiration Refutation, Aristotle means to show that no
respiratory theory of soul, just like no elemental theory of soul, and no motive theory
of soul, seems to offer a first principle or definition of soul which leads to a
knowledge of the characteristic attributes of soul possessed by all the kinds of soul in
nature. However, as | argued in chapter 1, being able to provide this knowledge, or at
least a likely guess at it, is what Aristotle requires of any scientific first principle of

soul.

%4 pace Ross (1967, 208). Cf. DA 1.3, 407b13-26.
%% | thank Lindsay Judson for this criticism.
%6 Cf. DA 1.2, 40429-16.
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5.8 Soul as an Independent Element in a Mixture

In what follows, Aristotle seems to link the Orphic respiration theory of soul
to yet another group of theorists who considered soul to have been ‘mixed into’ all the
elements of the cosmos.*”” Similar to the Orphic theory of soul, this theory is unusual
insofar as it offers (a) no explicit definition or first principle of soul, and (b) no
explicit theory as to which capacities — whether cognitive or motive — primarily
characterise soul. Instead, these thinkers all seem to have offered only a theory of the

origin of life. Aristotle’s discussion of this unusual mixture theory begins as follows:

And (i) so then*® some others claim soul to have been mixed (pepiydai)
throughout the whole cosmos (td &A®),*”® from whence perhaps Thales
supposed all things to be “full of gods’ (névta mAfqpn Oedv eivar). ' But (ii)
this doctrine holds certain puzzles; (iii) by what cause does the soul which is
in air, or in fire, not make an animal, but only the soul in the mixtures [sc. of
those elements] (uiktoic), (iv) even though the elements going into the
mixtures seem to be better (Beltiov)? (v) (One might also investigate the

7 | here pass over 411a2-7. Following Bywater (1888, 52-54), | take it that this text
interrupts the argument and is out of place. However, while | agree with Bywater that
it is not an interpolation, 1 do not agree that this is because 411a2-7 takes up and
completes the point of 410b22, as he does. The point of 410b22 is decidedly not
epistemological — it concerns the empirical distribution of intellectual and perceptive
soul to different animals, not the elemental constitution by which they can cognise
objects in the world. Instead, | suspect these lines should be placed either (a) near the
end of the criticisms of Empedocles, at 410b10 after mévra, as a secondary conclusion
of Aristotle’s Panpsychism Argument (see chapter 4, sect. 5), or, (b) at the end of
Aristotle’s criticism of those who thought it might be possible to make the soul out of
all (¢ amnavtov) the categories of being at 410a15-16, where it would serve as a
riposte to the idea that soul needs to be made out of all the elements of being ([...]
ov0gv del €€ amdvtov). Cf. Hicks (1907, 297).

“%8 1 here accept Bywater’s restoration of 61 for 6¢, on the assumption that Aristotle’s
discussion is meant to follow on from his discussion of the Orphic verses.

%99 The reference here must be to the universe as a whole. Cf. DC 1.9, 278b18-21.

0 Interestingly, Aristotle himself affirms something like this doctrine in GA 3.11,
762-18-27, where he claims that, since there is mveduo present throughout the
universe, tpémov TvdL mhvto Woyfic eivar mAnpn, undoubtedly a play on Thales’®
famous remark. This claim partially commits Aristotle to the view that is expressed
here, except for the fact that the soul present in mvedua is only potentially (nutritive)
soul. For an analysis of this difficult section of GA 3.11, and Aristotle’s theory of the
spontaneous generation of animals from nvedua distributed throughout the whole, cf.
Lennox (1982) and Gotthelf (1989).
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reason why the soul in the air is better and more eternal (dBavoatotépa) than
the soul in animals.)** (vi) Both ways of answering [sc. the former question]
are either absurd (&tomov) or unreasonable (mopdioyov). For (V) to say that
fire or air is an animal ({®ov) is very unreasonable, but (vi) not to say that they
[sc. fire or air] are animals when they have soul in them is absurd. (DA 1.5,
411a7-16)**?

While Aristotle nowhere identifies the group of theorists he is responding to here,**®

as with the case with Anaxagoras in the Third Missing Capacities Argument, there are

some clues which suggest his target.

First, Aristotle’s use of mixture terms suggests that the theory on offer may be
helpfully understood in terms of Aristotle’s own theory of mixture. Aristotle’s theory
of mixture entails that if something is an ingredient in a mixture, it must (a) exist prior

to that mixture and (b) be a separate body capable of coming into physical contact

“ This side puzzle assumes that the holders of the mixture theory believed that that
there could be greater and lesser degrees of soul purity and life-span depending on
which element the soul resided in. In the extreme case, it seems, if the soul resided in
a pure airy element, it would be immortal.

M2 ol v T Bl 81 Tveg adTv pepiydai paoty, 80ev Towc kol OuAfic GRON Tavta
mMpn Osdv eivar. Todto & &xet Tvag dmopiag: S tiva yop aitiav &v pudv ¢ dépt
6 Topi ovGO 1 YuyTy 0 motel {Pov, &v 88 Toic nKToig, Koi tadto Peltimv év TovToIg
eivar Soxodoa; (dminthceie & &v Tic kai S Tiv’ aitiov 1 &v 1@ aépt yoyn tiig év Toig
Loowg Pertiov €oti kol dboavotmtépa.) ovpPaivel & dueotépmg dtomov  Kod
napdrloyov: kol yap tO Aéyewv {Dov TO TP 1) TOV A€Pa TAV TAPUAOYOTEP®V E0TI, Kol
10 un Aéyewv {da yoytg évovong dtomov.

% Thales, whom Ross (1967, 209) takes as the passage’s primary target, seems only
to be an example of the sort of person who held a mixture view, not its primary
representative. Whilst the Timaeus is also sometimes suggested as Aristotle’s target,
there, whilst soul itself is the product of a mixture or blending (of divided and
undivided Sameness, Difference, and Being), it is never said to be mixed throughout
the whole universe, but rather ‘woven’ (dwamhloakeica) (Tim. 36e) or ‘stretched’
(Erewvew) (Tim. 34b) through it. Hicks (1907, 297) notes the theory’s similarity to an
argument that Plato gives in Phileb. 29a9-30a8. There, Plato argues that, just as all the
elements (fire, air, earth, and water) which compose particular bodies are derived
from, and have the same essential properties as, the elements of the universe, so also
particular animate bodies must have derived their soul from that of the universal body.
However, | thank Thomas Johansen for pointing out to me that Plato does not commit
himself to the logic that Aristotle ascribes to the mixture theorists, as soul is applied
by Plato not to the individual elements that compose living bodies, but to each
animate body taken as a whole.
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with whatever it is mixed with.**

If so, then Aristotle’s target is likely a theorist who
held that soul is in some way (a) independent of the four elements, but (b) itself a type
of corporeal or elemental body. As | suggested above, since the mixture theory seems
textually and philosophically connected to the Orphic theory of the soul, this also
suggests that the mixture theory has (c) a connection to the respiratory theory of soul.

Taking (a), (b), and (c) together, Aristotle’s target is likely a theory which held
that soul is a kind of elemental stuff mixed into all the elements, but especially the air
breathed in by animals. This suggests something like the views of Anaximenes,
Diogenes of Apollonia, Heraclitus, or the Pythagoreans.

However, these theories are not equivalent to one another. Broadly speaking,
one group seems to identify soul (at least to some degree) with the air that an animal
breathes in (Diogenes and Anaximenes), while the other group seems to claim that
soul is not identical to breathed air, but is primarily located within that air (the
Pythagoreans and Demaocritus). Below, | shall argue that the textual evidence suggest
that Aristotle has the latter, but not the former theorists in mind.

In his first argument, Aristotle suggests that this mixture theory of soul entails
a difficulty about the meaning of ‘animal’. Call this argument the Pure Element

Dilemma:

1. Soul, S, is mixed throughout the whole cosmos, W. (i)

2. W is composed of the pure elements, P, and their mixtures, M. [Assumed]
3. Thus, S will be mixed into P and M. [1, 2]

4. Anything that has S in it is a living being, L. (iii)

5. Thus, any P orany Misan L. [1-4]

414 GC 1.10, 327b20-21.
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6. Butto assert 5 is unreasonable, for only some Ms are living beings. (iii),(V)

7. Butto deny 5 is absurd. (vi)

In the Pure Element Dilemma, Aristotle alleges that if all it takes to make an

animal is to have soul, and soul has been mixed throughout every part of the cosmos
(as the theorists in question think), then they will be committed to the idea that every
element and mixture is an animal. Here, Aristotle portrays the mixture theorists as
believing soul to be a type of elemental stuff, which stuff can be mixed into other
things to produce a mixture which takes on certain soul qualities (just as salt is a thing
that can be mixed into water so as to make it taste salty). Who, however, could it be
who held such mixture theory?

There are two pieces of evidence that point to the Pythagoreans, and probably
Democritus as well. The first piece of evidence is that the only parallel in De Anima
to Aristotle’s description of the soul being ‘in’ an element, such as ‘in air’ (v T®
aépu), or ‘in fire’ (v 1® mopti), occurs in his description of the respiratory theories of
the Pythagoreans and Democritus.

Aristotle claims that the former group of thinkers held the soul to be the motes

% and

in the air (ta v @ aépt Ehopata), or whatever in the air moved these motes,*
he claims the latter to have held the soul to be fire-atoms or warmth, which warmth or
fire-atoms Atristotle also suggests can be identified with the motes in the air.*'® Both
of these positions are compatible with, and may even imply, the idea that particles of

soul are mixed throughout the whole of nature, and that, despite this (perhaps because

of their small size), soul particles still reside primarily in mixtures of pure air or fire.

415 DA 1.2, 404a18.
416 DA 1.2, 403b31-404a4.
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Whoever these theorists are, Aristotle does not seem to present the Pure

Element Dilemma as a merely dialectical point about the linguistic use of the term

Cdov. Aristotle’s objection is not that the the term {@®ov cannot be applied to the
elements; rather, it is that if we accepted the mixture theory view, we would be forced
to deny the initial explananda of Aristotle’s inquiry, namely, the attributes marking
out the difference between ensouled and unensouled things.*” Conversely, since it is
analytic that {@a are things with souls, sans further justification, to deny that the
elements, if they have soul mixed into them, are {®a, would be like claiming that not

all unmarried men are bachelors.

5.9 Parts of the Universe vs. Parts of the Soul

Having given a preliminary refutation of the mixture theory, Aristotle turns to
give a critical explanation of how the mixture theorists came to believe the soul to be
mixed throughout the elements in the universe. This explanation points to a difficulty
in asserting the soul to have a uniform whole-part structure like one of the four

elements. Aristotle writes:

But (i) they seem to have supposed the soul to be in those things [sc. the

elements] because (6t1) (ii) they held that any elemental whole (to 6\ov) is

uniform (6poedéc) with its portions (popiotc);**? (iii) Hence it is necessary for

“I"DA 1.2, 403b25-27.

8 The belief that Aristotle here assigns to the predecessors in (ii) is vague. Modern
English translations of this sentence (for instance, Hicks, Smith, and Barnes) imply
that Aristotle is assigning to the mixture theorists a prior belief in an unrestricted
mereological doctrine, namely, that ‘any whole must be uniform with its parts’.
However, following the ancient the commentators, | take it that this unrestricted belief
cannot be what Aristotle means to assign to the mixture theorists, as Aristotle makes
the belief that soul is uniform depend upon the truth of the conditional claim in (iii)
about how animals become ensouled, not on the truth of the doctrine that any whole is
uniform with its parts. If the mixture theorists believed that any whole was uniform
with its parts (which is obviously false), it would immediately follow that soul was
uniform with its parts regardless of whether or not a life-producing element was
enclosed in animals. If the reasoning Aristotle assigns to the predecessors is valid, as
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them to claim that soul is uniform with its portions as well, if it is by some

portion of what surrounds (tod mepiéyovtoc)*® being cut off and enclosed

(dmorapPavecsbai) inside the animals that they become living beings. But (iv)

if air that is split up is uniform (6po€161¢), but the soul consists of unlike parts

(dvopowopepric),*? then it is clear that some soul will belong to the air, but

some [part of] soul will not belong. (v) So it is necessary for soul either to

consist of like parts (opowouepii), or to not be in any random portion
whatsoever of the whole (tod movtoc). (DA 1.5, 411a16-23)*#

Aristotle’s argument is difficult to interpret on both logical and textual
grounds.*? The first difficulty is that it is unclear why, if soul is mixed throughout all
the elements, as the mixture theorists are reported to have held, Aristotle seems to
focus specifically on air.

The second difficulty is that the structure of Aristotle’s argument is unclear. It

IS not apparent whether Aristotle is criticising the mixture theorists for falsely

believing that soul is uniform throughout the cosmos, or merely showing that a false

Aristotle’s frequent use of avaykoiov surely suggests, to 6Aov must refer to one or
each of the primary elements, a use mirrored at Phys. 3.5, 205b20-22. Further support
for this reading can be gathered by noting that, when Aristotle uses the term opogidmg
to discuss the relation of a whole to its parts, it is generally (and maybe even always)
in respect to elemental masses. Cf. Metaph. A.25, 1023b17-19; Metaph. A.3,
1014a30-31: [...] 6AAd kbv Sronpijton [SC. oToryeiov] To Hopia Opoetdf, olov Bdatog 1o
uoplov Hoéwp, AL’ ov g cvAhafiic. Importantly, Aristotle takes the thesis that any
elemental whole is uniform with its parts to be true, while he takes the principle that
every whole in general is the same (tavtov) as the sum of its parts to be false (cf. Top.
6.13, 150a15-16).

9 Whilst this term need not refer to air (cf. Metaph. A.26, 1023b27-28), this is the
most likely meaning here, given (a) its proximity to the Orphic view of the soul, and
that (b) the only time Aristotle uses this term in DA 1 is DA 1.2, 404a10, where he is
criticising a respiratory theory of soul. Cf. DA. 2.7, 418b22.

20 Typically, this term refers to the parts of the body which are distinct from one
another. Cf. HA 523a31ff; PA 640a23-24; 640b20-21; 647b21ff.

2L bmohaPeiv & doikacty elvar TRV wuyllv &v todTolg dtt T Shov Toic popiolg
Opogdég: Mot dvaykaiov adToig Aéyetv kod THY Yoy OLoeldh toig popiolg ivan, &l
@ amoAapPavestai Tt Tod mepiEyovtog &v toig {moig Euyuya ta {Pa yivetat. €16’ 6
HEV anp SlCTAOUEVOS OHOEONG, 1] O YuyT| AVOULOLOUEPNS, TO HEV TL aVTHG VIapEet
Sfilov 611, 10 & oly VmApEel. dvaykaiov ovv avTV 1| OpOOMEPT €ivar § pR
gvumdpyev €v 6t@odv popim tod mavTog.

%22 The difficulty of the passage is pointed out by Themist. (Paraphrasis in de anima
36.20-21), who, after providing his own sophisticated exegesis, feels compelled to
brag that ‘Those who came before us failed to gain a mastery over this text, as anyone
who wishes to can easily confirm.’
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belief in a uniform soul is entailed by their true belief that the elements are
homogenous, in combination with their false belief that it is by cutting off a piece of a
surrounding element (e.g. air) that a thing becomes ensouled.*?*,

The first difficulty can be resolved by noting that a mixture theory of soul
leaves open how thoroughly something can mix with something else. Soul may, for
instance, be mixed into the whole cosmos, but have mixed better with air or fire, such
that these elements, post-mixture, can manifest more of the soul’s powers than soul
mixed in with earth, for example. This is why Aristotle might take the theory to
concern air more than the other elements.

This idea is also consistent with Aristotle’s description of an animal cutting off
a portion of its surrounding (repiéyovtog), a term which, in DA 1.2, seems to be used
exclusively of surrounding air. This seems to indicate that the mixture theorists held
that a piece of a ‘finer’ element (for example, a portion of air) can become enclosed in
another ‘thicker’ element (for example, earth), perhaps in the way Aristotle thinks that
nvedpo can be cut off and enclosed in something (umepiingOii) so as to produce life
spontaneously.*** On this picture, a mixture theorist could hold that whilst all the
elements may have a portion of soul, there could be elements in which soul stuff is
more plentiful.

The second difficulty is harder to resolve. Historically, two different
interpretations of Aristotle’s final criticism of the mixture theorists have been
offered.*®> The first reading, offered by Themistius and adopted by Aquinas, has
Aristotle arguing that the mixture theory is internally contradictory in respect of its

claims about the airy soul of animals, and its claims about the surrounding (or cosmic)

423 As Philop. (In de anima 190.8-10) recognises.

24 Cf. GA 3.11, 762a18-27.

425 | ignore the reading of Simplicius, who unreasonably takes the passage to be
affirming that all the elements are ensouled.

179



air. The second reading, offered by Philoponus, has Aristotle arguing that the mixture
theory is explanatorily inadequate to account for the ‘parts’ of souls in plants,
animals, and humans, in a way similar to the three missing capacity arguments
discussed above.

Themistius’ reading, call it the Mixture Dilemma, sees Aristotle as arguing:

1. The whole of each element, E, is uniform with its portions, P. (ii)

2. Some P of E which is cut off in animals, such as air, A, contains soul, S.
(iii)

3. Hence, every P of A contains S. [1-2]

4. The same argument can be made for the other Es [Assumed in (i)].

5. But S in A outside animals is better and more immortal than S in A within
animals. [411a11-13]

6. Thus, one P of S, the immortal part, will belong to the surrounding A, but
another P of S, the mortal part, will not. (iv)

7. If 6, then the whole of A is not uniform with every P of A. (iv)

8. But 7 contradicts 1. [1, 7]

9. Thus, one must either accept 1-4, and reject 5, or, accept 5 and reject 1-4.

v)

This Mixture Dilemma reading is attractive for two reasons. First, it makes Aristotle’s

question about soul in the air being better and more immortal than the soul in animals
in 411a11-13 not merely a parenthetical puzzle which is left dangling, but a crucial
part of the internal consistency of the mixture view being discussed. Second, it

explains why Aristotle would claim in (iv) that it is clear that some part of the soul
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will exist in air even if the soul is not uniform — a thesis which Aristotle does not
accept. This claim makes more sense if Aristotle, in accordance with his method of
scientific inquiry, is attempting to show that, if the first principle of the soul is a
uniform elemental stuff, then it cannot explain why this soul stuff would be better and
more immortal in the elements existing outside of animals (a phenomenon apparently
granted by the mixture theorists, but not by Aristotle).

The other interpretation, which | take to the right one, is represented by
Philoponus.*® He sees Aristotle as building upon his previous missing capacity
arguments by showing that, because every elemental whole is uniform with its
portions (a view Aristotle accepts as true), a mixture theorist who holds that soul-stuff
is uniform and mixed into every element must deny the apparent phenomenon that

there is more than one kind of soul in nature. Call this the Non-Uniform Soul

Argument:

1. Each element, E, is uniform with its portions, P. (ii)

2. Some P of E which is cut off in animals, such as air, A, contains soul, S.
(iii)

3. Hence, every P of A contains S. [1, 2]

4. But S has unlike Ps in different animals. (iv)

%26 philop. In de anima 190.14-191.10, goes one step further to prove the impossibility
of the mixture view. He argues that: if they (a) reject the soul’s uniformity in the air,
and accept that different kinds of soul are in spatially different portions of the air, then
they must reject their belief that every form of soul is omnipresent in the air. But if (b)
they accept that all kinds of soul are present in every part of air (for example, that
nutritive, perceptive, and rational soul are found in every part of air), then they will
still be unable to explain why every (breathing) animal, each cutting off a uniform
portion of air for itself which contains every capacity of soul, does not have the same
soul powers.
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5. If S has unlike Ps in different animals, then the P of A cut off in animals
will not be uniform with the whole of A. (iv)
6. But 5 contradicts 1. [5, 1]

7. Hence, either 4 is false and 1 is true, or 1 is false and 4 is true. (v)

The essential difference between this argument and the Mixture Dilemma is that this

argument takes the conditional claim that soul is dvopowoueptig, reflected in premise
4, to be referring to Aristotle’s empirical observations that there are different soul
capacities distributed differently amongst animals, and not to the belief that the soul is
better and more immortal in air or fire. The main benefit of this interpretation is that it
makes better sense of Aristotle’s claim in (iii) that it was necessary for the mixture
theorists to hold that the soul is uniform, despite the fact that Aristotle has shown that

it is not by means of his missing capacities arguments.

5.10 Aristotle’s Problem with the Mixture Theory

In the Non-Uniform Soul Argument, then, Aristotle shows that there is a

fundamental mereological difference between elemental wholes, whose portions
manifest the same powers as their wholes, and psychological wholes, whose
‘portions’ manifest categorically different powers in different living beings.

A mixture theorist can of course hold that different living beings manifest the
same psychological powers to different degrees, depending upon how much soul-stuff
they have within their mixture. However, what they cannot do is explain fundamental
differences in capacities amongst living beings. Since the mixture theorists Aristotle
has in mind are committed to the uniformity of soul, they must also accept that no
living being completely lacks any psychological power. Under this theory, plants, for
instance, must be affirmed as having a capacity for local motion, even if they do not
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contain enough soul-stuff to manifest this power. It is not clear what Aristotle would
make of such an explanation. Presumably, his only argument would be to claim that
nature does nothing in vain, and it would seem vain for nature to give plants and
animals powers which they could never exercise.**’

Regardless, Aristotle thinks that these arguments are enough to show that soul,
because it differs in different kinds of living beings, is not uniform, thus solving the
fourth scientific puzzle of DA 1.1. His assertion of the soul’s lack of uniformity
naturally leads to the questions which are the subject of the next chapter, such as
whether individual souls which belong to a single species (e.g. human souls) are

uniform, or whether they have different ‘parts’.

5.11 How to Define a Non-Uniform Soul

Taken together, Aristotle’s arguments suggest that the idea of soul as a single,
homogenous entity or stuff, spread throughout nature, is not consistent or explanatory
of the basic phenomena initially associated with soul, namely, motion and perception.
Nor is it explanatory of two other phenomena introduced by Aristotle, namely, life in
plants, and intellect in humans. Instead, given that Aristotle has argued that there are a
variety of kinds of soul in nature, some of which are capable of existing apart from
one another, a different approach to the soul’s first principles seems to be required.

It is this observation, it seems, which ultimately leads Aristotle to adopt the
counter-intuitive theses, introduced in DA 2.3, that there is no single kind of entity
called ‘soul’ in nature, and that the common definition of ‘soul’ must be understood

as analogous to the definition of ‘figure’. Aristotle writes:

421 Cf. DA 3.9, 432b21-6. Cf. Alex. De Anima 27.9.
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So it is clear that there will be one definition (Adyoc) of soul in the same sense
as there is one definition of ‘figure’ (oyfiuatog). For there is no figure apart
from triangle and the figures which succeed it, nor is there ‘soul’ apart from
the ones spoken of [namely, nutritive, perceptive, and cognitive soul]. But a
common account might be given even in the case of figures, which would
harmonise (épappooet) with all of them, but be peculiar (idiog) to none. And
similarly, this would apply to the souls (yvyaic) spoken of. (DA 2.3, 414b20-
25)428
This result, it seems, is constrained by Aristotle’s proof in DA 1.5 that none of the
predecessors who provided a common explanatory definition or first principle of soul
were able to account for the different kinds of soul phenomena that exist in nature. If
the soul had turned out to be a uniform entity or stuff, a single common definition
would have been possible. However, Aristotle’s missing capacity arguments, along

with his critique of respiratory theories of the soul, have shown this to be an illusion.

This does not mean, however, that the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul as the

“first fulfilment of a natural instrumental body’ that Aristotle proposes in DA 2.1 is
empty.*? Rather, what it means is that the psychologist will, in each individual kind
of living thing, need to determine what bodily instruments and capacities the soul is a
fulfilment of relative to each living thing. Aristotle’s hylomorphic first principle of
soul, in this sense, can be seen as plastic in a way that none of the predecessors’
principles are, because it can serve to fulfil the capacity for motion, and the capacity

for perception, as well as any other bodily capacity that a living being might have.

5.12 Conclusion
In this chapter, | have argued that Aristotle provides a negative answer to the

fourth scientific puzzle of DA 1.1 about whether soul is uniform or not, a puzzle

128 SfLov 0DV BTL TOV 0TOV TPOTOV E1C BV €11 AOYOC WUXFG T€ KOl GYNIATOC: 0BTE Yap
Ekel oyfua mapd tO Tpiyovov €ott Kol To €peliic, oUT’ évtadbo yuyn mapd TOG
eipnuévag. T'évorto &’ v kol €mi TV oYNUATOV AOYOG KOWOG, 0G €popurocel pev
TAGLY, 1010¢ &’ 0VOEVOG E6TOL GYNUATOG. OLOIMC 08 Kol €Ml TAAG sipnUéEVIIS YOOGS,

429 Cf. the Introduction to the study.
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which has its background in Plato. In the First Missing Capacities Argument, the

Second Missing Capacities Argument, and the Third Missing Capacities Argument,

Aristotle shows that none of his predecessors’ first principles, taken singly or in
combination, are able to explain all the non-uniform psychological phenomena that
appear in nature.

I have further argued that Aristotle’s discussion of the Orphic theory of the

soul in the Respiration Refutation, and his discussion of the mixture theory of soul in

the Non-Uniform Soul Argument, gives further evidence for his claim that soul is not

uniform, by showing that even origin theories of the soul which do not attempt to
explain directly the soul’s motive or intellectual capacities, are still incapable of
explaining the origination of various kinds of soul within living beings.

| also suggested that these arguments prepare the ground for Aristotle’s
difficulty in the fifth and sixth scientific puzzles of DA 1.1, which concern whether or
not a single definitional first principle will be able to account for all forms of soul.

Finally, I claimed that Aristotle’s arguments about the non-uniform nature of

the soul help to show why the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul is not sufficient on its
own to explain the phenomena associated with soul. The reason for this is that this
definition is too general to explain the particular kinds of capacities that different
living beings manifest in nature, and hence, the souls of individual kinds of living
beings, once determined as formal substances, must be further specified, just as the

kinds of figures must be.
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The Principle of Spatial Divisiblity: The Parts of Soul and Body

He combined the two kinds of being — the one which is
indivisible and never changing, and the other which comes to
be divisible around bodies — into an intermediate, third kind
of being...

—Plato, Timaeus 35al-4

6.1 Introduction

In chapter 5, | argued that in DA 1.5, 410b16-411a26, by following his
scientific method of inquiry, Aristotle is able to show that his predecessors’ first
principles of soul are unable to explain why different kinds of living beings possess
different soul powers. These arguments, | claimed, serve to provide an answer to the
fourth scientific puzzle of DA 1.1, whether the soul is uniform or not.

In this chapter, | shall argue that in DA 1.5, 411a26-b30, Aristotle follows his
scientific method of inquiry in testing out the Academic thesis that the soul performs
different activities in the body with different spatial-parts of itself. | shall argue that,
in so doing, he answers the third scientific puzzle of DA 1.1, 402b1, which is whether
or not individual souls are able to be divided up spatially (nepiotn 7} dpepng) or not.

I conclude that Aristotle’s preliminary answer to this puzzle is a qualified one,
namely, that individual souls (a) are per accidens spatially divisible into further whole
souls, but (b) not spatially divisible into distinct capacity-parts, even though (c)
individual souls have distinct capacity-parts. The results of Aristotle’s analysis
indicate that the nature of the soul’s parts cannot be explained by the principle that

they are spatially confined to certain places in the body.
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6.2 Spatial-parts vs. Capacity-parts

Near the end of DA 1.5, Aristotle turns to consider a series of theses about the
soul’s parts. The considerations he offers, I shall argue, seem to provide a preliminary
answer to his question in DA 1.1. about whether the soul is pepiot % dpepric. Whilst
many commentators*° have supposed that this question can be treated as equivalent

431

to the seventh puzzle of whether the soul has ‘parts’ (uopia),”" in the sense of

essential capacities, | shall argue below that this view is mistaken,*** and that these
puzzles are logically distinct.**3

The source of the confusion is that Aristotle often uses the terms pépog and
uopov interchangeably, whether he is referring to the parts of an animal,*** the parts

of the soul,**® or the parts of a genus or species.** Further, because both pepioti and

30 Eor example, Hicks (1907); Bastit (1996).

1 DA 1.1, 402b9-10.

2 This interpretation dates back to Alexander’s lost commentary (apud Philop. In de
anima 35.9-11). However, in his own De Anima (30.26-31.5), Alexander is at pains to
point out that, just because he claims the soul to have parts (uépn), it does not follow
that the soul is extended. He gives numbers as an example of things that are pepiot
and composed of parts but not extended. However, he is then forced to qualify this
claim by stating that soul is also not pepiot as numbers are, because the soul is not
composed out of parts (cuykeipevog €k pepdv).

48 Cf. Johansen’s (2012, 47-48) view that the third puzzle concerns the soul’s
‘internal divisibility’. He also takes this question as related to, but distinct from, the
puzzles about the taxonomic classification of the soul’s popia, which occurs at DA
1.1, 402b9. In contrast, Bastit (1996, 14) takes both questions taxonomically when he
claims that, « En effect, si I’ame ne se divise pas, toutes les ames seront de meme
espece [...]». Whilst this would be a neat solution, it would mean that the
immediately following phrase — kai wdétepov Opogdng draoa yoyn 1 ob —would have
to be understood epexegetically. As | show below, however, although these puzzles
are related, Aristotle treats them as distinct. In respect of the taxonomic classification
of the soul’s parts, I agree that Aristotle thinks that strong (i.e. possessing no
definitional overlap) and symmetric separability in account, in the sense defined by
Johansen (2012, 53-72) and Corcilius and Gregoric (2010), is held by Aristotle to be a
necessary condition for a capacity of the soul (which are many) to count as a part
(nopwov) of soul (which are few). Cf. Whiting (2002). Here, however, | only defend
the claim that the third puzzle concerns the spatial divisibility of the soul, not its
divisibility in account.

YDA 1.1, 412b1; PA 1.1, 640a35.

3 For example, DA 3.10, 433bl, and PA 1.1, 641al17-27.
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apepng are etymologically related to pépog, and the latter term is used by Aristotle
synonymously with pépiov,*’ it is easy to infer that Aristotle’s puzzle about the
soul’s divisibility or indivisibility is ambiguous as to what types of parts the soul
might be divisible into.

However, this grammatical inference is mistaken. Throughout the Aristotelian
corpus, the adjectives pepiotog and apepng are used by Aristotle (with one possible

438

exception)™ to describe something which is divisible or indivisible in quantity,

439 440 In

whether this is a spatial quantity,”“a temporal quantity, or a numerical quantity.

fact, in the Physics, Aristotle defines being auepng — which is the contrary of being
uepiotdc — as being unable to be divided in respect of quantity.**

Since Avristotle does not appear to be worried in DA 1.1 about whether or not
the soul is a motion which has distinct temporal parts, and because he treats even
Xenocrates® thesis that soul is a self-moving number as a spatial thesis,**? when he
puzzles about whether soul is pepiotn or auepnc, he must be asking whether or not it

can be spatially divided into distinct parts. For my purposes here, | shall refer to any

such part as a spatial-part. In contrast, whenever Aristotle uses a ‘part’ term to refer

36 Metaph. A.25, 1023b18-25.

37 Cf. Metaph A.25. Cf. Bonitz (1955, 454 s.v. pepiCewv) and (1955, 454 S.v. pépoc).
438 At AP0 2.19, 100b2, Aristotle uses o Guepij to refer to universals. But as Ross
(1949, 678) points out, elsewhere, Aristotle uses T dropa. If one were to speculate,
one might think that Aristotle’s technical vocabulary here was still Platonic.

¥ For example, DA 1.3, 407a19. Being apepnc is explicitly contrasted with having
magnitude at Metaph. A.7, 1073a6-7, Phys. 8.10, 266a10, and Phys. 8.10, 267b25-26.
40 Eor example, DA 1.4, 409a2.

1 Phys. 6.10, 240b12-13: Guepéc 8¢ Aéym 10 kotd mocdv Gdipetov. The list of
meanings in Bonitz (1955, 38 s.v. auepng) confirms that Aristotle has no other use for
this term other than the exception mentioned. This term is thus more specific than
aowipetov, which can be used to cover quantitative division or division into species
(cf. DC 3.1, 299a17-24).

*42 Cf. DA 1.4, 408b32-4092a30.
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to a capacity or power without any spatial implication, **® 1 shall call such a part a
capacity-part.***

Understanding the conceptual difference between capacity-parts and spatial-
parts is crucial for understanding Aristotle’s inquiry into the divisibility of soul and its
relationship to the body in DA 1.5 and elsewhere; for if it is a first principle of
psychology that the soul is something pepiotr, such that it has spatial-parts, it still
might not have distinct popua, or capacity-parts. Similarly, if it is a first principle of
psychology that the soul has distinct capacity-parts, it still might not be pepiot into
spatial-parts. Soul could, for example, be spatially duepric, and yet still have capacity-
parts, or be spatially uepiotn, and yet have only one essential capacity, hence be a

whole soul with no proper popa.**

6.3 A Platonic Problem about Soul-Parts

That Aristotle does hold that the question of whether the soul has spatial-parts
(i.e. if it is pepiotn) is conceptually distinct from the question of whether it has
capacity-parts, finds confirmation in the fact that Aristotle appeals to both types of
parts in order to ask, and solve, the empirical question of what happens to the soul’s
capacities — initially viewed as a unified collection of perceptually distinguishable
activities in a living being — when certain animals or plants in which soul resides are

divided into (bodily) spatial-parts.

“3E g. DA 1.1, 402b10-13.

444 Cf. in this respect NE 1.13, 1102a27-32, where Avristotle suggests that the question
of the soul’s parts revolves around the question of whether soul has parts in the same
way that bodies and all other divisible things have parts, which way seems to amount
to being spatially divisible: tadto 8¢ motepOv didprotan KoBdmep TO T0D COUOTOG
uoptlo Koi v 10 PEPLoTOV, | T® Ady® V0 €o0Tiv dydplota mepukoTo Kabdmep &v Th
TEPLPEPEIQY TO KVPTOV Kol TO KOTAOV, 0VOEV S1apEPEL TPOG TO TOPOV.

% Unless one thinks that the ‘whole’ of soul can also be a ‘part’, a thesis which
Aristotle seems to accept. Cf. Corcilius and Gregoric (2010). In classical mereology,
this would be called an ‘improper part’. Cf. Haslanger (1994).
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However, before he does so, Aristotle first raises a Platonic question by which

to motivate his DA 1.1 puzzle about the divisibility of soul. He writes:

So (i) it is apparent from what we have said that it is not in virtue of being
derived from the elements that cognition (ywvdokewv) belongs to the soul
(Omépyer TH woyd)), nor is it correct or true to say that the soul is moved
(xwveiobon). But (i) since cognition does belong to the soul (0 yvdokew g
yoyfg €oti), as well as the act of perceiving (10 aicOdvesBai), opining (T
do&dlewv), irrational appetite (10 €mBopeiv), rational wishing (fovAiesOar), and
desires generally (0 Amg ai dpéeig), and since motion in respect of place as
well is produced in animals by the agency of soul (V70 Tfig wnxﬁg),446 along
with growth, maturity, and decay, (iii) a question arises as to whether each of
these belongs to the whole soul (6An 1] yvyi]), such that we think (vooduév)
and perceive (aicBovopeba) and are moved (kwvodueda), and along with each
of the rest, we both act and suffer (molodpév te kai Taoyouev), or (iv) do we
do each different thing with a different part (nopioig €tépoig €repa) [of soul]?
And (v) does the activity of living (10 (fjv) belong to some one of these [parts]
in particular, or to more than one, or to all of them, or could life have some
other cause (aitiov)? (DA 1.5, 411a24-b5)*

Contrary to one standard view of Aristotle’s hylomorphism, which holds that

soul is not the proper subject of any attributes,**® Aristotle’s claims in (i) and (ii)

% These claims — which motivate the puzzles which follow — are a challenge to the
common view that Aristotle does not consider the soul to be a per se subject of any
psychological attributes. Some commentators, for example, Themist. (Paraphrasis in
de anima, 37.27-28), solve this problem by simply rewriting the entire argument to
make it appear as though Aristotle predicates the psychological attributes of the
human being. Hicks (1907, 299), reinterprets its obvious sense to make it conform to
this idea as well. Others, such as Polansky (2007, 136), claim that by means of the
first person plural, Aristotle ‘respects the earlier point that the human or living being
by means of the soul engages in various tasks.” However, the latter view is consistent
with the claim that these capacities belong to the soul, and are done by the soul (b6
rﬁig yoyis), when we (as the composite) think and perceive, etc.

M pavepdv 0DV &k @V eipnuévav G obTte TO yvhoKew DIAPYEL T Wil Sid TO &K
6V otoreimv ivar, obTe 1O Kveichat anTiy KoAdG o0d’ dAN0de Adyetan. &mel 8& 10
YWOOKEW TG Yuyig éotl kal 0 aicOdvesbai te Kol 0 do&dlev, €Tt O TO Embuvuely
kol BovAecOor kol OAwg ail Opéelg, yivetan 6& kol 1 Katd TOTov Kivnolg 1oig (motg
VIO TG Yuyic, €1t & adén te kol akun kol ebiolc, motepov OAN T Yoyl TovTOV
gKooTov VIApyEL, Kol maon vooduév te kol aicBavopebo kol kvoduebo kol tdv
AoV £KaoToV TOODUEY T KOl TAoYOUEY, T} Hopilolg £Tépolg Etepa; kol TO v om
noTEPOV &V TIVL TOLTOV €0TIV EVI 1] Kai €V TAgloowv 1) macy, 1| Kol GAAO Tt aiTiov;

8 On the debate over whether soul can be considered a vrokeipevov, cf. Shields
(1988) and (1995), and the criticisms of Granger (1995) and (1995a).
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seems to affirm that, even though the soul is not composed of the elements, and even
though it can’t be moved, the soul still is the proper subject of psychological
attributes, at least in the sense that it is the agent of the above mentioned affections
that occur in ensouled bodies (in which case the soul need not suffer motion as a
patient, which is the main claim Aristotle denies in DA 1). Having affirmed that the
soul (and not the body or the composite) is the primary cause of such psychological
activities, Aristotle goes on to raise a puzzle about the relation of these activities to
the soul itself.

It is important to note that Aristotle’s question does not assume that each of
the psychological activities listed (cognising, desiring, opining, etc.) is itself a ‘part’
of the soul. If it did, Aristotle’s puzzle would be a version of the seventh scientific
puzzle from DA 1.1, which concerns which soul parts are distinct from one another by
nature.**® Rather, Aristotle’s question here concerns whether we should understand
different psychological activities as being performed by a distinct part of the soul, or
by the whole soul.

Of course, it remains open that Aristotle’s investigation might result in the
discovery that every different activity of soul is done by a different soul part.**° If so,
every psychological capacity will turn out to be a soul part. But so far, he has only
explicitly mentioned two candidates for soul parts — the intellect (vodg) and the
perceptive capacity (aics@nnlcév).45l For these reasons, Aristotle’s initial question is

likely not concerned with what parts the soul has, but with how the soul’s activities

“9DA 1.1, 402b9-11.

0 However, Aristotle argues against a one-to-one relationship between soul-parts and
different soul capacities in DA 3.9, 432a22-b13. Cf. Johansen (2013, 246-51).

1 DA 1.1, 402b12-13. One might also think that the dpekticév is conceived of as a
soul part at DA 1.4, 408al3, but it is not labelled as such.
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are related to soul qua whole or qua having parts (whatever or how many they may
be).

This question, as with many others in DA 1, has a Platonic background.
Aristotle’s initial formulation of the question evokes Rep. 4, where Plato discusses an

almost identical problem about the soul:

But it is difficult to determine if it is with the same thing [sc. in soul] that we
perform each of these [sc. types of action], or since they are three, if we do
one action by one thing, and another by another (&AAo éAAw). For instance, do
we (a) learn by one thing (¢tépw), and become angry by another (§AAw) of the
things in us, and again, by a third one desire those pleasures which concern
nutrition and reproduction and as many of those that are kindred to these, or
(b) is it with the whole soul (6An t0) yoyi), relative to each case (kaf’ Exactov
avt®dv), that we perform these actions, whenever we begin to act. (Rep. 4,
436a8-b2)**?

Here, Plato poses the same dilemma as Aristotle: is it (a) by different parts*

of soul that we perform different activities, or (b) by the whole soul, whatever activity
we may be doing? During the course of Rep. 4, Plato argues (in a preliminary way)
that we should choose horn (a) of this dilemma, on the basis of his principle that the
same thing cannot do or suffer opposites in the same respect at the same time, and the
claim that the soul does in fact do opposite things at the same time and in the same

respect (e.g. the soul’s desiring to drink, and restraining its desire to drink).

6.4  The Unity of Soul Challenge
Aristotle, on the other hand, approaches this question a bit differently. He does

not argue (even in a preliminary way) for the claim that soul does different things

452 7 N r k) ~ s~ 4 e I4 n 1 3 o
2 Tode 88 HON YOAETOV, €1 T® DT TOVTE £KOCTO TPATTOUEV T| TPIGLV OVCLY GAAO

8AAm- povOdvopey pgv £tépm, Bupoduedo 88 dAke tév &v Nuiv, dmbvpoduey & o
TPITO TVL TAOV TTEPL TNV TPOPNV T€ Kal Yévvnoy Ndovdv kol dca TtV AdeApd, T
OAN T Yoyt kaB’ EkacTov ATV TPATTOUEV, OTOV OPUNCOLEV.

493 Strictly speaking, Plato does not refer to “parts’ here, but ambiguously to a ‘thing’
in the soul.
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with different parts of itself. Instead, he turns to test out a certain way in which others
have answered the question.

In what follows, Aristotle will claim that certain Academics answered this
question by postulating that the soul performs different activities with different ‘parts’
of itself, which he interprets as spatial-parts, located in different areas of the body.
However, Aristotle has major concerns with the explanatory power of this thesis. He

writes:

Indeed, (i) some (tvec) say that the soul is spatially divisible (ueptotnv), and
(i) by one part (6Alw) it reasons (vo&iv) and by another (6Alw) it irrationally
desires (émBopeiv). So (iii) what is it then that holds together (cuvéyer) the
soul, if it is spatially divisible (uepiotr)) by nature? For (iv) it is at least not the
body which does this; for instead (v) it seems rather that the soul holds
together the body; thus (vi) when the soul departs (é£gABovong), the body
dissipates (dwamveitar) and rots (onmetan). So (vii) if something different [sc.
from the body] makes the soul one (piav), that (ékeivo) would be soul most of
all. But (viii) it will be necessary again to investigate if that thing is one (£v) or
complex (molvpepéc).** For (ix) if that thing is one (8v), what is the reason
why soul is also not straightaway one (£v)? But (x) if that thing is also
spatially divisible (pepiotov), again the account will inquire into what makes
it one, and thus in this way will go on indefinitely (érmi t0 dnepov). (DA 1.5,
411b5-14)*°

% The term molvpepéc can be used in physical and non-physical contexts. It is found
only once in Plato, at Phaedr. 238a3, where it refers to various species of hubris.
Aristotle appears to cite this passage at Pol. 1311a33. At PA 1.5, 645b17 and Poet.
1459b1, this term refers to a single but complex action, whilst at PA 2.9, 654b16 it
refers the backbone, which although physically one by continuity, is many-parted into
vertebrae. At PA 4.6, 682a35, it refers to the physical parts of insects, and at PA 4.7,
683b5, it refers to bodily parts of Testacea. In all cases, Aristotle allows that a thing
can be both one and moivpepéc, as long as there is an identifiable source of unity for
the complex.

35 Aéyovot 1) Tveg pepLOTY adTV, Kol BAA® pév VOgly GAA® 8¢ Embupeiv. Ti obv o1
TOTE GLVEYEL TNV YUYV, €l LEPLOTN TEQLKEV; OV Yap ON TO Y€ oOUN: OOKEL Yap
Touvavtiov pHAAAOV 1 Yoy TO odpo cuvéxew: ££gABovong yodv Swomveital Kod
onmetal. € ovv £tepdv T piav avtiy motel, dkeivo paMot’ v ein yoyn. Sefoel 88
TaAY Kdkelvo (NTelv mOTEPOV €V 1| MOALUEPES. €1 HEV Yap &V, did Ti 00K e00EWE Kad 1
yoyn &v; €l 6& peplotov, TaAy 6 Aoyoc (nthoel Tl 10 GUVEXOV €KEIVO, Kol 0UT® O
TPOELGLY €M TO GMEPOV.
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Call Aristotle’s argument the Unity of Soul Challenge: We can represent it in the

following way:

1. Assume that soul, S, is divisible into spatial-parts. (i), (ii)

2. If any X is composed of spatial-parts, then there is a cause of the unity of
X. (iii)

3. What unifies S is either body, B, or something else, C. (iii)

4. What unifies S is not B, for S unifies B, and not vice versa. (iv),(v)

5. If what unifies S is C, then C is properly S, and not the S composed of
spatial-parts. (vii)

6. If what unifies S is C, then C is either (a) divisible into spatial-parts or (b)
unitary. (viii)

7. If (b), and S=C, then S is not divided into spatial-parts, contrary to [1].
(iX)456

8. If (a), then C will also need a cause of its unity, D, which needs to be
accounted for, and this will go on ad infinitum until we find an S without

spatial-parts. (x)

Although the background to Aristotle’s initial question about the relation of

the soul’s parts to its activities is the passage cited from Rep. 4, the view criticised in

6 Aristotle’s use of the neuter &v to refer to the soul’s unity suggest that he still has
in mind C (ékeivo) as a candidate for soul, if C is that which holds together the soul’s
spatial-parts. He cannot simply mean that, if C doesn’t need a cause of its unity, then
there is no reason why S needs a cause of unity either. For the cause of C’s being
unitary is the hypothesis that C does not have spatial-parts. This is the explanatory
factor which makes C de facto one thing. However, the hypothesis under
consideration is that soul does have spatial-parts. Thus, the argument only works if it
presupposes C=S. In general, Aristotle thinks that insofar as something is not divisible
(&drwaiperog), spatially or otherwise, to that extent it is one. Cf. Metaph. A.6, 1016b3-
6.
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the Unity of Soul Challenge seems not to be based upon this dialogue, but upon the

view of soul propounded in the Timaeus.

In this dialogue, Plato claims that the different kinds of soul are placed into
distinct spatial locations in the body.*” The rational part of the soul is claimed there
to be lodged in the head, the spirited part in the upper chest cavity, and the appetitive
part in the liver.*® Such claims seem to provide a concrete basis for understanding the
view Avristotle seeks to challenge here.**®°

We have seen that Aristotle has more than once criticised his predecessors for
pluralizing the soul of individual living beings without accounting for its unity. For
instance, in respect of the harmony theory of the soul discussed in chapter 3, Aristotle
alleges that if soul is a harmony of bodily parts then there will be many souls in a
body.** In respect of Empedocles’ theory of soul, he argues that the elements which
compose soul seem to need a cause which holds them together as one thing.*®* Here
the argument is similar: if the soul is divisible into spatial-parts, then like all extended

things, it will need a principle of unity. Otherwise, why wouldn’t the parts of soul

7 Even so, there is only one reference to these kinds as “parts’ (uépeow), which

occurs at Tim. 91e6. Interestingly, Plato doesn’t use the term pdpwov to refer to
psychological parts in either the Republic or the Timaeus, unless one considers the
‘portions’ of being, sameness, and otherness at Tim. 36b2 to be ‘parts’. In the
Timaeus, popov is reserved for physical parts (61e3; 64a4;64cl). However, popiov
can be predicated of a variety of different ‘wholes’ in Plato. It can refer, for example,
to conceptual or definitional parts (for example, Gorg. 463d; Leg. 969b), formal parts
(for example, Soph. 258all; Phileb. 62d9); class parts (for example, Polit. 262a8;
265¢7; Tim. 30c6); a part of number (for example, Rep. 525e; 526a); a part of a
subject of learning (for example, Rep. 526d8).

*8 Cf. Tim. 69e3-72d8.

439 Cf. Bastit (1996, 16-17), who connects the soul division of the Timaeus to DA 3.9,
432a15-23.

“0DA 1.4, 408a11-12.

1 DA 1.5, 410b10-15.
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separate, or seep out of the body? If no such principle is available, then soul doesn’t

have spatial-parts.*®?

6.5 Platonist Presuppositions in the Unity of Soul Challenge
Although Aristotle’s argument is scientific in nature, it is not disinterested.

Some of the terminology that he uses in The Unity of Soul Challenge suggests that he

wants to appeal to evidence that a Platonist would find hard not to accept. The most
striking textual evidence for this is found in premise 5, where Aristotle claims that the
body cannot provide unity to the soul, because after the soul has departed, the body
‘dissipates (diomveiton) and rots (ofjmetar)’. Whilst this could be merely an empirical
observation on Aristotle’s part, it is more likely that Aristotle is evoking Plato’s use of
the term d1omveicObat, which occurs only a single time in his entire corpus, in Phaed.
80c4-5 (just a few lines away from the term comfj in 80d1), in an argument which
claims that, although the body is subject to slow dissipation and rotting, the soul is
not.463

In this context, Plato argues that only things which have been compounded
and put together (cuvtebévti te xai ouvvbéte) are likely to be decomposed or

d,464

scattere and that, because soul does not belong essentially to the class of

compounded things, it is not subject to these destructive events. A similar claim is
made in Rep. 10, where Plato all but admits that the soul cannot be immortal if it is

really a composite thing (c0vBetov).*®®

%82 pace Whiting (2002, 148), who thinks that the regress argument here applies to
‘any sort of division of the soul into parts.’

%83 Hicks (1907, 300) also takes Aristotle’s language to be a reference to Plato, and
takes it as evidence that Aristotle read kai SwomveicOar in the Phaedo, which is
omitted in MS. family B. Even so, Aristotle is committed on other grounds to the view
that soul provides for the unity of body. Cf. Metaph. M.2, 1077a21-23.

%4 Phaed. 78c1.

%5 Rep. 10, 611b.
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This implies that Aristotle’s strategy here is to prove, on grounds which would
be affirmed by Plato himself, that if anything which is divisible into distinct spatial-
parts entails its being composite, then an explanation will be needed to show how soul
can be more unified and less subject to destruction than the body. If the Platonist
cannot do this, then their belief in the principle of the soul’s spatial divisiblity cannot
serve to explain the unity of the body or its functions, which is a phenomenon which

Aristotle takes as a basic explanandum.

6.6  Aristotle’s Principle of Unity
However, Aristotle has more reasons to doubt the Platonist view of the soul’s
divisibility than just an internal tension in Plato’s philosophical claims in different

dialogues. Aristotle’s justification for premise 2 of the Unity of Soul Challenge seems

to be drawn from the Physics, where he lays out a general principle of unity such that
anything that is continuous and has pre-existing and distinct spatial-parts needs a
source of unity which holds these distinct parts together, in virtue of which it may be

called ‘one’ thing.*®® Call this Aristotle’s Principle of Unity.

Whilst in the Physics Aristotle rests his Principle of Unity to some degree

upon stipulated definitions,*®’ he also gives an intuitive reason for accepting it: when
there are distinct parts which compose extended objects, Aristotle points out, we can
often discover the different ways those things are bound together so as to function as
wholes. For example, sticks can be ‘unified’ by being tied together, and the parts of
model airplanes can be ‘unified’ by the glue that holds together its parts.*®® In this

respect, the Unity of Soul Challenge amounts to asking what sort of ‘glue’ binds the

486 Cf. Phys. 4.10, 218a3-5.

7 Some of which, as Owen (1961, 95-6) points out, are drawn from Plato’s
Parmenides.

188 phys, 5.3, 227a13-17.
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spatial-parts of the Timaean soul together, given that the body, on grounds given in
the Phaedo, is too weak to perform this function.

Because the Unity of Soul Challenge suggests the arguments of Metaph Z. 17,

1041b11-33 and Metaph. H. 6, 1045a14-b23, it is important to highlight briefly both
its similarity to and differences from these arguments. The argument of H.6, like the
one here, is directed against a version of Platonism. It questions what the cause is of
an individual man being ‘one’, if a man has to participate in the two Forms that define
‘man’ in order to be a man, i.e. ‘Animal’ and ‘Biped’.

Here however, Aristotle does not appear to be discussing how a single
physical particular can have its being derived from multiple Forms, but rather, how

soul can be physically unified or held together if it has multiple spatial-parts. For this

reason, the argument of Z.17 parallels the Unity of Soul Challenge more closely. It
asks what unifies the elements of things, such as the syllable ba. As in the Unity of

Soul Challenge, the argument of Z.17 seems to be that, what unifies a thing composed

of numerically distinct elements — such as the syllable ba —can’t be another
numerically distinct element, — for example, ¢ — because in this case, one will have to
ask what unifies b+a+c.*®®

Without giving a determinate solution as to what this non-elemental unifying

force might be, the idea of this argument and the Unity of Soul Challenge at least

gesture at a similar point: Whenever some whole has elements or distinct spatial-
parts, there exists something within the whole (perhaps not numerically distinct from
the ‘whole’ itself) that (a) is distinguishable (e.g. in account) from the those elements

or parts, and which (b) makes the parts to be (or function as) one thing.

%9 How to interpret this passage, however, is notoriously controversial. Cf. Bostock
(1994).
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If this is right, it would confirm the interpretation of the Unity of Soul

Challenge offered above: If soul has spatial-parts which are in some sense ‘elemental’
and spatially distinct, as the Academics allege, then one needs to posit a further
principle (perhaps one that is not numerically distinct from the soul’s parts) in virtue
of which the soul exists as one thing.

Despite Aristotle’s background justification for the premises in the Unity of

Soul Challenge, it is important to emphasise that this argument is not devastating to

the Timaean account of soul. It could (at least in principle) be avoided by an
Academic who claimed, for example, that every part of soul is intrinsically sticky’.*"
However, since such a ‘sticky part” view does not seem to be a part of the doctrine in
question, in lieu of a good explanation of how the soul’s spatial-parts hold together,

the Platonic principle of soul’s spatial divisibility will be unable to provide an

explanation of the soul’s unity in the body.

6.7 The Whole-Part Challenge
In the argument which follows, Aristotle lays aside the problem of the soul’s
unity in order to focus on how the parts of the soul, whether understood as capacity-

parts or spatial-parts, are related to the body. He writes:

But (i) someone might puzzle about what power each of the parts (nopiwv) of
soul holds in the body. For (ii) if the whole soul holds together the whole
body, it is fitting also for each of the parts of soul to hold together some part of
the body. But (iii) this seems (£owkev) to be impossible. For (iv) it is difficult
even to form an image (mAdoor) of what sort of body part the intellect will
hold together, and how it will do so. (DA 1.5, 411b14-19)*"

0 | thank Lindsay Judson for this observation.

1 amoprioete & v Tic kol Tepl TAV popiev avTic, TV’ Exet Shvopy Ekactov &V 1@
oOMOTL €1 Yap 1 OAN youyn Tav TO OO0 GLVEYXEL, TPOCNKEL Kol TOV HOpimV EKOGTOV
OUVEYEWY TL TOD GMUATOC. TOVTO O’ E01KEV AOLVAT®® TOIOV Yap HOPLOV 1| TAC O VoG
OULVEEEL, YOAETOV Kol TAGGOL.
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Here, Aristotle takes up the hypothesis initially suggested in the Unity of Soul

Challenge, that soul is what holds the body together and makes it ‘one’. Aristotle
argues that, if one accepts that the soul’s primary activity (along with whatever other
activities it performs) is to ‘hold together’ the body, then this suggests that each of the
soul’s parts — whatever parts there may be — will need to perform the function of
holding together a part of the body. In Aristotle’s hylomorphic terminology, he is
asking whether each spatial-part of the soul is the form of a specific organ or part of

the body. Call this Aristotle’s Whole-Part Challenge. It can be formulated as follows:

1. Assume that every part of soul, P, exercises a power, D, in some part of
the body, B. (i)

2. If (a) the whole of soul exercises the power of holding together the whole
of the body, then (b) each P ought to hold together a certain B. (ii)

3. Intellect, I, isa P. (iv)

4. If (a), then I should hold together some B. [1-3]

5. But it seems that there is no B that | holds together. (iv)

6. Thus, it seems impossible for (b) to be true. (iii)

7. Thus, (a) seems to be false. [Implied]*’

The first thing to note is that premise 5 hearkens back once again to Aristotle’s
scientific method for inquiring into the adequacy of a scientific definition or first
principle: definitions fail to be scientific either if they fail to produce knowledge of

something’s per se attributes as they are given in phantasia, or if they cannot easily

42 Although Aristotle does not draw this conclusion explicitly, it is implied by modus
tollens.
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help us to guess (gikGoon) at such attributes.*”

Aristotle’s complaint in (iv) is that we
can neither form an image (zAdoor) in phantasia of what bodily part the intellect will
hold together, nor how it will do so. This suggests that any first principle of soul
which entails that every part of soul holds together a part of the body cannot be
correct (at least, under the assumption that intellect is a real part of soul).

Second, although the conditional of premise 2 need not be accepted, since it
commits the fallacy of division, it is nevertheless justified if, as Aristotle seems to
think, the Academics in question conceived of the soul’s parts as spatial-parts, and
conceived of these parts as being spatially aligned with the body’s spatial-parts. If, for
example, | claimed that my soul consisted of three parts, one in my head, and two in
my torso, as the Timaeus does, and | also claimed that my whole soul holds together
my body, it is perfectly natural to ask if the soul in my head holds together my head.

Generally speaking, however, this argument will no doubt appear quite weak
to a modern reader, especially in respect of premise 5. We in fact have no difficulty
imagining our intellect to be essentially related to a part of our body, namely, our
brain. Further, we might even go so far as to say that the electro-chemical activity
therein in a way ‘holds together’ our brain, since when this activity ceases the brain
decays. On such a supposition, Aristotle’s argument appears quite antiquarian.

However, we do not have to read Aristotle’s argument here as simply based

upon ancient naivete about the role of the brain in intellectual processes. In fact, there

is a more charitable way to read the Whole-Part Challenge which mirrors a central

problem in contemporary philosophy of mind.
As | noted above, Aristotle does not think that if a part of the soul holds

together a part of the body, then the only function of that soul part is to hold together a

473 DA 1.1, 402b25-403a2.
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part of the body; for the Academic view in question is introduced as one which holds
that one part of the soul reasons, and another part of it desires, not one which holds
that each part of the soul holds together a distinct part of the body.

For this reason, | take it that Aristotle would agree that a necessary condition
for distinguishing spatial-parts of the soul from one another (if soul has such parts), is
that such parts manifest different activities in different parts of the body. However,

the Whole-Part Challenge suggests that there is at least one soul part, the intellect,

which cannot be located in the body in this way.

The reason for this is that intellect, when it is active (e.g. when we are
thinking), need not manifest, from either a first or a third-person perspective, any
observable change in the body. Such being the case, it is problematic to claim that
intellect is located within a particular bodily part or organ, and a fortiori, that it holds
this organ together.** For similar reasons, it is sometimes difficult or impossible even
today for doctors to know if patients are conscious or unconscious when in certain
coma states, as there is currently no known amount and type of brain activity which is
sufficient (apart from external behaviour) to guarantee consciousness. For this
reason, | suspect that Aristotle is relying upon the idea that there is no empirical
evidence for believing that the activities of the intellect are particularly located in any
part of the body.*”® If no part of the body necessarily or evidently manifests motion
whilst intellectual activity is occurring, then a fortiori, there is no good reason for

believing that intellect would hold together a particular part of the body.

4 Such is in essence the interpretation of Philop. In de anima 199.20-33.

45 William of Ockham discusses this problem in Quodlibetal Quaestiones 1.q.12,
where, to the claim that the rational soul is the form of the whole living body, it is
objected that intellectual experiences occur mainly in the head. Ockham replies (r.4)
that intellectual experience can also occur in the foot, because we can have a
cognitive experience of pain there.
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Importantly, the Whole-Part Challenge, as | have formulated it, neither refutes

the Academic assumption in premise 1, that every part of soul, and its corresponding
power, is related to some part of the body, nor the view that the soul might have
spatial-parts which hold together parts of the body (if, that is, one can answer the

Unity of Soul Challenge). Instead, what the argument refutes is the idea that every

part of the soul can be imagined to have the function holding some body part X
together. The refutation is supported by Aristotle’s scientific method of inquiry: we
cannot imagine what part of the body intellect would hold together, but this is a
consequence of the Platonic first principle on offer.

So far then, Aristotle has first argued that, if the soul has spatial-parts, one
ought to provide an account of its unity which is not based upon the unity of the body.
Second, he has argued that, regardless of what kinds of parts the soul has, one will
need to specify what relation these parts and their powers have to the body, especially
since not all parts of the soul can be seen as having the function of ‘holding together’
a particular part of the body. What he has not done yet is to specify what sort of
relation obtains between the parts of the soul and the parts of the body. In the next

section, Aristotle begins to give a sketch of this relationship.

6.8 Life in the Division of Body and Soul
In his final set of arguments in DA 1, Aristotle attempts to explain how the
soul’s parts are related to the body’s parts. In so doing, he provides a fuller answer to

the question of whether the soul is pepiot 1j apepng. He writes:

But (i) it appears that even plants, and some insects, live after having been
divided (dwaupovueva), (ii) as possessing a soul which is the same in kind,
even if not in number (tnv avtv &rovta Yyoynv T €ideL, €l kai un aploud);
for (iii) each of the parts have perception and move in respect of place for a
certain period of time. But (iv) if they do not continue to live (diatedodov),
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this is not absurd. For (v) they do not possess organs (&pyava) so that they
would continue to preserve their nature (cdlewv tv @vow). But (vi)
nevertheless, in each of the parts (év éxatépw tdv popimv) all the parts of the
soul exist (Gmovt’ évomapyet ta popra Tg woyig), and (vii) these two souls are
uniform with one another and with the whole soul (opog1deig éotiv oA Aoug
ki Tij 6An);*"® (viii) which implies that the parts of soul are not separable from
one another (ob ywpiota dvra), but soul as a whole is divisible (o¢ dwoperi
oton).*’" But (ix) even the principle in plants seems to be a kind of soul (yuyn
115); for (x) this alone is shared in common (kowwvel) between animals and
plants, and (xi) it is separated (ywpiletar) from the perceptive principle

4% Although the MS tradition is confused, | here adopt the reading of Hicks (1907,
302-202), who offers an exhaustive set of reasons for preferring opogid&ic...aAnion
to opogld...o Aot If one were to choose the latter formulation (adopted by the
OCT), such that Aristotle was arguing that the parts of soul are uniform with one
another, one would have to understand Aristotle’s idea to be that each capacity-part of
soul in one segment of a plant or insect is uniform with a corresponding capacity-part
of soul in the other segment, and not that every different capacity-part of soul (such as
the perceptive capacity, nutritive capacity, etc.) is uniform with every other capacity-
part. This not only seems absurd, but it would force us to interpret Aristotle as
committing the same error that he accuses certain predecessors of at DA 1.5, 411a16-
23, who thought that a whole soul must be uniform with each of its portions (Cf.
chapter 5, sect. 9). This, according to Aristotle, would entail that all souls have
exactly the same capacity-parts. Thus, here, Aristotle must be arguing that whole
souls which have distinct capacity-parts (e.g. plants which have the capacity for
growth, but not the capacity of local motion that insects have) can be uniform with
other whole souls which have those same capacity-parts (i.e. the soul of some insects
can be uniform with the soul of other insects, and plants with plants). He cannot be
arguing that every soul, or every capacity-part of soul, is uniform with every other
soul or capacity-part of soul.

7 1 here reject Ross’s insertion of ov in the OCT, which is supported by no MSS.
Ross (1961, 210) seems to understand Aristotle to be claiming that any X and Y are
opogwdt] if X and Y are not separable or divisible from one another. However, whether
we take inseparability existentially or spatially (Ross does not specify which) —
inseparability in account being impossible here — it is unlikely that Aristotle would
take inseparability alone to be sufficient for two things to be opogidfi. A colour, for
instance, is neither spatially nor existentially separate from a surface, but a colour (a
quality) is not opogdéc with surface (a quantitative magnitude). Aristotle seems rather
to understand being the same in kind in terms of possessing the same capacity-parts.
Thus, if a kind K has the same capacity-parts as kind Z, then K and Z are 6po€16M with
one another. Since the two segments of a divided plant both have the same capacity-
parts, their souls can be viewed as O6pogideig with one another, and with the original
undivided whole. Sense might be gathered from Ross’s reading, if one thought that
Aristotle was claiming that the parts of the soul are opogidf] with one another insofar
as they are not separable. However, this seems unlikely, given that Aristotle
understands uniformity in terms of difference in genus or species (cf. DA 1.1, 402b2-
4), and separability does not seem to be a proper genus or species.
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(cioOnTiciic apyiic), but (xii) no being with perception is without it. (DA 1.5,
411b19-30)*"
Here Aristotle gives an empirical argument against making a one-to-one
correspondence between soul parts and places in the body. As | argued above, the
proper interpretation of the argument turns upon the distinction between capacity-

parts and spatial-parts. Call this argument the Divisibility of Soul Argument:

1. Some living beings, B, can be divided into spatial-parts, S; and S,, each of
which possess the same capacities of soul, C, as an undivided B. (iii)

2. If two things X and Y possess the same C, then X and Y have the same parts
of soul, P, but not a numerically identical soul. [Assumed]

3. Thus, some Bs, and their spatial-parts, S; and S,, after division, have the
same Ps, but not a numerically identical soul. (i)-(ii)

4. Butif S; and S; have the same Ps, then the souls of S; and S; are uniform
with one another, and uniform with the soul of B. (vi)*"®

5. Thus, the spatial division of B does not result in two different kinds of
soul, but only two uniform whole souls, W; and W,, which reside in S; and
S,. (viii)

6. Thus, to generalize, in virtue of the division of some B into spatial-parts

S1...Sn, soul can be per accidens spatially divided into numerically distinct

478 eatverar 6¢ kol td uTA dtopovpeva Civ kol TdV {Pov Evia TV EVIOL®VY, O TV
avTV Exovta Yoy T® €idel, €l kol pn apoud- Ekdtepov yop TV popiov aicOnow
&xel kol Kveltonl katd toémov Emi tva ypovov. €1 8¢ N datedodoty, ovBeV dtomov:
dpyava yap odk Exovoty dote cOlEY THYV OOV, GAL’ 003V NTTOV &V EKATEP® TMV
popiov dmovt’ Evomdpyel td popla ThHg woyhg, Kol OHOEWES €0tV aAANAoL Kol Th
OA1, GAAAOLG UEV G OV YwploTd dvta, Th 6° OAN Youyf O¢ dloupeti) ovor). £oike 68
Kai 1 &v Toig QuTOiG &pyM YV TIC etvar: pHoévng Yop todTng Kowvovel kai {Go kai
QUTA, Kol adt pev yopiletar thg aioOnTikiic dpyiic, aicOnow &’ ovbev dvev TavTNC
Exet.

9 As Hicks (1907, 303) notes, ‘Opogtdng = 1| vt té idet.’
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whole souls, W;...W,, each of which possesses (for a time) all the Ps of the

original B, but no W is per se spatially divisible into different Ps. [Implied]

On the basis of the Divisibility of Soul Argument, Aristotle can now show, against his

Academic opponents, that if the soul has capacity-parts, it at least cannot be the case
that these parts can be distinguished from one another on the basis of a spatial
division of the body, as they would be on the Timaean picture of soul.*®® In particular,
Aristotle’s argument shows that whatever part(s) of soul which produce(s) (a)
perception, (b) movement, and (c) growth, cannot be separated from one another by
spatial division.***

Further, the Divisibility of Soul Argument implies that the soul is internally

unified in such a way as to bear a number of distinct capacities, even once a living
body is divided. In this way, Aristotle suggests that the soul in fact has a greater sort
of unity than the body.**

However, how is the claim that the soul’s parts cannot be separated from one
another by bodily division to be reconciled with Aristotle’s claim in (iv) and (v) that
the divided bodies of insects do not continue to live long, because they do not have
the proper organs to preserve their nature? Although Aristotle has not yet identified

the soul as the fulfilment of a natural instrumental body, the answer seems to be that

he is already thinking of the body’s organs instrumentally, namely, as structures

80 Bos (2007, 101) argues that this is ‘[...] the sufficient but also the only basis for

[Aristotle’s] anti-Platonic thesis that the ‘parts’ of the soul can be distinguished but
not separated.’

81 However, nothing rules out the claim that the soul’s parts are located in more than
one place in the body.

2 1f this interpretation is correct, it is an independent vindication of Johansen’s
(2012, 53) claim 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.’
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which the soul must use in order to carry out its functions, even if these organs are not
sufficient to materially determine what powers the soul continues to possess after
division (at least, in cases of a division which occurs after a living being has
developed all its organs).*®*

This suggests that Aristotle thinks that the soul is omnipresent in the body in a
way analogous to how a craftsman is ‘omnipresent’ to the tools of her craft. In this
picture, a craftsman may be understood as distinct from these tools, but, in order to act
as a craftsman, she needs to be able to use certain tools in the tool shop. Whilst some
of these tools may be lost without detriment to the livelihood of the craftsman, if the
craftsman’s essential tools are lost, then she will eventually have to cease being a
craftsman. Such an idea was in fact suggested earlier by Aristotle in DA 1.3, 408b18-
25, where he makes an argument which assumes that the organ of vision, but not the

power of vision, can be weakened by old age. This assumes that the power of vision

belongs primarily to the soul, not to the eyes.

6.9 A Potential Objection

One might object, however, that Aristotle’s discussion of the cutting up of
certain plants and insects does not represent a real solution to the DA 1.1 puzzle about
the soul’s spatial divisibility, for the simple reason that Aristotle apparently needs to

revisit this topic in DA 2.1 and 2.2.%®* In the first of these passages, Aristotle argues:

Thus, (i) it is not unclear that the soul, or certain parts of soul (f§ puépn tva
avtiic), If it is spatially divisible (uepiotn) by nature, are not separable from

*8 This qualification is important, for Aristotle is committed to the idea that parts of
the soul only come into actual existence once certain organs have been developed, but
he seems to think that such soul parts can remain actual even after the dissolution of
some of these organs. Cf. DA 1.4, 408b19-25, and Caston’s note in Alexander of
Aphrodisias (2012, 119-20 n. 249).

8 | thank Thomas Johansen and Paolo Fait for both pointing out this problem to me.
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the body. For of some things, the fulfilment belongs to the [sc. bodily] parts
themselves (éviov yap mM évieléyelo t@v pepdv €otiv awtdv). But nothing
prevents some (évid) [sc. parts of soul], at least, from being separable, if they
are not the fulfilments of any body at all. (DA 2.1, 413a3-7)*®
Traditionally, commentators have taken Aristotle to be arguing that, if the soul is
divisible into parts (uépn) (for example, eyesight), then those parts of the soul will be
the fulfilments of certain parts (uépn) of the body (for example, the eyes).

However, nothing in this passage commits Aristotle to the view of the soul’s
parts that he refutes in DA 1.5, namely, that not every part of the soul will be located
in a specific bodily place. It is open for Aristotle to affirm, for example, that the soul’s
capacity-parts are distributed amongst multiple organs or places in the body.

Moreover, regardless of how we interpret this passage, in DA 1.5, Aristotle is
not arguing that the soul, or certain parts of it, is inseparable from the body. Rather, in
DA 1.5, Aristotle is arguing that different ‘parts’ of soul aren’t separable from one
another within individual and segmented living beings,*® and hence, are not related
to one another as spatial parts which exist apart from one another in different places in
the body. This result is not overturned by the above passage.

Similarly, when the question about soul divisibility comes up again in DA 2.2,

we find further important differences from DA 1.5. There, Aristotle writes:

But now let it be sufficient to say that the soul is the principle of the capacities
we spoke of and that by these things it is defined, namely, by the capacity for
nutrition, perception, reasoning, and local motion. But whether each of these

4 e N 3 3 o ¢ \ \ ~ I n 4 \ 5~ 3 3\
8 511 pév 0dv 00K EoTWV 1 Yoyt XOPLOTH T0D 6OUATOC, fj LEPN TV adTic, &l peptoTh

TEPLKEV, OVK AOMAoV: Eviwv yap 1 Evieléyeln TOV HePDV 0TIV OOTAV. OV UMV QAN
&vid ye 0008V KoADEL, S100 TO UNBevOC etvon 6OMATOC vTeheyeiog.

8 The closest Aristotle gets to such a thesis is the idea that the nutritive soul, which
he only identifies as a principle in plants, can be separated (ywpietor) from the
perceptive soul (DA 1.5, 412a28-30). | take it that Aristotle means that a whole plant
soul can exist separately from a whole perceptive soul, insofar as plants and animals
exist as spatially independent of one another.
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capacities is a soul or a part of soul (yoyn 1| uépov yoyic), and if a part
(noprov), whether it is such as to be separable in account only, or also in place
(yopiotov Aoym udévov | kai tom®), concerning some [sc. of these parts] it is
not difficult to see, but some present a puzzle. For just as in the case of plants
some parts evidently live even when separated from one another, such that the
soul in each plant is one in fulfilment, but in potentiality many, so also in this
way we see other differences (dwapopag) of soul occur in insects (Evtopmv)
which have been cut into two; for each of the parts (uep®v) [sc. of the insect]
has perception and locomotion, and if perception, also phantasia and desire;
for wherever there is perception, there is also pain and pleasure, and wherever
these are, from necessity there is also appetite (émbopuio). But concerning
intellect and the theoretical capacity (tod vod kai tf|g Oewpnrikiic duvauemg)
nothing is yet apparent, but it seems to be a different genus of soul, and alone
capable of being separated (£vdéyeoan ywpilesbor), just as the eternal is from
the destructible.*®” But the remaining parts (u6pwo) of the soul, as is apparent
from what we have said, are not separable in the way that some say (twég
eaotwv); but it is apparent that that they are different (8tepa) in account. (DA
2.2, 413b11-29)*%

Despite the overlap in content between this passage and DA 1.5, a close reading of the
argument shows that Aristotle is no longer asking whether or not the soul is divisible
into spatial-parts located in different parts of the body, as certain Academics thought.
Instead, Aristotle has two new and different worries: first, how to distinguish a soul

part from a soul capacity, which is in fact the seventh scientific puzzle of DA 1.1, and

second, whether or not his claim at the end of DA 1.5 — that the parts of the soul

“87 See chapter 5.

88 vbv & &l TocoDTOV elpnodm pdvov, &1t Eotiv 1) yoyn TOV eipnUéveV TOOTOV ApYN
Kol T00TOIg dploTol, OpenTIK®d, aicONTIK®, SOvONTIK®, KIVACEL TOTEPOV & TOVTMOV
Exaotov gott yoyn | nopov yoyfig, koi i pdplov, moétepov obtmg Mot eivol
YOPIOTOV AOY® UOVOV T| Kol TOT®, TTEPL UEV TIVAV TOVT®V OV YOAETOV 10€lv, &via 08
amopiav &yel. Gdomep yap €mi TOV QLTOV &vial dtoupovpeva @oivetor (dvta Kol
yoplopeva am’ GAMA®V, ®G oboNG THS &V avTolg Yuyfg €vielexeiq HeV ac &v
EKAOT® QLTO, duvdpuel 6¢ TAEOVEVY, oDTOC OpdUEV Kol TEPL £TEPOG JAPOPAS THG
Yyoyic ovuPoivov €ml t@V Eviopmv €v Toig dtepvouévols: Kol yap aicOnowv
EKATEPOV TOV LEPDV EYEL Kol Kivnowy TNV Katd TOTOV, €1 &’ aicnotv, kai pavtociov
kol Ope&v: dmov pev yap aicnoig, kail Avmn e Koi oovr], 6ov ¢ TadTa, €5 AVAYKNG
Kol émBopia. mepi 0€ T0d vod kol ThHg BewpnTiki|g SLVVALE®MG 0VOEV T EOVEPOV, GAA’
gotke Yoyfic yévog Etepov etval, kol Todto pdvov vdéyecOot yopilesor, kaddmep T
aidoov tod @Baptod. T 6¢ Aowmd popila THG Yuyxig eavepdv €K 10TV 0Tl 0VK £0TL
YOPLoTA, KOOATEP TIVEG Pacty: T® 08 AdYy® OTL ETEP, PAVEPOV:
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within an individual living being, being not separable from one another (o0 ympiota
6vta) — generalises to all parts of the soul, and in particular, to the intellect.

In effect, Aristotle is reaffirming that nutritive souls and some perceptive souls
do not have spatially separable parts, because such souls cannot be separated from one
another by bodily division. What he is now arguing is that this explanation does not
clearly extend to the intellectual part of soul. In fact, one could make a pretty easy
prima facie case why it wouldn’t. If I cut off my hand, it may twitch and retain signs
of life for awhile, but to say that it retained a capacity for thinking might seem a little
strange.

Another way of posing Aristotle’s question here would be to ask, is an
intellectual soul only one soul in fulfilment, but potentially many intellectual souls?
Aristotle’s answer is surely no, but his suggestion that intellect is separable in place
and in account is not easy to understand, given that he explicitly claims, contra the

Timaeus, that intellect is not extended.*® |

shall not venture an explanation here, but it
should suffice to say that this problem does not overturn the results of DA 1.5, and in

fact, seems to build upon them.

6.10 Conclusion

| have argued above that Aristotle’s follows his scientific method of inquiry in
testing out the Academic principle that the soul is spatially divisible within individual
beings, and that, by so doing, he solves the puzzle from DA 1.1 about whether soul is
pepotn 1 apepns. I argued that this puzzle is neither to be read as asking whether or
not the soul has capacities, or capacity-parts, nor is it to be read taxonomically, as

asking what sorts of soul the ‘class’ of soul includes. Instead, I showed that the sense

489 pA 1.3, 407a2-3. For a fuller account of Aristotle’s account of intellect and its
separability, cf. Burnyeat (2008), and Miller (2012).
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that Aristotle gives these terms elsewhere, and in particular, in DA 1.5, shows that he
is asking whether or not the soul’s powers within the body can be explained by the
thesis that its parts are spatially separate from one another in the body, as Plato argued
for in the Timaeus. I have further argued that Aristotle’s arguments in DA 1.5 provide
an initial (even if partial) solution to this puzzle.

| have further shown that Aristotle accomplishes his critique of the Academic

thesis the soul has spatial-parts in the Unity of Soul Challenge by showing that it is

inconsistent with Plato’s claims about the unity of soul and body in both the Republic

and the Phaedo, and Aristotle’s own Principle of Unity, and because this theory

conflicts empirically with the fact that various psychological capacities cannot be
separated (and are sometimes duplicated) when living bodies are dissected. | also

showed that, in the Whole-Part Challenge, Aristotle shows that the Academic thesis

about the spatial-parts of the soul and the role these parts play in the body has a
difficulty in accounting for the role of intellect in the body, and that this difficulty
prepares the ground for some of Aristotle’s later worries about the separability of
intellect. These problems, I claimed, led Aristotle to the general idea, expressed in the

Divisibility of Soul Argument, that the soul is not spatially divisible into distinct

parts, but is spatially divisible into further whole souls which are uniform with one
another.

Finally, | argued that Aristotle’s treatment of soul division in DA 2.1 and 2.2
does not overturn or challenge this conclusion, but only adds new layers of
complexity to it; the first passage shows that, even if the soul has parts which are the
fulfilments of certain bodily organs, not every part needs to be such a fulfilment,

whilst the second passage shows that the intellectual part of soul may not be subject to
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the general rule about soul being potentially divisible into further whole souls in
virtue of the body’s division.
The main result of this final part of Aristotle’s inquiry in DA 1, however, is the

establishment of a further ancillary doctrine related the the Hylomorphic Definition of

Soul, namely, the idea that the souls’ parts will be related to the body in a form-like
way, being uniformly present to the spatially extended body, whilst not being

quantitatively divisible in the way that body is.
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Conclusion to the Study

For in all discoveries, the results of previous labours that have been
handed down by others have been successively increased by those
who have taken them up later, whereas the original discoveries
generally make an advance that is small at first, but much more
useful than the development which later springs out of them. For it

may be that ‘the starting point is the greatest of all things’...

— Avristotle, Sophistical Refutations 183b17-23

The End of the Path

The aim of the present work has been to show that the common belief that
Aristotle wages his critique of the predecessors from the vantage point of his own
fully worked out hylomorphic psychology cannot be sustained. Instead, | have tried to

show that Aristotle makes progress towards establishing the Hylomorphic Definition

of Soul and the Hylomorphic Causality Thesis by analysing his predecessors’ first

principles and definitions of soul.

| have argued that Aristotle accomplishes this task by following his scientific
method of inquiry, which consists in the collection, arranging, rearranging, and testing
out of the various explanations of the soul’s demonstrable attributes, in accordance
with the criteria for scientific definitions he advocates in APo. 2.8. By doing so, he is
able to test the extent to which proposed first principles or definitions of an entity are
able to facilitate an explanatory demonstration of the characteristic phenomena

associated with that entity.
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By applying these scientific criteria to his predecessors’ psychological
principles, | claimed, Aristotle is, on the one hand, able to overturn some of their first
principles outright. Sometimes he does this by revealing these principles to be
inconsistent with the principles established in his works on natural science; other
times he does this by showing that these principles are unable to explain the
characteristic phenomena of soul. On the other hand, by means of this scientific
inquiry, Aristotle is also able to modify certain other predecessor principles for use in
his own developing psychology.

Here then is a summary of the advances that | have argued that Aristotle
makes in DA 1, in respect of the predecessors | have discussed, which help to justify

Aristotle’s adoption of the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul, the Hylomorphic

Causality Thesis, and ancillary theses related to these doctrines.

In respect of the soul’s motive abilities, the results of Aristotle’s critique of
Plato seem to leave him with no choice but to begin to travel the path towards
identifying the soul as the formal nature of a living body — in the sense of its inner
principle of the motion and rest — rather than as itself a material or elemental body
(pneuma, for example) resident in that body.**® (Indeed, if the soul did turn out to be
an elemental body, it would imply that soul is a stuff which has its own inner
principle of motion and rest which would need to be accounted for).

The results of his critique of the harmony theory lead Aristotle further down
the path of identifying the soul as a formal and efficient cause of the body’s motions
and changes qua ensouled. In this critique, Aristotle shows that the capacities of the
soul can neither be scientifically deduced from known elemental qualities in any

harmonised state, nor can they be deduced from known harmonised bodily

0 |n agreement with Johansen (2008).
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compositions. This critique is based, I have suggested, on Aristotle’s belief that the
mathematical aspects of bodies and their mixtures (such as ratios) — even if they are
rightly classed as formal causes — cannot be identified with soul, because such
mathematical aspects cannot act, as the phenomenon of animal motion requires, as
efficient causes. Further progress down the path towards identifying soul as a formal
substance of the body is made when Aristotle points out that the activity and essence
of the body’s parts (flesh, for example) seems to depend upon the presence of the
soul, but the presence of the soul also seems to depend upon the essence of the body’s
parts. This prepares the way for the idea that the essence of both soul and body are
intertwined with one another, even whilst being distinct, as the Hylomorphic

Definition of Soul will confirm.

Aristotle’s critique of the harmony theory also allows him to make further

progress towards establishing the Hylomorphic Causality Thesis in respect of the idea

that the soul is a final cause of the body. Aristotle strongly suggests that if the soul is
identified with a formal feature of structured bodies, as the harmony theorists hold, it
will also need to be identified as a final cause, since it is only bodies organised in a
certain way which have soul, and the elements do not seem to become mixed ‘by
chance’, as Empedocles thought.

In respect of the soul’s cognitive abilities, Aristotle argues that Empedocles’
elemental account of the soul’s cognition, which relies upon the cognitive principle

that Like Cognises Like, is neither sufficient to account for the range of the objects we

can cognise, nor sufficient to explain how we come to be affected by the objects of
perception. Aristotle instead thinks that this principle needs to be modified so that the

soul’s ability to cognise can be understood as (a) modal in nature, such that soul has
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the potential to be affected by ‘unlike’ cognitive objects, and (b) formal in nature,
such that soul will be receptive of the forms of things, rather than their material stuffs.

In respect of ancillary theses concerning hylomorphic psychology, in his
critique of the uniformity of the soul, Aristotle makes an advance towards showing
that the first principle(s) of soul will need to be able to account for the non-uniformity
of soul phenomena in nature. In particular, Aristotle shows that the predecessors, who
are represented as having postulated their first principles in order to explain the soul’s
power of producing motion, or perception, or both, are neither able to account for the
non-uniform distribution of these psychological phenomena in nature, nor are they
able to account for other phenomena associated with life, such as the phenomenon of
growth. These observations seem to leave no other option for Aristotle than to affirm

that, even granted the correctness of the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul, there will be

different species of soul that will need to be investigated in terms of the different
capacities they manifest in different genera or species of living beings in nature.
Finally, in his nuanced and difficult critique of the Academic thesis that the
soul is spatially divisible into parts within the body, Aristotle takes a further step
towards the idea that the structure of soul must be form-like, insofar as its ‘parts’ are
shown to be incapable of being spatially separated from one another. However, in
taking this step, Aristotle also shows the soul cannot continue to perform its
characteristic life functions if a living body loses the organs or instruments which
support its nature. This suggests not only that soul is this nature, but also, that the
body is the instrument of the soul. These arguments, however, lead Aristotle on a path
towards even more complex hylomorphic principles, such as a how many parts the
soul has, and whether or not the principle that soul is only spatially divisible per

accidens (into whole souls) applies to every kind of soul.
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As | stated in the Introduction to the Study, these discussions do not exhaust
the contribution that Aristotle’s critique of his predecessors makes to the justification

of the Hylomorphic Definition of Soul, and the Hylomorphic Causality Thesis.

However, I hope to have at least shown that none of Aristotle’s criticisms presuppose
any of the hylomorphic psychological doctrines that Aristotle advances in DA 2-3,
which is precisely why they are so interesting. Rather, | have tried to show that
Aristotle’s method of scientific inquiry works by demonstrating — within the
framework of Aristotle’s natural science — what can be explained, or not explained, by
supposing his predecessors’ first principles to be true. By showing where these
principles fall short, | have claimed, Aristotle is constrained to follow a particular path
which, whilst being harmony with the general principles of his hylomorphic natural
science, is clearly influenced by both the advances and the failures of his
predecessors. This path results in the idea that, amongst the first principles of soul on
offer, évteléyea, in the sense of a formal, final, and efficient cause, is the most viable

one.
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