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ABSTRACT

My dissertation provides a novel interpretation of Aristotle’s conception of the foundational
notion of ‘parts of soul’ (moria psuchés) in his De Anima. Interpreters have failed to explain how
Aristotle can maintain two philosophically attractive and textually grounded claims: that there
are multiple discrete parts of soul, and that soul is the unified and unifying form (eidos) of the
living organism. Contrary to most interpreters, | argue that both claims are genuinely endorsed
by Aristotle and, when correctly understood, compatible and crucial to the project of De Anima
as a whole. First, psychic parts are not spatial parts, but are instead the definitionally basic or
primitive capacities of an organism (nutrition, perception, intellect); these basic capacities, in
turn, provide the explanatory foundation for understanding all other vital capacities. Second,
Avristotle formulates a sophisticated account of psychic unity, according to which psychic parts
are ‘present potentially” within the soul: the soul, then, is no mere aggregate of parts, but is

actually and essentially a whole, even while having parts.



INTRODUCTION

81 Psychic Parthood

Ordinary language, and the concepts on which it depends, are penetrated throughout with
metaphor. A powerful person, for example, is ‘above’ those who are ‘below’; an argument is a
kind of battle, in which one can ‘win’ by ‘attacking’ a ‘position’. This omnipresence of metaphor
is perhaps most pronounced in how we talk about our ‘inner’ lives—descriptions of the mind,
soul, or person. To take a particularly ubiquitous example, we often talk as if the mind is a kind
of ‘container’ (dating back at least to the aviary imagery of the Theaetetus),* from within which
we ‘retrieve’ thoughts that are ‘inside’ the mind. In these cases, we transfer language originally
reserved for one context—spatial containment—to illuminate another context—mental activity.

These metaphorical ways of speaking often attempt to describe something that is, in one
way or another, beyond our immediate grasp. We replace some inaccessible literal description
with the next best thing—a metaphorical description. This seems innocent enough, but a question
remains: how should we relate to this metaphorical character? On one extreme, we might take an
antagonistic view to it, being tempted to exorcise any non-literal language, whenever possible.
Centrally, transferring one way of describing something to a new context can generate all sorts of
problematic questions and implications. It can, for example, give rise to unwanted metaphysical
baggage (e.g., how many thoughts can we fit inside a mind?). To avoid these issues, especially in
strict scientific contexts, we might seek to achieve a perfectly literal and precise language. On

the other, we might take a more tolerant approach and simply accept these metaphorical ways of

1 Theaetetus, 196d—200d.



thinking and speaking. We could treat these metaphors not as problems to be overcome, but as
reminders of the limits of our thinking or recalcitrant facts about human language. Although we
recognize the metaphorical character of our speech and thought, we would feel no compulsion to
fundamentally alter it.

As Aristotle himself exhibits throughout his corpus, one task of the philosopher is to
critically confront and reflect on these metaphorical ways of speaking, which have become
entrenched in language and thought. For Aristotle, this critical confrontation often involves
charting a middle course between the two approaches described above: diagnosing the
insufficiencies and failures of these metaphorical descriptions, while also recognizing and
upholding their profound insights. We must neither immediately reject these metaphors, as the
first approach would encourage, nor accept them uncritically, as the second would. This is the
approach Aristotle articulates, for example, when discussing the plausibility that dreams could be
prophetic: “we cannot lightly dismiss [prophetic dreams] with contempt nor give them
confidence.”? These received ways of speaking and thinking are not intellectual dead ends, to be
simply accepted or rejected. Instead, they are arenas and springboards for philosophizing, which
can afford both deep insights into and critical reflections on received knowledge.

This dissertation is a reflection on one such metaphor, which has been and remains
central to how we talk and think about our inner lives, minds, souls, and life in general. This is a
family of phrases and concepts that includes “parts of soul”, “psychic parthood”, the “divided
self”, “the structured psyche”, “modules of the mind”, etc., (for ease, | refer to this family
collectively as “psychic parthood”). On its surface, psychic parthood appears to be entirely

metaphorical. Chairs or cars have material, spatially extended parts (like legs or wheels);

2 “otte katappovijco Padiov obte meodijvar,” (Div. 1, 462b13-4).
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persons, minds, or souls presumably do not have parts in this most literal sense. Nonetheless, we
feel tempted to describe persons, minds, or souls as if they could be divided and had such parts.
We say that “a part of her wants that doughnut, even though she knows it’s unhealthy;” that
“Hamlet’s soul was at war with itself”; that “what | saw with my eyes and what | knew in my
heart began to come apart.” Such phrases all exhibit an underlying intuition: that humans, or
their mental life, can somehow be divided into discrete episodes, parts, principles, agents, or
forces, which take on various relations and manifest in different behaviors.

In this dissertation, | consider how one thinker—Aristotle—responded to this family of
concepts and ways of speaking. The ancient Greek philosophical tradition, of which Aristotle
was both a member and a founder, displayed a pervasive interest in questions about how a person
could be divided. This interest ranged from ethical contexts (e.g., conflicting desires) and
political contexts (e.g., conflicting duties) to epistemological contexts (e.g., conflicting beliefs)
and biological contexts (e.g., physiological division). In the Platonic dialogues, a central strand
of this interest became crystalized under the heading of “part of soul” (uopiov yoyfic), where it
would remain for much of the subsequent philosophical tradition.® It was through this and related
concepts that much theorizing about the soul, and how the soul manifests in behaviors, patterns
of thought, and character, was performed.

Accordingly, it stands to reason that Aristotle would take an interest in psychic parthood
within a text dedicated to explaining the soul. His De Anima (DA) pursues a theoretical account
of soul (yvyn), in which he attempts to formulate an account of the nature and being of the soul,

understood as the principle and cause of living ({fjv). It is precisely in this scientific context, |

3 This tradition, especially as it developed after Plato and Avristotle, is explored in detail in Gill
(2006).



argue, that psychic parthood becomes both a tool and a problem for Aristotle. As we will see, he
recognizes deep problems with the very notion of psychic parthood, and the implications to
which the notion gives rise. This tempts him to wholly reject the metaphor of psychic parthood.
Yet he also sees the substantial explanatory power that the notion held for his predecessors, and
could hold within his own theory of soul. Accordingly, the metaphor becomes an indispensable
concept through which he advances his scientific psychology. It is this tension, between rejecting
and embracing the metaphor of psychic parthood, that will be our central focus.

Before moving to its details in Chapter 1, we can lay out this tension in broad strokes
now. On the one hand, because he shares many of the long-standing anxieties that motivate other
Greek thinkers to reflect on psychic divisibility, Aristotle thinks there has been good reason that
his predecessors talked about parts of soul. From empirical and theoretical reflection, and the
weight of cultural and philosophical trends that precede him, Aristotle is pushed to recognize the
existence of psychic parts. Accordingly, Aristotle explicitly employs psychic parthood
throughout DA and his biological works. This employment most often arises within reflections
on the diversity and complexity of the activities that constitute living, which, he thinks, should be
reflected internally with a corresponding complexity within souls. Consequently, throughout
those texts, Aristotle often works from the assumption that the soul can be divided into nutritive,
perceptual, and intellectual parts—a doctrine that would become closely associated with the
tradition to which he gave birth.

On the other, Aristotle also worries about the place that the metaphorical language of
psychic parthood has in scientific thought, at times doubting whether we should ever even talk
about psychic parts. In DA, he attempts to construct a science of the soul, which aspires and

answers to the standards of a precise Aristotelian science. Within this strict context, the notion of



a part of soul might appear to be just a crude metaphor, having no legitimate role within a proper
science of soul. In particular, Aristotle identifies metaphysical absurdities (centrally concerning
the unity of the soul) that seem to result from attributing parts to the soul. If this is ultimately the
case, it would then behoove Aristotle to deny psychic parts membership into the ontology
recognized in DA.

Hence, Aristotle is faced with the same sorts of worries described above: he inherits a
particularly captivating and tempting metaphor—psychic parthood—yet is unsure how to relate
to it. He wishes to do justice to the intuitions that lead to positing psychic parts, recognizing the
explanatory power psychic parthood has had. He also, however, sees clearly the problems that
psychic parthood gives rise to, and so its apparent inability to be incorporated into DA’s
theoretical psychology. Although this tension is clear and significant, and has at times been
recognized by Aristotle’s interpreters, there has to date been no sustained and detailed treatment
of psychic parthood throughout DA. In this dissertation, | offer such a treatment.

| pursue this project for two central reasons. First, this project has systematic aims within
the philosophy of mind. As | describe in the next section, psychic parthood has been and still is
crucial to and ubiquitous in how we talk about the mind, both within and outside of theoretical
contexts. Accordingly, I use Aristotle’s reflections on psychic parthood to prompt further
reflection on this notion in general. Indeed, turning to Aristotle on this front is not arbitrary.

Beyond being a surprisingly modern thinker within the philosophy of mind,* Aristotle is in a

4 Most recent attempts to rehabilitate an Aristotelian philosophy of mind have focused on
Aristotle’s approach to the relation of soul and body, and so the ways in which Aristotelian
psychology prefigures contemporary functionalism. This is a central theme, for example, of
many of the papers in Essays on Aristotle’s De Anima (see Nussbaum and Putnam, 1992 for a
sustained treatment of this connection between Aristotelian psychology and functionalism; see
also Shields, 1991).



unique position with respect to psychic parthood. Writing just after the explicit emergence of
psychic parthood in the Platonic dialogues, Aristotle sits close enough to psychic parthood’s
origin to see it as something quite strange,® and so as an object worthy of critical interrogation
and self-conscious reflection. Second, as I argue in the coming pages, psychic parthood in DA is
not an isolated or arbitrary topic, but is central and foundational to Aristotle’s psychology in DA.
His conception of psychic parthood influences or is symptomatic of much of Aristotle’s positive
theory of soul. Hence, by getting a clear grasp of psychic parthood and its role within
Avristotelian psychology, we also gain rich insights into other central Aristotelian concepts, like

life, form, soul, and parthood.

82 Historical Reflections

Before turning to this project directly, it will be helpful to dwell on the general notion of
psychic parthood, as it has commonly and historically been used. | describe in broad strokes
some central uses of psychic parthood—to bring out the richness of the general notion, as well as
to distinguish and identify the distinctive lineage of Aristotle’s use of the notion in DA. For our

purposes, we can distinguish loosely between two central traditions of conceiving of psychic

® This strangeness is also apparent in Plato’s writings. Consider Socrates’ description of “self-
mastery” (“éykpdreia”) in the prelude to his account of psychic parthood: “Isn’t the term ‘self-
mastery’ ridiculous? For, of course, the one who is master of himself is also the one who is
weaker, and the one who is weaker is also the one who masters. After all, the same person is
referred to in all these descriptions... It seems to me, however, that what this term is trying to
indicate is that within the same person’s soul, there is a better thing and a worse one. Whenever
the naturally better one masters the worse, this is called being master of oneself,” (Republic 1V,
430e-431e; see also Dorion, 2012).



parthood: anthropomorphic conceptions and theoretical conceptions.® This distinction is not

exhaustive nor strict, but will help us get an initial appraisal of psychic parthood.

2.1 Ethical Conceptions

The most common usage of psychic parthood has been to describe the complex or
fractured character of human mental and emotional life. I call this an anthropomorphic or ethical
conception because it is characteristically used to describe human minds, and their ethical states,
characters, or activities.

We humans, the intuition goes, live complex lives, with variegated behaviors and internal
mental dynamics. At any given time, | can feel within myself innumerable distinct motivations,
drives, thoughts, emotions, passions; these all stand in a variety of relations to each other, from
conflict to harmony to independence; they, in turn, can manifest in diverse actions and behaviors.
Further, much as in the social or natural world we attribute distinct activities to distinct agents, in
the mental world I attribute my own distinct activities to distinct causes or principles within
myself. Consequently, because | have a complex internal life, there must be distinct things in me
(or my mind or soul) that cause these various events: psychic parts. These psychic parts can then
explain how humans behave, think, and desire.

The central phenomenon that exhibits this divisibility is mental conflict.” It is a persistent
fact about human consciousness that it can contain conflict. We can have motivations to take

distinct lines of action, mutually exclusive desires, and inconsistent beliefs. The strongest version

® | return to this distinction in Chapter 3, §1.2-3.

" This is the central theme of Price’s Mental Conflict (1995), which traces the frequent and deep
engagement in the Ancient Greek and Roman tradition with internal psychic conflict and
weakness of will.



of this is akrasia, in which a single person possesses desires that directly contradict each other. |
desire the doughnut for its sweetness, believe it to be something good, and feel a pull towards it;
yet | also desire health, believe the doughnut to be something bad, and pull back from it. To
explain how such desiderative conflict is even possible, it seems necessary to posit distinct
principles or causes that are responsible for each desire (in this case, a health-desiring part of me
and a pleasure-desiring part of me). This leads to the variety of images of the soul and mind as an
arena in which distinct forces or combatants battle for control over a person, their behavior, and
their beliefs.

Reflection on this phenomenon reached the level of theory in Plato’s theory of the
divided soul and psychic parthood (centrally in the Republic, Phaedrus, Timaeus, and Laws).
Plato most often explicitly maintains a psychic tripartition that posits distinct rational, spirited,
and appetitive psychic parts. In the first instance, Plato heralds these psychic parts to explain the
possibility of akrasia and internal psychic opposition, of the sort described above. My appetitive
part desires the doughnut as pleasant, while my rational avoids it as ultimately unhealthy. In turn,
Plato employs these parts to describe a wide range of phenomena within human mental,
emotional, and desiderative lives (e.g., virtue, reactions to tragedy, perceptual illusions).®

Aristotle himself maintains a similar conception of psychic parthood in his practical
works (centrally NE, EE, and Pol.), in the form of a bipartition that posits distinct rational and
nonrational parts. The former part is responsible for rational planning and theoretical knowledge,
while the latter part is responsible for desires, passions, emotions, and all organic behavior

responsible for the maintenance of human life. As with Plato, for Aristotle this distinction arises

8 For a more detailed treatment, see Chapter 3, especially §1.2-3.
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initially in considering psychic conflict and akrasia, and ultimately serves to explain virtue,
moral character, and human action.®

Both before and after Plato and Aristotle, this picture of the human mind and soul—as
comprised of distinct principles—had widespread use and influence. To note a few significant
incarnations of this picture: this picture psychic parthood emerged in literary and poetic works,
both ancient!® and modern,** describing or displaying the dynamism of our internal lives. It has
widespread presence within religious and theological contexts, especially in those traditions
which identify both divine and nondivine aspects within humans.? Within political thought,
psychic parthood has been used to capture the psychological effects of political structures,

especially oppressive institutions.'® Within therapeutic contexts, psychic parthood is

® Aristotle’s bipartition is presented most explicitly and self-consciously in NE 1.13. For a
discussion of this bipartition, and its relation to DA’s scientific psychic partition, see Chapter 3,
81.2-3; Vander Waerdt (1987); Fortenbaugh (1983); Rees (1957); Moss (2017).

10 “Do not, my angry heart, do not do these... I know well what pain I am about to undergo, but
my wrath overbears my calculation, wrath that brings mortal men their gravest hurt,” (Medea,
1057-1080).

11 «Consider them both, the sea and the land; and do you not find a strange analogy to something
in yourself? For as this appalling ocean surrounds the verdant land, so in the soul of man there
lies one insular Tabhiti, full of peace and joy, but encompassed by all the horrors of the half-
known life. God keep thee! Push not off from that isle, thou canst never return!” (Melville, Moby
Dick, 215).

12 «For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh; and these are contrary
the one to the other, so that ye cannot do the things that ye would,” (Galatians, 5:17).

13 It is a peculiar sensation, this double-consciousness, this sense of always looking at one’s self
through the eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul by the tape of a world that looks on in
amused contempt and pity. One ever feels his two-ness—an American, a Negro; two souls, two
thoughts, two unreconciled strivings; two warring ideals in one dark body, whose dogged
strength alone keeps it from being torn asunder,” (Du Bois, Souls of Black Folk, 8).

9



foundational to the Freudian structural model of the psyche, which posits three interacting agents
(id, ego, and superego) that serve as principles of different aspects of human mental life.'4

We can note two common features of this use of psychic parthood: personalization and
normativity. First, these psychic parts are often depicted as distinct persons or agents, and the
intrapersonal dynamic between them as an interpersonal drama. This leads to the common
picture of the soul as a kind of social setting: that, within a single person, we find a set of
interlocutors, combatants, family members, or warring social classes. Consider the common
trope of shoulder devils and angels, in which the opposing tendencies of a single human are
represented by two competing agents. Consider as well the conceit of dramatic soliloquies, in
which a character talks to herself—chastising, praising, doubting—as if confronted with another
person. This same feature rears its head within Greek philosophical contexts from psychic
parthood’s origin. Within the Republic’s city-soul analogy, Plato explicitly introduces the
distinction between psychic parts as corresponding to the distinction between political classes.
This is picked up by Aristotle, when he models the relationship between different members of a
political community—fathers and children, humans and animals, masters and slaves, males and
females—on that between the rational and desiderative parts of the soul.®®

Second, the distinction between psychic parts is often couched in normative terms,
especially in ethical contexts. Within a single person, one often distinguishes between “higher”

and “lower” parts. We are said to have rational, divine, human, and superior elements; we are

14 «“\We picture the unknown apparatus, which serves the activities of the mind, as being really
like an instrument constructed of several parts (which we speak of as 'agencies'), each of which
performs a particular function, and which have a fixed, spatial relation to one another: it being
understood that by 'spatial relation'—'in front of' and 'behind', 'superficial' and 'deep'—we merely
mean, in the first instance, a representation of the regular succession of the functions,” (Freud,
The Question of Lay Analysis).

15 Pol. 1.5, 1254b2-15.
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said as well to have distinct irrational, mortal, animalistic, and inferior elements. These better
and worse parts are, in turn, used to explain how humans or their actions can be better and worse.
These parts can take on better, more harmonious, and healthier relations, or worse and more
destructive relations. Especially within Greek and Roman philosophy, this better relation is often
thought to consist in the rule and dominance of the higher part, and the conformity of the lower
part. In the Republic, Plato characterizes the various virtues as each part performing only its own
distinctive role well, and so ultimately obeying the dictates of the highest part (reason). One aim
of Platonic philosophical education, or indeed Aristotelian habituation, is to bring about this
ascendancy of reason. In a contemporary setting, Freudian analysis aims as well to produce a
healthier, more sustainable relationship between the various aspects of a person’s psyche (e.g.,

their conscious and unconscious desires).

2.2 Theoretical Conceptions

In DA, the focus of this dissertation, Aristotle works with a different conception of
psychic parthood. In fact, as I will argue,*® Aristotle himself expresses reservations about
whether such an anthropomorphic and ethical conception of psychic parthood could ever be at
home in a scientific approach to the soul or mind. Accordingly, we must bracket for the moment
many of the natural and traditional associations with psychic parthood described above.

The role that Aristotle envisions for psychic parthood in DA picks up on a distinct, but
not unrelated tradition of conceiving of psychic parthood. This tradition is to be found more
frequently in theoretical psychology, biology, and philosophy of mind, than in ethics, literature,

and ordinary language. It begins with the recognition that all living organisms have profoundly

16 Chapter 3, §1.3.
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complex lives, and that what we call “living” is comprised of many distinct activities. To explain
life and its diverse manifestations, one is pushed to call on distinct principles—psychic parts—
that bring about these diverse activities. Hence, psychic parthood grounds a certain account of
life: we explain the innumerable activities that an organism can perform through reference to
some finite set of psychic parts or principles. All intellectual projects that employ this approach
share a common frame, positing a basic connection between this finite set of psychic principles,
and the infinite variety of organic and mental behaviors. This involves two closely related
commitments:1’ 1) the methodological commitment that we should explain psychic or organic
phenomena through reference to a finite set of psychic principles; 2) the metaphysical
commitment that the mind or soul itself possesses a particular structure—i.e., that it is divisible
into these finite psychic principles or parts.

This approach has had a profound influence in the history of psychology and biology,
centrally through the ubiquity of the notion of a mental or psychic “faculty”.*® Especially within
the Aristotelian tradition, philosophers have sought to investigate the nature of a given organism
through analyzing its distinctive faculties: articulating what they are, how many there are, how
they enable the organism to perform all its activities, and how they work in coordination with
each other. We can explain the nature of a cat, for example, by describing its basic powers to
perceive, move, desire, digest, etc., both in terms of distinct organic principles and the
physiology that allows for those powers to come about. Using this finite list of powers, we would

explain a cat’s life and the innumerable behaviors it undertakes (€.9., how a cat chases after a

17 The relationship between these two kinds of commitments is a central focus of Chapter 6.
18 For a survey of central moments of this tradition, see The Faculties: A History (2015).
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mouse). This general approach could, in principle, be used to explain the life of any organism,
including humans.

In contemporary philosophy of mind, this approach has received a substantive,
empirically-oriented defense within contemporary faculty psychology, which treats the mind as
separated into discrete faculties. This leads to the “modularity of mind” thesis, which postulates
discrete mental modules that cause particular mental activities and are localized throughout the
brain.® Faculty psychology hopes to explain some or all mental phenomena through reference to
these discrete mental modules. Defenders of this position rely not on the sorts of metaphysical
arguments that Aristotle deploys, but more often on evidence gathered in cognitive science and
neuroscience. Fodor, the most influential defender of the modularity of mind, argues that, for
example, perceptual input systems are modular—isolated computational mechanisms that
transform raw sensory data into perceptual pictures of the world, usable by other cognitive
capacities.?° Yet he ultimately posits modularity only for such low-level processes. Others,
coming after Fodor, have argued for “massive modularity”, according to which the entire mind is
modular through and through, including distinct modules for reasoning, perception, decision-

making, etc.

19 Acceptance of mental modularity in contemporary philosophy of mind arose following
Fodor’s The Modularity of Mind (1983). In brief, the theory suggests that mind, at least in part,
contains innate neural structures or modules, which have distinct and evolutionarily-developed
functions. Different definitions of and criteria for modularity, as well as theories of the scope of
modularity, have been proposed by different authors (e.g., the controversy between ‘massive
modularity’ and Fodorian modularity). On the connection between contemporary faculty
psychology and Aristotelian psychology, see Johansen (2012, especially Introduction).

20 See Fodor (1983, 40).
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Although there are fundamental differences between a contemporary mental module and
an Aristotelian psychic part,?! Aristotle’s use of psychic parthood in DA falls within, and arguably
begins, the tradition of which faculty psychology is the most recent representative. Aristotle uses
the concept of “capacity” or “potentiality” (dOvouic) to explain the vast variety of organic
behaviors. By attributing discrete capacities to an organism, like nutrition or memory, we can call
on these capacities to explain the behavior of the organism. Psychic parthood, in turn, is the central
concept within this project. On the reading I ultimately defend, psychic parts are the fundamental,

basic, or primitive capacities, which the psychologist calls on to explain all of an organism’s life.

83  Scholarship on Aristotelian Psychic Parts

I will examine Aristotle’s use of psychic parthood—its commitments, motivations, flaws,
and achievements. Although there has not yet been a comprehensive and detailed treatment of
these issues, a concern with Aristotle’s use of psychic parthood is by no means new. Before moving
to our investigation proper, it will be helpful to introduce some previous approaches to Aristotelian
psychic parthood, which will play central roles in what follows.

Psychic parthood has been a consistent issue in the Aristotelian tradition, perhaps most
acutely in medieval Aristotelianism. On the one hand, this interest arises from foundational issues
in mereology and the metaphysics of structure (e.g., what does it mean to be a psychic part?) that

remained significant throughout this tradition.? For Aristotle, living organisms “are substances

21 This difference centrally arises through opposed conceptions of the metaphysics of mind or
soul, centrally concerning questions of psychic and mental unity. In brief, Aristotelian
psychology has much stronger requirements for the unity of the soul (in line with Aristotle’s
stronger conception of the unity of substances in general). See Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion
of Aristotle’s conception of psychic unity.

22 See Pasnau (2011, 606-632).
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most of all”?*—the basic, paradigmatically-unified things that populate nature. Like all substances,
Aristotle thinks that an organism has a form—its soul—that is responsible for this unity. But, we
might then ask, what makes this soul one, if it has parts?>* On the other, this interest arises out of
issues in Aristotelian psychology and biology. The soul, for Aristotelians, is the cause of life.
Given that life manifests in a diverse range of activities, we might then ask: what are the basic
principles that we must posit to explain all organic activity??® In response to these two sorts of
questions, there were various attempts to articulate an Aristotelian picture of psychic parthood, as
well as explicit rejections of it. As it came to be commonly understood, this picture holds centrally
that there are three parts of the human soul (nutritive, perceptual, and rational parts), which are in
some sense unified into one soul or form.?®

In modern scholarship, much of the interest in psychic parthood arose not with the notion
of psychic parthood itself, but how an investigation of it could illuminate aspects of Aristotle’s
thought in general: Aristotle’s relationship to other thinkers (especially Plato), Aristotle’s own
intellectual development, and the connection between the different philosophical projects that
Aristotle undertook. To take a few illustrative examples: Fortenbaugh identified a consistent

Aristotelian conception of psychic parthood throughout his corpus, which emerged chiefly out of

23«6 & péota Aéyopsv ovoiag etvor,” (Meta., Z.7, 1032a20).

24 This, I argue, constitutes Aristotle’s Problem of Psychic Unity. See Chapter 1, §2 and Chapter
5.

25 This, T argue, constitutes Aristotle’s Problem of Psychic Parthood. See Chapter 1, §1 and
Chapter 4.

26 An illuminating example is given by Suarez, who recognizes only these three parts, and so
denies that desire is a distinct part (as | also argue in Appendix 2; see Commentaria una cum
quaestionibus in libros Aristotelis De Anima, 3.2.35). Moreover, Suarez attempts to further
develop the Aristotelian and Scholastic notion of a ‘virtual” or ‘potential” part of soul (of the sort
| discuss in Chapter 5). See Shields (2014) for a compelling discussion of Suarez’s account of
psychic structure.
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a rejection of misguided Academic conceptions.?’ Rees saw a deep divide between the conception
of psychic parthood found in DA and in Aristotle’s ethical and political works, seeing this as
evidence of a development in Aristotle’s thought, from an early Platonist stage to a later scientific
stage.?® Vander Waerdt recognizes a similar divide, but takes it as evidence not of a change in
Aristotle’s views, but of Aristotle’s awareness of the difference between moral psychology (such
as we find in NE 1.13) and DA’s scientific psychology.?®

There was a notable dip, however, within English-language scholarship in direct treatments
of psychic parthood in DA. Often, interpreters were content to simply equate Aristotle’s talk of
parts of the soul in DA with his talk of capacities. Any reference to a “part” of the soul, these
interpreters suggested, could equally be replaced with reference to a “capacity” of the soul—an
approach that I will criticize (and, | argue, Aristotle himself criticizes).®® This trajectory changed,
and there began a noted uptick in interest in psychic parthood, centrally with Jennifer Whiting’s
“Locomotive Soul: The Parts of Soul in Aristotle's Scientific Works” (2002). Beyond her
substantial conclusions, which 1 treat later,3! Whiting showed that various locutions and concepts
in Aristotle’s psychology—e.g., “part of soul”, “capacity of soul”, “difference in being”,
“separability in account”, “separability in place”—had gone undertheorized, were themselves
interesting aspects of Aristotle’s psychology, and so deserved a more sensitive interpretation. Her

attentive reading and provocative conclusions prompted a renewed interest in the topic.

2! Fortenbaugh (1983).

28 Rees (1957).

29 VVander Waerdt (1987).

30 For a discussion, see Chapter 3, §1.6.
31 Chapter 2, §1 and §3.
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In response, two camps of interpretive approaches have emerged. On the one hand, there
have been those who have chiefly sought to articulate how and why Aristotle unifies psychic parts
into whole souls. Central examples include Frey, Koslicki, and Leunissen.®? On the other, there
are those who have chiefly sought to articulate how and why Aristotle divides the soul into parts.
Central examples include Corcilius and Gregoric, Johansen, and Whiting. 3 Although this
categorization is rough, and there is substantial disagreement between interpreters within each
camp, this will be a helpful distinction going forward.

In my dissertation, I enter into this contemporary debate. In an Aristotelian fashion, I reject
what | see as the interpretive extremes of these two camps, and attempt to find a middle path,
recognizing what is insightful and dismissing what rings hollow in the interpretations offered by
each camp. Most broadly, | argue that we can find in DA a sophisticated conception of psychic
structure, which articulates how and why the soul could be divided into parts, while also

illuminating why these parts are unified into a single soul.

84 The Plan of the Dissertation

I will argue for two central theses about this conception of psychic structure. First, |
contend that Aristotle understands psychic parts as the definitionally and conceptually basic
capacities of an organism—nutrition, perception, and intellect. These are capacities that can be
understood and defined independently of any other of an organism’s capacities—they are
“logically primary”. Second, | contend that Aristotle formulates a sophisticated account of

psychic unity, according to which psychic parts are present potentially within the soul. The soul,

32 Frey (2015); Koslicki (2006); Leunissen (2010).
33 Corcilius and Gregoric (2010); Johansen (2012); Whiting (2002).
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then, is not a mere aggregate of psychic parts, but is prior to and pre-exists its parts. Although |
highlight apparent conflicts between these two theses, | argue that they ultimately constitute
complementary aspects of Aristotle’s science of soul.

My plan is as follows:

In Chapter 1, I introduce Aristotle’s general approach to psychic parthood—his
motivations for discussing the notion, and the issues from which those motivations arise. |
contend that psychic parthood first and foremost constitutes a problem for Aristotle: he endorses
commitments that imply that the soul is both a complex multiplicity and a simple unity. First,
Aristotle affirms the irreducible diversity of the principles of an organism’s vital activities.
Human and animal souls are comprised of multiple distinct capacities: nutrition, perception, and
(with humans) intellect. This compels him to admit the existence of psychic parts. Second, as
part of his ‘hylomorphic’ theory of soul, Aristotle defines the soul as the form of the organism.
Because form in general unifies its corresponding matter, the soul, too, must unify the
organism’s body. A form appears to perform this unifying function by itself constituting a
simple, part-less unity. The soul, then, should also lack parts. Hence, the first commitment
suggests that the soul must have parts, while the second suggests that the soul cannot have parts.
Given their foundational place in his approach to soul, Aristotle is unable to abandon either
commitment easily. In the subsequent chapters, | articulate a conception of psychic parthood and
psychic unity that does justice to both commitments and shows their ultimate compatibility.

Some interpreters attribute ‘psychic simplicity’ to Aristotle: a total rejection of the
existence of psychic parts altogether. I argue, in contrast, that Aristotle has a principled use of
psychic parthood that is crucial to his project in DA. First, | detail how this positive use emerges

out of rejections of Platonic conceptions of psychic parthood. In Chapter 2, I describe
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Aristotle’s rejection of ‘physiological’ conceptions of psychic parts (as in Plato’s Timaeus)
according to which psychic parts are spatially separable and differentiated by their location in the
body. Aristotle argues that such a conception faces insurmountable empirical and theoretical
counterevidence. In Chapter 3, I detail Aristotle’s rejection of ‘ethical’ conceptions of psychic
parts, in the form of a bipartition into rational and irrational parts, and the Platonic tripartition
into rational, spirited, and appetitive parts. Such partitions lack the principled methodology
required for a psychic partition to be at home within a genuine science of soul. Moreover, this
leads to a more general critique of any approach that equates psychic parthood with psychic
capacity, and is therefore obliged to posit indefinitely many psychic parts.

In Chapter 4, I offer a positive account of Aristotle’s conception of psychic parthood.
Psychic parts are the definitionally and conceptually basic—the “logically primary”—capacities
of an organism. Nutrition, perception, and intellect can be understood and defined independently
of any other of an organism’s capacities; other capacities, like memory or phantasia, depend on
and are “in” those basic parts. These psychic parts, in turn, are crucial to Aristotle’s project
within DA: he can explain and understand an organism’s countless other capacities by relating
them back to the three basic psychic parts. He explains a capacity like memory through its
relation to, or its “logical dependence” on, perception.

In Chapter 5, I turn to the unity of the soul—how psychic parts constitute a single soul.
The thought that parts are logically independent might lead one to assume that these parts are
separate and independent, thereby attributing to Aristotle ‘mereological actualism’: that parts are
actually distinct entities and prior to the whole. Mereological actualism suggests that the soul is a
mere aggregate of parts, which would prevent Aristotle from providing a satisfactory account of

psychic unity. If we reject this actualism, worries about psychic unity ultimately dissolve.
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Aristotle, | argue, formulates an alternative conception of parthood within an analogy between
souls and geometric figures. As simpler figures are present potentially within more complex
ones, so lower souls are present potentially within higher souls. Lower parts of the soul (e.g., an
animal’s nutritive part) are not distinct and actual, but are ‘potential parts’ of higher souls (e.g.,
animal souls). This picture undermines mereological actualism, treating the soul not as a mere
aggregate of psychic parts, but as essentially unified and prior to its potential parts.

In Chapter 6, I resolve the tension between the conceptions of psychic parts in Chapters
4 and 5. Chapter 4 presents a “disjunctive” conception of psychic parts, treating the soul as a sum
of and posterior to logically independent psychic parts. Chapter 5 presents a “holistic”
conception of psychic parts, treating the soul as essentially unified and prior to its potential parts.
| argue that these two conceptions achieve distinct and complementary aims, which reflect
Aristotle’s distinction in DA 11.3 between “common” and “particular” accounts of soul. Common
accounts describe abstract features shared by all souls (e.g., “soul is the form of the organism”).
Particular accounts describe the essential features of particular kinds of souls (animal souls,
human souls, etc.,). A common account is useful in describing general features of soul, but is
empty if not supplemented with detailed particular accounts of specific kinds of souls. Particular
accounts are useful in articulating the essences of specific kinds of souls, but fail to bring out the
unity of psychic phenomena. Disjunctive and holistic conceptions, | argue, require common and
particular accounts of psychic parts, respectively. On a disjunctive conception, we give one
common definition of each psychic part, which abstracts from whether it is present in a plant,
animal, or human soul; this allows Aristotle to describe the general features shared by all

varieties of nutrition, perception, or intellect. On the holistic conception, we supply distinct,
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proper accounts of a psychic part depending on whether it is present in a plant, animal, or human
soul; this allows him to provide a robust and sophisticated metaphysics of soul.

In sum, Aristotle can recognize the existence of and also systematically use psychic parts
(contra psychic simplicity), while maintaining the essential unity of the soul (contra
mereological actualism). Aristotle thereby articulates a picture of the structure of the soul that

does justice to both its unity and complexity.
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CHAPTER |

THE PROBLEM OF PSYCHIC STRUCTURE

As | suggested in the introduction, psychic parthood centrally constitutes for Aristotle a
problem, which his positive theory of soul must ultimately overcome. He shares with his
predecessors a motivation to posit psychic parts, yet his sophisticated reflections on unity, form,
and substance push him to question their existence. He sees the theoretical value of psychic
parthood, yet worries that psychic parthood could not be incorporated into the scientific
psychology of DA. In this chapter, | lay out in detail how psychic parthood comes to take on this
problematic status for Aristotle: his motivations for worrying about psychic parthood, its place
within his general theory of soul, and the problems that an account of psychic parthood seeks to
overcome. | suggest that this dilemma can, at bottom, be understood as a particular version of the
classic One-Many problem. This problem arises out of commitments of Aristotelian psychology
that suggest that the soul is both a multiplicity and a unity. These claims, in turn, entail and
undermine the existence of psychic parts, respectively. I call this general cluster of problems
“The Problem of Psychic Structure” (PPS).

First, Aristotle characterizes the soul as a multiplicity (81). He maintains that living is not
a single activity, but a set of discrete heterogeneous activities (nutritive, perceptual, and
intellectual activities) and so ‘life’ is homonymous. Aristotle thinks that this diversity should be
reflected internally, with a corresponding complexity within souls. Because animals and humans
are capable of two or three of these heterogeneous activities respectively, their souls contain

multiple heterogeneous principles and so are internally complex. We then need a notion of
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psychic parthood that explains this internal complexity. | call the search for an account of this
internal complexity “The Problem of Psychic Parthood” (PPP).

Second, Aristotle characterizes the soul as an undivided unity (82). He maintains that the
soul is a form, and so the cause of unity for the organism. The soul performs this unifying
function, Aristotle suggests, by itself constituting an immediate and basic unity—the soul does
not require any further principle to unify it. Hence, because the soul serves as an ultimate
unifying cause, it must be absolutely simple, without any internal division. I call the search for
an account of the soul’s unity The Problem of Psychic Unity (PPP).

Accordingly, by the first commitment, Aristotle is motivated to acknowledge the
existence of psychic parts; by the second, he is motivated to deny the existence of psychic parts.
It is precisely the tension between these two commitments that Aristotle’s account of psychic

structure (i.e., psychic parthood and psychic unity) must resolve.

81 The Problem of Psychic Parthood

We begin with the first horn of this dilemma. Because of his commitment to the “homonymy
of life”, Aristotle thinks that the soul must be internally complex. To account for this internal
complexity, Aristotle’s psychological project in DA requires a notion of psychic parthood. The
compulsion to provide a coherent account of psychic parthood gives rise to the Problem of

Psychic Parthood (PPP).

1.1  The Homonymy of Life

Throughout DA, Aristotle juxtaposes his interest in psychic parthood with an interest in the

generic diversity of kinds of soul. He notes correspondences between the structure of individual
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souls and the generic structure of kinds of souls. We see this clearly in his first mention of
psychic parthood in the agenda-setting opening page of DA:

(t1) One must...consider [1] whether [the soul] has parts or is without parts [ueptiotn fj

apepng], and [2] whether or not all souls are one in kind [6pog1d1g], or if not [3]

whether they differ in species or in genus...And one must take care not to overlook the

question of [4] whether there is one account of soul...or whether there is a different

account for each type of soul...Further, if there are not many souls but rather the soul

has parts, [5] one must determine whether it is necessary to inquire first into the soul as

a whole or into its parts... [6] it is also difficult to determine which of the parts differ by

nature from one another.*
Avristotle formulates two sorts of questions. On the one hand, he asks about the structure of
individual souls—{ 1] whether they possess ‘parts’, [6] how similar these parts are, and [5]
whether whole or part comes first in inquiry. On the other, Aristotle asks about the relation
between the souls of different organisms—[2] whether all souls share a single form, [3] how they
differ, and [4] whether one account of soul can cover all of them.? In the former set, we consider
the condition of particular souls; in the latter set, we consider the structure of the kind Soul.
Given how he juxtaposes them, Aristotle clearly sees these questions as connected. Although
Aristotle does not yet make explicit the motivations for connecting them, it is in working out this

connection that he turns to the notion of psychic parthood. In brief, Aristotle argues from the

generic diversity of life and soul to the existence of parts within individual souls. Because plant

1 “orentéov 8¢ kol &l pepoTh i dpepnc, Kol TOTEPOV OOENC Brmaca yuym { oV i 8¢

OLLOEONG, TOTEPOV £10€1 drapépovaa T YEveL. VOV HEV Yap ol Aéyovteg Kol {ntodvteg mepi yoytig
nepi thig avOpomivig novng doilkaoty émiokoneiv: edAafnTéov & dmmg Ui Aavidavn ToTEpOV £i¢ O
Loyoc adTig dott, kabdmep {dov, 7 kb’ Ekactov ETepoc, olov itmov, Kuvoc, avOpdrov, 0o, 0
d¢ (®ov 10 KaboLov fiTol 000EV EoTv 1] VoTEPOV, OLOImME 8€ KAV €1 TL KOOV BAAO KATYOpOitTO:
&t1 8¢, €l un| moAlail yoyol GALL poOpLo, TOTEPOV Ol {NTETY mpdTEPOV TNV OANV WYLV 1 TO pLopLaL.
YOAETOV O¢ Kol ToVTOV dtopicat moio mépukev Etepa aAAAwY,” (DA 1.1, 402b1-11).

2 Aristotle’s worry about whether a single common account can genuinely explain all souls
resurfaces in DA 11.3, 414b20-29 and is a central topic of Chapter 6.
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and animal souls differ in kind, the nutritive and perceptual principles of a single animal are
themselves heterogeneous and constitute distinct psychic parts.

These connections are made explicit in Aristotle’s reflections in DA I1.2 on how “what is
ensouled [Epyvyov] is distinguished from what is not ensouled [ényvyov].”® What distinguishes a
saxophonist from a non-saxophonist is some characteristic activity—presumably, making music
with a saxophone. Likewise, there is a characteristic activity that distinguishes ensouled beings
from non-ensouled beings: “living” ({fjv). Anything that lives is, by definition, ensouled. Yet the
analogy between saxophonist and soul, on Aristotle’s view, ends there. Even if there is difficulty
in specifying it, the characteristic activity of a saxophonist could plausibly be conceived of as a
single complex activity (e.g., making music through a particular kind of instrument). Aristotle
contends that living, however, is not similarly monolithic, but comes in irreducibly many
different forms. No single activity exhausts living, nor can we give a simple univocal definition
of living. Instead, there are multiple discrete activities, each of which count as living. To
characterize an activity as an act of living can mean different things, depending on the activity
and organism characterized.

Hence, living is heterogeneous, and ‘life’ is homonymous: “living is spoken of in several
ways [mheovay®c. .. Aeyopuévov]...thought, perception, motion and rest with respect to place [i.e.,

locomotion], and further motion in relation to nourishment, decay, and growth [i.e., nutrition].”*

3 “Suopichor To Euyuyov Tod ydyov ¢ Cifv,” (DA 11.2, 413a21-22). | translate “Eyoyov” as
“ensouled” rather than as “alive” (more common in Attic usage) to bring out how Aristotle’s
reasoning in this passage depends on the immediate and intuitive conceptual connection between
having a soul and living.

4 “mieovaydc 8¢ oD v Aeyopévov...olov vodc, aicOnoic, kivoig kod 6TaGIC 1) Kot TOmov, ETL

Kivnoig N katd tpo@nVv kai edioig te kai abénoig,” (DA 11.2, 413a22-25).
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These four (or perhaps three)® activities are each distinct ways of living. Anything that performs
any of these activities thereby lives—“should even one of these belong to something, we say that
it is alive.”® Even if they perform no other characteristic activities, plants can be said to live just
because they consume nutriment and grow.’ Because these activities are sufficient conditions for
attributing life, we can call them ‘constitutive activities’ of life.?
Amidst his general treatment of homonymy in the Topics, Aristotle connects this

homonymy of living to the generic diversity of the lives of different organisms:

(t2) Dionysius’ definition of life [is] “a movement of a nutritive sort of being, innately

present with it.”” For this is found in plants as much as in animals; [but] life seems to be
not one kind [&v €idoc] of thing only, but one thing in animals and another in plants.®

®In DA 11.2, Aristotle counts locomotion as a basic vital activity, which suggests that the
locomotive capacity is a distinct psychic part. Yet we have strong reason to think that this is only
a provisional conclusion. As | argue in Appendix 2, in DA 111.9-11 Aristotle concludes that
neither locomotion nor desire is a basic psychic capacity (i.e., a psychic part), but both depend on
and are in the perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul.

6 «iettv &v T TOOTOV Evomdpyn povov, (v ovto eopsy,” (DA 11.2, 413a22-23).

7 “Even plants, all of them, seem to be alive, since they seem to have in themselves a potentiality
and a principle of such a sort through which they grow and decay in opposite directions,” (DA
11.2, 413a25-27).

8 This might suggest that living is a disjunctive activity (a point I return to in Chapter 6, §1.1):
living is thinking or perceiving or moving locally or receiving nourishment. For an analysis of
this thought, see Matthews, 1995. Scholars have correctly pointed out that we need not feel
pressure to understand this claim as a definition of living, but rather another sort of description of
life. Shields, for example, describes this claim as providing “ascription conditions for our
regarding something as alive,” (Shields, 2007, 181); Frey describes it as an “empirical test” for
life (Frey, 2015, 140).

% “rémovle 8¢ TobTo Kol 6 Atovuciov Tiig {ofic dpog, simep £0Ti Kivnoig Yévoug Opentod

SVLPLTOG TOPAKOAOVOODGA: OVIEY YOp HLAAAOV TODTO TO1G {MOIG 1j TOIC PLTOIC VTTApyEL. 1) 0& {on
00 ka0’ v £1d0g dokel Aéyecbar, AL’ Etépa pév Toig {doic ETépa 8¢ Toig euToig vrapyev,” (Top.
V1.10, 148a28-31). Though less explicitly, the disjunctive character of this view of life is
suggested elsewhere, such as in NE X1.9: “Now living is defined in the case of animals by a
capacity for perception and in the case of human beings by a capacity for perception or thinking
[voricemg]...Living in the full sense, then, seems to be to perceive or to think [voeiv],” (NE 1X.9,
1070a15-19).
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Dionysius proposes a univocal definition of life, focusing on organisms’ innate nutritive
movements—presumably something akin to Aristotle’s “motion in relation to nourishment,
decay, and growth.”!? Aristotle recognizes this definition’s intuitive appeal. Insofar as they are
found in plants, animals, and humans, these nutritive motions are coextensive with mortal life:
“Being alive, then, belongs to living things because of [the nutritive] principle.”** Accordingly,
in DA 11.4’s account of nutrition, he describes nutrition as the first (mpdtn), most common
(xowotdrn), and most natural (puoikdtatov) psychic capacity:'? every mortal creature performs
nutrition. This allows Aristotle himself to sometimes suggest that living just is nutritive activity:
“By ‘life’ we mean that which has through itself nourishment, growth, and decay.”*® Moreover,
Avristotle suggests that nutrition and reproduction also provide the end of living—sustaining
one’s form in oneself or another, thereby imitating the immortality of the divine.* These
considerations lend support to Dionysus’ definition, and suggest that nutrition and its related

motions have a special place within soul and life.

10 «4etvmorg 1) katél poeiv kol eBicic te kol aBénotg,” (DA 11.2, 413a24-25).

11 pgv obv Cijv S1 v apymv TavTy dmdpyet toic (dot,” (DA 11.2, 413b1-2).

12 DA 11.4, 415a25-27.

13 «Comv 8¢ Aéyopev TV S’ ohTod TpoenV TE Kai abénoty kod ebicty,” (DA 11.1, 412a14). As

Shields points out, this identification of life and nutritive activity would obligate us to endorse a

“biological” definition of life, which would deny that non-nutritive entities, like Aristotle’s God,
live (Shields, 2007, 183). In contrast, Aristotle elsewhere unequivocally affirms that God, though
immaterial and immortal, lives (Meta. A.7, 10732al1-3).

14 “To make another such as itself, an animal an animal and a plant a plant, so that it may, insofar
as it is able, partake of the everlasting and the divine. That is what everything desires, and for the
sake of that everything does whatever it does in accordance with nature...Since these things are
incapable of sharing in the everlasting and the divine by existing continuously... each has a share
insofar as it is able to partake in this, some more and some less, and remains not itself but such as
it is, one in form but not in number,” (DA 11.4, 415a25-415b7).
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Aristotle’s criticism of Dionysius’ definition does not concern the definition’s content,
but its form. As | explore in more detail in Chapter 6,'° Aristotle resists a single common account
of soul or life. Although he recognizes the possibility and utility of a common account of soul, he
argues that it would not properly apply to any soul: “a common account...harmonizes with all
[souls], though it will be particular [iioc] to none.”*® Such a common account could supply true
claims (e.g., ‘all mortal organisms take in nutriment’), and so would “harmonize” with them. Yet
it would not capture the specific essences of the various souls and lives. For this, “one must ask
individually what the soul of each is, for example, what the soul of a plant is, and what the soul
of a human or a beast is.”*’ To properly specify the nature of particular sorts of souls, one must
consider those particular souls in detail, establishing what is essential and peculiar to them.

Aristotle responds to Dionysius’ definition of life along these very lines. In proposing a
univocal definition, Dionysius suggests that the lives of different organisms must be, at bottom,
essentially the same—nutrition and nutritive motions. Precisely because this definition has such
wide application, it is too abstract and common, and so fails to grasp what is actually essential to
the life of particular organisms. To say that a plant moves is to assert something different from
saying that an animal moves. The movement of plants is exhausted by their nutritive activity—
growing and taking in nourishment. Although animals likewise display these movements,
animals also characteristically perceive and move locally. This is not a trivial fact, but essential
to the animal’s life, as Aristotle forcefully emphasizes in GA 1.23:

(t3) The function of the animal is not only to generate (which is common to all living
things), but they all of them participate also in a kind of apprehension [yvdoedc], some

15 Chapter 6, §2.

16 «Udyog KovdC, ¢ Epapuocst pev mdoty, 1d10¢ & ovdevoc,” (DA 11.3, 414b23-4).
17 “Gote k00’ Ekactov (téov, Tic kdoTon Yoy, olov Tic euTod Kol Tig avOpdmov §i Onpiov,”

(DA 11.3, 414b26-8).
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more and some less, and some very little indeed. For they have perception, and this is a

kind of apprehension. If we consider the value of this, we find that it is of great

importance compared with the class of lifeless objects, but of little compared with the

use of the intellect. For against the latter the mere participation in touch and taste seems

to be practically nothing, but beside plants and stones it seems most wonderful; for it

would seem a treasure to gain even this kind of knowledge rather than to lie in a state of

death and non-existence. Now it is by perception that an animal differs from those

organisms which have only life [i.e., plants].®
When we say that an organism is an animal, we attribute to it a fundamentally perceptual life, or
a life infused throughout with perception: “something is an animal primarily because of
perception.”?® To describe an animal’s life solely in terms of nutritive movement misses the most
essential and “wonderful” (Bavudoiov) aspect of that animal. The life of an animal differs from
the life of a plant, just as both differ from the life of a human (who primarily leads an intellectual
life). Because plants, animals, and humans lead different sorts of lives, living in general can
possess no univocal definition. Any univocal definition would cover over this fundamental
difference. The activities that constitute living, then, come in different forms. The nutritive
activity characteristic of plant-living, the perceptual activity characteristic of animal-living, and

the intellectual activity characteristic of human-living, all constitute different ways of living.

Living is itself a heterogeneous activity.

18 10D 8¢ {Dov oV pdvov 10 yevvijoar Epyov (ToDTo PEV Yap Koivov TdV (OVImY TavTov), GALS

KOl YVOGEDG TVOG TAVTA LETEYOLGL, TO UEV TAEIOVOC T 6 EAATTOVOG TO O€ TAUTOY LUKPAS.
aicOnow yap &ovow, 1 6’ aicOnoic yvdoig Tic. Tavng 6€ 1O Tipov Kol dTiov ToAd Sapépet
OKOTOVGL TPOG PPOVNOLY Kol TPOG TO TAV AYHY®V YEVOS. TPOG LEV YAP TO PPOVETV DOTEP OVOEV
givat Sokel TO KOmVELY apfig Kol YeDsemg Hovov, Tpog 8¢ putov §| Aifov Bavpdotov: dyamntov
Yap Gv d0Eete Kol TONTNG TUYETV THS YvOGE®S AALN LN keloBat TeBvedg kal pun Ov. dapépet 6
aicOnoetl ta {Da tdv (dvtov povov,” (GA 1.23, 731a30-b5).

19 <19 §& {Hov d1a T aicOnoy mpdtmg,” (DA 11.2, 413b2-3). See also Juv. |, 467b21-25: “as to
being what is called an animal and a living thing, we find that in all beings endowed with both
characteristics (viz. being an animal and being alive) there must be a single identical part in
virtue of which they live and are called animals; for an animal qua animal cannot avoid being
alive. But a thing need not, though alive, be an animal; for plants live without having perception,
and it is by perception that we distinguish animal from what is not animal.”
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We should note one further crucial aspect of this homonymy of life. Some activities
might appear to be heterogeneous, but in fact are explainable with reference to a single activity
or subsumable under a single form. Earlier, | suggested that saxophonists have a single
distinctive activity: making music with a saxophone. Yet clearly a saxophonist can be described
as performing many other activities. To maintain the unity of the saxophonist’s distinctive
activity, we should explain these different activities in terms of their connection to that
distinctive activity. We can take these activities either as non-essential (e.g., driving to a
performance) or as functional aspects of her single characteristic activity (e.g., exhaling air). If
we can give such an explanation, playing the saxophone would then genuinely constitute a single
complex activity, containing both accidental and essential aspects. Likewise, Aristotle suggests
that many vital activities are explainable in a similar manner. Remembering or imagining, for
example, can be understood as special kinds of perceptual activities (or, as | later argue, activities
of the perceptual part of the soul).?’ Although we can conceptually distinguish the experience of
remembering and imagining from mere perception, the former two activities are not
heterogeneous. Instead, they constitute aspects of perception and are explainable in terms of it
(or so 1 will argue).

The doctrine of the homonymy of life, however, requires that living is irreducibly

many.?! The constitutive activities cannot be explained with reference to a single activity, as

201 discuss Aristotle’s argument that memory is perceptual (DM 1, 450a14) in Chapter 4, §2.1. |
discuss Aristotle’s argument that phantasia is perceptual (Insomn. I. 459a14-18; DA 111.2,
428b11-13) in Appendix 1.

21 Aristotle’s most infamous example of homonymy is ‘being’. In claiming that ‘being’ is
homonymous (e.g., Meta. I".2, 1003a33-4) and not a genus (e.g., APo. 11.8, 92b14; Meta. B.3,
998h22), Aristotle affirms that being cannot be subsumed under a single form, but is constituted
by discrete categories of being (substance, quality, etc.,). Likewise, he claims that living cannot
be subsumed under any single univocal form, but is constituted by discrete activities.
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Dionysius attempts to explain by reference to an innate nutritive motion. The apparent
heterogeneity of constitutive activities cannot be analyzed away, as with playing saxophone or
remembering. An account of the relationship of constitutive activities must then take a form that
differs crucially from that of playing the saxophone. The constitutive activities are basic,
heterogeneous, and explanatorily primitive, in contrast to non-basic activities (e.g.,
remembering) that are explainable in terms of these constitutive activities.

Aristotle’s account of psychic parthood aims to specify exactly how psychic activities can
be explainable in terms of others, and what distinguishes basic from non-basic activities.
Although a full account must wait (Chapter 4), we can preview this account: the distinction
between basic and non-basic activities rests on the definitional, conceptual, or explanatory roles
that the accounts of the constitutive activities play within an account of life more generally.
Aristotle characterizes the distinction between basic and non-basic activities in terms of the
dependency and priority of the accounts (Adyor) of the respective activities. Basic activities are
logically or conceptually primary and separable from others, whereas non-basic activities are

logically or conceptually dependent on and posterior to those constitutive activities.

1.2  Internal Complexity

From this heterogeneity of constitutive activities, Aristotle infers that there can also be
complexity internal to the soul—a heterogeneity of the capacities that define the soul. Generally,
for every activity, there is a corresponding capacity (dvvapug). To play the saxophone, the
saxophonist possesses a technical capacity to produce sound in the appropriate way. Likewise,
for each constitutive vital activity, the organism possesses a capacity responsible for that activity.

Corresponding to “motion in relation to nourishment, decay, and growth”, for example, there is
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“a capacity and a principle of such a sort through which [organisms] grow and decay”,? i.e.,
nutrition.

An organism can perform a basic constitutive activity because it possesses the
corresponding capacity. Consequently, just as the constitutive activities are heterogeneous, so the
capacities corresponding to these activities are heterogeneous. What it is for the plant to have the
power to live differs from what it is for an animal to have the power to live. Like their
corresponding activities, the nutritive capacity differs in kind from the perceptual capacity. The
capacity for living is not a single capacity, but is constituted by multiple distinct capacities:
nutrition, perception, intellect (‘constitutive capacities’). Organisms, of course, have many more
capacities than these three, such as the capacities for remembering or dreaming. Yet as before,
these other capacities are not basic. Instead, they are (in some sense to be determined)
explainable in terms of, dependent on, and posterior to the constitutive capacities.

Insofar as the soul is the principle (&pyn) and cause (oitiov) of life,?® the soul can itself be
understood as the organism’s basic power to live.?* Because living consists in multiple discrete
activities, the soul is then the capacity for these discrete activities: “the soul is the principle of the
[activities] mentioned and is delimited by them: the nutritive, perceptual, intellectual, and

motion.”? Because the soul is the capacity for these constitutive activities, it is fixed and

22 «SHhvapy kai apynv Totanvty, 3’ fig adénciv e kai eOicwy,” (DA 11.2, 413a26-28).
23 “The cause and principle of living is the soul,” (DA 1.4, 415b11-13; see also DA 1.1 402a6-7).

24 Soul is a first actuality, and so second potentiality or capacity, of an organic body (see DA 11.1,
412a22-28).

25 “SGTiv 1) Yoym TV EipNPEVEOV TOVTOV dpyT} Kai ToVTolS dplotol, OpenTikd, aicTik®,

dravontik®d, kivnoet,” (DA 11.2, 413b11-13). As Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) point out, three of
the four capacities listed here have -uc6v endings, which Aristotle uses to designate parts of the
soul (Bpentikdv, aicOntikov, dtavontikov). The only capacity that does not have an -wév ending
is local motion (kivnoig), suggesting that this latter capacity does not amount to a part.

32



determined by them. Yet, since the constitutive activities and capacities of life are
heterogeneous, this heterogeneity should be reflected in the soul itself. If an individual soul can
perform multiple constitutive activities, and so possesses multiple constitutive capacities, that
soul will contain heterogeneous elements within itself. Plant souls perform a single constitutive
activity and so are delimited by a single capacity. Animal and human souls, however, perform
multiple constitutive activities and so possess multiple constitutive capacities. An animal both
grows and perceives; these two activities are the basic, constitutive vital activities for the animal.
The animal soul is then delimited by two distinct capacities, and responsible for these two
distinct activities. Likewise, the human soul is determined by nutritive, perceptual, and
intellectual capacities. In general, because these souls are determined by multiple heterogeneous
capacities, the souls themselves are complex and contain heterogeneous elements.
This same inference from the heterogeneity of vital activities to the heterogeneity of

capacities in the soul occurs in Aristotle’s treatment of psychic parthood in DA 1.5:

(t4) Since knowing belongs to the soul, as do both perceiving and believing, as do,

further, being appetitive and wishing and desires in general, while motion in respect of

place comes to be in animals as effected by the soul, as, further, do growth and maturity

and decay, we should ask whether each of these belongs to the soul in its entirety [6An

0 woyfl. Is it by the whole soul that we think and perceive and are moved and both do

and experience each of the others, or do we do different things with different parts of

the soul [popioig £téporig Etepa]? Again, does living depend on some one of these parts,

or on several, or on all? Or is it due to some other cause?%°

Aristotle recounts the variety and diversity of the activities that organisms can perform, from

knowing and perceiving to growing and moving. This recognition of the heterogeneity of vital

26 “grrei §& 1O YVAOKEW THC Woyiic £0Ti Kai 10 aicBdvesdai te kol 10 So&dlety, £Tt 8¢ 1O

EmBopelv kol fodAiecOan kail OAmg al dpé&elc, yivetar 6& kai 1 Katd TOmov Kiviolg Toic {doig vo
TS WuRG, £T18° avén te kai akun kol eBicig, métepov OAN T Yoyl TOVTOV EKAGTOV DITAPYEL,
Kol Thor vooduév te kal aicOavoueda kol kivodpedo Kol TdV AL®V EKacTOV TOODUEY TE Kol
ndoyopev, i popioig Etépoig Etepa; Kai T Civ o1 mdTepOV &V Tvi TOUTOV €0TIV £Vi 1) KOl &V
m\eloow fj mdow, §j kol dAlo Tt oitov,” (DA 1.5, 411a26-411b5).
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activities prompts Aristotle to wonder how the soul could be the principle of such diverse
activities: should this diversity be reflected in the soul, so that the soul has distinct elements or
parts to perform these many activities? Or should we maintain that a single whole soul acts as a
unity when performing each of these activities? In DA 11.2, Aristotle directly affirms his
commitment to the former option, maintaining that the diversity of vital activities corresponds to
a complexity and division within the soul itself.

Consequently, the heterogeneity of life requires that some souls contain irreducibly many
elements, and so are internally complex. It is this complexity that Aristotle seeks to clarify

through his notion of psychic parthood.

1.3 Uniformity of Constitutive Capacities

Crucial to this last line of reasoning is the ‘uniformity of constitutive capacities’—that
constitutive capacities are common to and shared by multiple kinds of organisms. In particular,
this reasoning assumes that plants, animals, and humans share a single sort of nutritive capacity,
and that humans and animals share a single sort of perceptual capacity. When a dog, a tree, and a
human consume nutriment, they all perform, at some level of generality, the same sort of
activity, proceeding from the same sort of capacity. This claim guarantees not only that there are
heterogeneous activities that each count as living, but that animals and humans can perform more
than one of these. It is only by accepting this latter claim that we are obligated to recognize
internal complexity within the soul.

There is a clear sense in which this claim must be true: all organisms are at least
described as performing nutritive activities. Yet we might worry that this is merely a linguistic

fact, which does not truly reflect how things actually are. This uniformity thesis might appear,
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for example, to commit Aristotle to the claim that a tulip’s nutritive and generative activity is
wholly identical with that of a cat. Such a claim can be maintained only against massive
empirical evidence that the reproduction of a tulip and of a cat differ significantly (e.g., a tulip’s
reproduction is asexual, whereas a cat’s reproduction is sexual). More controversial is the
uniformity of perception—whether the perceptual activities of humans and cats are actualizations
of a single kind of capacity. Contemporary perceptual conceptualism, for example, holds that
human perceptual activities are indelibly permeated with reason and their content is conceptual
from the ground up. Although most forms of conceptualism in fact accept some version of the
commonality thesis,?’ its most radical rendering would deny that perception is common in any
sense—that a human’s rationally-informed perception is the same sort of capacity as an animal’s
nonrational perception. According to such a position, treating animal and human perception as
identical would obscure how human perception can play an essential role in rational thought.
Most striking, however, is that the uniformity thesis appears to challenge Aristotle’s own
reasoning. Aristotle’s justification of the heterogeneity of life-activities in Top. V1.10 relies on
the claim that the lives of plants, animals, and humans are fundamentally different. He rejects
any univocal definition of life precisely because it attempts to assimilate the vital activities of
different organisms. This claim might seem to put in doubt any supposed commonalities between

their respective lives (e.g., that they perform the same nutritive activity).

2 In describing John McDowell’s perceptual conceptualism, for example, Boyle argues that the
concern is not whether there is commonality between human and animal perception, but what
this commonality ultimately amounts to: "The crucial difference...is not that...[some] admit,
whereas...[others] deny, that the minds of rational and nonrational creatures have something in
common. As McDowell observes, the real dispute is about how to understand the idea of
“something in common.” (Boyle 2016, 532)
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These sorts of criticisms of the uniformity thesis, combined with an endorsement of the
heterogeneity of life, can lead to an extreme position, which we can call ‘radical heterogeneity’.
On this view, plants, animals, and humans live in absolutely different ways. Although we use
‘nutrition’ or ‘perception’ to describe the activities of all three sorts of organisms, this is only a
linguistic fact. There are actually three sorts of principles we happen to call ‘soul’, which
perform three distinct activities we happen to call ‘living’. These souls and activities are neither
univocal nor coextensive; there are no capacities that are actually shared between them. Many,
including Aristotle, agree that human perception differs, in some sense, from animal
perception.?® ‘Radical heterogeneity’ suggests not merely that they differ, but that they have
nothing in common at all. Just as a financial bank and a riverbank share only a name, so too
would the souls of organisms radically differ, sharing only names. Perhaps to its credit, no
problem about the internal complexity of souls would immediately arise on this view. The
heterogeneity of vital activities is reflected in the soul only if we think that some organisms are
capable of more than one of these activities. This latter claim, we have seen, itself depends on the
truth of the uniformity thesis. Hence, if one rejects the uniformity thesis, one can likewise reject
the existence of internal complexity within the soul.

That Aristotle does not endorse radical heterogeneity is beyond doubt. Although he notes
important differences between the ways nutrition and perception are manifested in different
organisms, he frequently and unambiguously affirms the uniformity and shared nature of

nutrition and perception.?® Aristotle consistently emphasizes the commonality of the nutritive

28 | argue for this claim centrally in Chapter 6, §1.3.

29 Aristotle even endorses the commonality of intellect between God and humans. The life of
God consists in thinking, of which humans are also capable: “And life also belongs to God; for
the actuality of thought is life, and God is that actuality; and God’s essential actuality is life that
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capacity: “[The nutritive] is both the first and most common [kowvotdn] capacity of soul, in
virtue of which living belongs to all living things.”*° Likewise, even while recognizing
differences between animal and human perception, Aristotle frequently affirms the commonality
of perception. Perhaps the clearest endorsement comes in NE’s ‘Function Argument’, in which
Aristotle is searching for an activity that is unique to humans: “There is some sort of perceptual
living. But [for humans] this too is evidently shared [kow] with horse and ox and every
animal.”3! Hence, Aristotle uncontroversially endorses the commonality of perception and
nutrition. What this commonality actually amounts to, of course, remains controversial, and must
be addressed in an account of psychic parthood.

Although Aristotle clearly endorses it, he never explicitly argues for the uniformity
thesis. Yet Aristotle, if pushed, could offer multiple responses to radical heterogeneity. Because
this will be most relevant later, we can focus on one possible response, which exploits Aristotle’s
conception of the metaphysics of capacities. For Aristotle, a capacity (e.g., to burn) is a power
for something (fire) to interact with appropriate objects (flammable things). Generally, Aristotle

sees a crucial connection between a capacity, its activity, and its proper object. As we will see

is most good and eternal.” (Meta. A.7, 10732al-3); “and [God’s] life is such as the best which
we enjoy, and enjoy for but a short time,” (Meta. A.7, 1072b31-32).

30 “n yop OpenTiK)... Kol TpOTN Kol Kowvotdtn dVVaic éott yuyig, ko’ fiv vmdpyet T Civ

dracw,” (DA 11.4, 415a24-6). The commonality of nutrition is affirmed throughout DA (1.5,
411b28-9; 11.2, 413b1-10; 11.3, 414a29-414b1; 111.12, 434a22-3), the ethical works (NE 1.7,
1097b32-4; NE 1.13, 1102a32-1102b2; EE. 11.1, 1219b37; see also MM 1.4, 1185a14-36), and the
biological works (Insomn. I, 454a12-16; GA 2.3 736a33-736b11; 11.4, 741al1-5).

3 “gmopévn 8¢ aicOnTiKn T1¢ GV €N, paivetar 8¢ kol adT Kot Kai i Koi Pol kol Tavti {hw,”

(NE 1.7, 1098al1-2). The commonality of perception is affirmed throughout DA (111.3, 427b6-7;
DA 111.11, 434a30-434b8), Aristotle’s biological works (DS, 1, 436b11-12), ethical works (NE
111.10, 1181a23-25; NE 111.10, 1118a34-1118b3; NE V1.2, 1139a18-20; NE 1X.9, 1170a15-17),
Metaphysics (A.1, 980a28-29), and Posterior Analytics (11.19, 99b35-38).
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repeatedly, just as capacities are posterior to and individuated by their corresponding activities,*
so both capacities and activities are posterior to and individuated by their proper objects.*
Nutritive capacities are powers of organisms to interact with (digest) nutritive objects (food).
Perceptual capacities are powers to interact with (receive) perceptual objects (perceptible forms
without matter). These objects explain, at bottom, what these capacities are and how they relate
to each other.

To say that any perceptual capacity deals with perceptible objects is, of course, not
particularly informative. It does not yet tell us anything about how a given organism apprehends
the truth about such objects. Yet this claim does suggest a way of understanding whether animal
and human perceptual capacities are the same sort of capacity—namely, whether they share
proper objects. If two capacities share the same proper objects, then these capacities must be the
same in kind; if the objects differ, then the capacities differ. Because practical intellect and
theoretical intellect, for example, deal with different kinds of objects, they are different kinds of

capacities.>* The defender of radical heterogeneity, who thinks that animal and human perception

82 «Actuality is prior to all potentiality of this sort both in account and in substance; and in time
in one way it is and in another way it is not,” (Meta., ©.8, 1049b10-12).

33 «Actualities. . .are prior in account to capacities...their corresponding objects are prior to them,”
(DA 11.4, 415a19-20). Aristotle’s approach to capacity individuation, which will be a frequent
topic of this dissertation, likely has its roots in Plato’s account of capacities in Rep. V, in which
Socrates claims that a capacity (SOvoypuc) is distinguished by “what it deals with [E¢” @...%o11]
and...what it does [0 arepyaletor],” (Rep. V, 477c-d) similar to an Aristotelian object and
activity, respectively. See Lear 2004, 95 (especially n.6).

3 NE VI.1, 1139a15-6. The objects of these capacities are things with principles that do and do
not admit of being otherwise, respectively. Aristotle also there suggests an intuitive reason for
this connection: “When beings are of different kinds, the parts of the souls naturally suited to
each of them are also of different kinds, since the parts possess knowledge by being somehow
similar and appropriate [to their objects].” (NE V1.1, 1139a6-13) This similarity between object
and capacity likely arises from Aristotle’s insistence on the identity of the actuality of the
capacity and of the object (e.g., “the actuality of the object of perception and of the senses are
one and the same.” [DA 111.2, 425b26-7]). | return to these claims in Chapter 4, 83.1.
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are two wholly different capacities, must then think they have two wholly different sorts of
objects: perceptible-objects-for-animals and perceptible-objects-for-humans. But this splitting up
of the perceptible world appears quite ad hoc, made solely in the service of theory. It is much
simpler and more intuitive to suppose that animals and humans can perceive the same sorts of
objects—a red ball, a sharp squeak.®® Hence, if we are committed to the commonality of
perceptible objects, we should think that humans and animals share a perceptual capacity. Again,
this suggests neither that their capacities are identical or are identically expressed. This
conclusion requires only the weaker claim that they are, at some level of generality, the same sort

of capacity, no matter how different the particular ways in which this capacity is expressed.

1.4 Psychic Parthood

Consequently, the uniformity thesis, in combination with the heterogeneity of life,
requires that human and animal souls are internally complex. This naturally prompts Aristotle to
ask how we should characterize this internal complexity. In the subsequent argument of DA 11.2,
Aristotle begins this process by formulating two basic categories in which we can place
constitutive capacities: “In some cases, it is not difficult to see whether each of [the constitutive
capacities] is a soul or a part of a soul [yoyn fi poprov yoyiic].”® In a given organism, a

constitutive capacity will be either the entire principle of that organism’s living (a soul) or one of

3 One qualification is necessary: some animals have only contact senses (touch and taste), and
lack distal senses (sight, hearing, smell). This gives some sense to the claim that some animals
(e.g., slugs) do not perceive the same objects as humans. Yet, within the domains of the contact
senses, they nonetheless perceive the same sorts of objects (temperature, firmness, etc.)

3 “ro1epOV 88 TOVTOV EKAGTOV E0TL WVYT} 7| LOPLOV YOG, .. TEPTL HEV TIVGV TOVTMV OV YUAETOV

id¢iv,” (DA 11.2, 413b13-14). This is the same distinction that we encountered earlier when
Aristotle asks, “whether there are not many souls but rather the soul has parts,” (DA 1.1, 402b9).
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many distinct principles (a psychic part). In simple organisms like plants, a single constitutive
activity exhausts their entire life and so they possess only a single constitutive capacity. Nutrition
“can be separated from the other [capacities], but among mortal beings the others cannot be
separated from this. This is evident in the case of plants. For no other capacity of soul belongs to
them.”3” All of a plant’s activitiess—growth, reproduction, the consumption of nourishment—are
explainable in terms of this basic nutritive capacity. Hence, this single constitutive nutritive
capacity is the entire soul of the plant.

We cannot give the same account in the case of complex organisms, like animals and
humans. No single constitutive activity exhausts their lives; they possess multiple constitutive
capacities that manifest in multiple constitutive activities. If the constitutive capacities of such
organisms were each souls, then animals and humans would each possess multiple souls. What
we call an animal soul would in fact be two separate souls (distinct nutritive and perceptual
souls), that coincidentally happen to be in the same organism. Yet such a conclusion is, for
Avristotle, impossible.3® Because the soul is the principle of the organism and its life, if a cat had
distinct nutritive and perceptual souls, and so multiple principles of life, the cat would not live a

single life, and would not be a single organism. We would thereby lose the ability to treat

87 «ywpilecOar 8¢ ToDTO PEV TOV EALmY Suvatdv, Té & Ada TovToL Adbvatov v Toig BvnToic.

QOVEPOV O €L TAV PLOUEV®V: 0VdEUT YOp aTOIC VTTaApYEL dSvvapg dAAN yoyhc,” (DA 11.2,
413a33-413bl). See also DA 1.5, 411b27-30; Aquinas, Commentary on De Anima, 8§262.
Likewise, the life of God consists entirely in thinking, and so the activity of a single intellectual
capacity (Meta. A.7, 1072b26-28). Just after the quoted passage, Aristotle cryptically alludes to
this fact: “intellect and the capacity for contemplation...seems to be a different genus of soul,
and...alone admits of being separated, in the way the everlasting is from the perishable,” (DA
11.2, 413b24-27).

38 See DA 1.5, 411b14-28, in which Avristotle argues that no organism has multiple distinct causes
of unity. Some Medieval Aristotelians denied these claims, as shown by the debates between
Unitarians (holding that all organisms have one soul and form) and non-Unitarians (holding that
some organisms have multiple souls and forms).
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animals and humans as individuals. Accordingly, we must take the other option with complex
organisms: rather than being souls, the constitutive capacities of complex organisms are psychic
parts. Animal nutritive and perceptual capacities are not souls, but are parts of animal souls.
One distinction is important to note before proceeding. For Aristotle, nutrition,
perception, and intellect can be parts of the soul. We have proceeded as if this means that the
constitutive capacities themselves—i.e., the nutritive, perceptual, and intellectual capacities—are
psychic parts. Strictly speaking, however, this is not the case. Psychic parts are not capacities,
but are sets or groupings of capacities. For reasons that will become clear, taking constitutive
capacities to be parts would prevent us from seeing how other, non-basic capacities could be in
psychic parts. In contrast, we can distinguish between constitutive capacities and parts of the
soul. The perceptual capacity is, for Aristotle, a particular psychic principle that allows for
receiving perceptible forms. The perceptual part is a set of psychic capacities that are all
‘perceptual’, broadly speaking, including the perceptual capacity. There are also innumerable
non-basic capacities in the perceptual part—memory, phantasia, dreaming, etc.,—which are not
identical with the perceptual capacity. This part is called the perceptual part (and not the
remembering or dreaming part) because perception is this grouping’s distinguishing,
characteristic, and most basic capacity. In general, a psychic part is not identical with any
particular capacity, but is a grouping of capacities. It is defined and distinguished by its most
basic, constitutive capacity—the nutritive part by nutrition, the perceptual part by perception,
and the intellectual part by intellect. As Aristotle himself sometimes does, we can for
convenience ignore this distinction, treating a constitutive capacity as a kind of synecdoche for
the whole part. Nonetheless, constitutive capacities are not equivalent to entire psychic parts; all

claims about psychic parthood must ultimately respect this distinction.
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Although this picture of the internal condition of the soul is still imprecise (e.g., in what
way are psychic parts distinct or separable?), it has clear advantages. Insofar as the soul can have
multiple parts, this picture acknowledges internal heterogeneity and complexity within animal
and human souls, which mirrors the heterogeneity of constitutive activities. Yet insofar as these
are all parts of a single soul, this picture preserves the intuition that each organism has a single
soul. This is the chief promise of an account of psychic parthood: to recognize and explain both
the complexity and the unity of the soul. This philosophical technigue is by no means unique to
Aristotelian psychology, but constitutes a standard way of recognizing that something is both a
unity and a multiplicity. Although America is comprised of fifty states, it is a single country;
each state is merely a part of the whole nation. Each act of a play is not itself a distinct play, but
rather a part of a single play.

In sum, psychic parthood has a place within Aristotelian psychology—indeed, psychic
parthood is necessary, if Aristotle maintains both the homonymy of life and the uniformity
thesis. Though we have not yet formulated an actual account of psychic parts, we can see the role
that such an account would play, and why a theory of psychic parthood is a crucial component of
Aristotelian psychology. We have then reached one horn of our central dilemma: to account for
the heterogeneity of life, Aristotle must possess a notion of psychic parthood. The need to

explain the nature of these psychic parts constitutes the Problem of Psychic Parthood (PPP).

82  The Problem of Psychic Unity

We now turn to the second horn of the central dilemma of psychic parthood: because the soul

is a form, and so a principle of unity, it appears to be wholly indivisible and lack parts. This
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commitment to the soul as unified form, and the tension of these commitments with the existence

of psychic parthood, gives rise to the Problem of Psychic Unity (PPU).

2.1  Soul as a Principle of Unity

Despite formulating compelling reasons to think that the soul has parts, Aristotle also
expresses reservations about attributing parts to the soul. To posit psychic parts involves the
more basic claim that the soul is the sort of thing that can have parts. This kind of claim is true of
most things: a body (limbs and organs), a number (units), a play (acts). Yet Aristotle thinks that
some things, like units or God, do not have parts.®® Given that the soul is thought to be a special
sort of being,*® Aristotle naturally worries that the soul might also lack parts. In particular, this
worry emerges out of a foundational claim of Aristotelian psychology: the organism is a
hylomorphic compound, in which the “form” (gidoc) and “first actuality” is the soul, and the
matter is the organic “natural body potentially having life.” ** When claiming that the soul can
have parts, then, one claims that an Aristotelian form can have parts. In the argument to which
we now turn, Aristotle expresses doubts about the plausibility of this last claim, and so about
whether the soul is even the sort of thing that can have parts.

Generally, Aristotle characterizes form as what brings together matter into a determinate
unity, and not just a heap of material bits. Form thereby acts as the cause and principle of unity
in its corresponding matter:

(t5) The question is why the matter is some individual thing, e.g., why are these

materials a house? Because that which was the essence of a house is present. And
why is this individual thing, or this body in this state, a human? Therefore, what we

39 Meta., A.7, 1073a6; Phys. VI111.10, 266a10; 267b26; DA 1.4, 409a2.
40 See DA 1.1, 402a3.

4 “shdpotoc puoikod duvapst Lony &xovtoc,” (DA 1.1, 412a19-20).
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seek is the cause, i.e., the form [10 &idog], by reason of which the matter is some
definite thing; and this is the substance [ovcia] of the thing.*?

Form (or “essence” or “substance”) makes the relevant matter a single definite individual. The
housebuilder imposes the form of the house onto bricks and wood, and thereby brings them
together into a single artifact—one house. The presence of this form distinguishes a heap of
bricks and wood or a destroyed house from a genuine, determinate house. Likewise, an
organism’s form organizes and unifies the organism’s matter. Once unified, we have not merely
a heap of flesh and bones, but a determinate individual organism. Aristotle’s hylomorphic
psychology maintains that the organism’s form is the soul and its matter is the body.*® Thus, the
soul (as form) is the cause and principle of unity for the organism.

Aristotle’s doubts about psychic parts arise from an apparent incongruity between the
soul having parts and its role as a principle of unity. He ends the first book of DA by describing
this incongruity:

(t6) Some™ say that the soul has parts [pieptotiv] and that thinking is by means of one
part and desiring by means of another. What, then, holds the soul together [cuvéyet],

42 «Ffiov o1 &L THY DAV {nTel S16 Ti Ti éoTv: olov oikio Tadl Sia Ti; ST VmapyeL O v oikig
glvot. kai GvOpmmog 10di, 1j 10 odpo TovTo T0di EYov. Mote TO aitiov (nteiton Tig VANG (todto &
€07T1 10 €100¢) ® Ti €oTv: TodT0 &’ 1) 0Voia,” (Meta. Z.17, 1041b5-9).

3 The closest Aristotle comes to giving an explicit argument for the claim that soul is form
comes at DA 11.1, 412a15-22: given that soul is thought to be substance in some sense (either as
matter, as form, or as compound), and cannot be substance-as-matter or substance-as-compound,
soul must be substance-as-form.

4 As with the references in his criticism of psychic bipartition and tripartition (DA 111.9, 432a25-
7) we cannot identify with certainty the exact targets of his critique (i.e., the reference of ‘tveg’).
The plural suggests that Aristotle is concerned with a view shared by either an entire school or
multiple different thinkers. I share the common opinion that Plato and his Academic followers
are likely targets (e.g., Polansky 2010, 136; Themistius On Aristotle on the Soul, 37.1-6;
Averroés Middle commentary on Aristotle's De anima, 100; Hicks 1907, 300, who points to
“Republic 434-441 [especially 435c, 439b], 442c, 444b, Timaeus 69c sqq.; cf. Phaedrus 246a”).
I also share Ross’ (1961) opinion that this critique applies to the bipartition given in NE 1.13.
Aristotle there distinguishes between an irrational part that is “appetitive and generally
desiderative [10 émBuuntikov kai OAmg dpekticov]” and “a rational part 1o Adyov &yov],” (NE
1.13, 1102b29; 1102a27). These are strikingly similar to the parts mentioned in DA 1.5: “a part
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if it naturally has parts [pepiotr) mépukev]? For it is surely not the body; on the

contrary, the soul seems rather to hold the body together. At any rate, when the soul

has departed, the body disintegrates and putrefies. If, then, something else makes the

soul one, that, more than anything else, would be soul; and then one will again need

to inquire whether it is one or many-parted. For if it is one, why will the soul too not

be one straightaway? If it has parts, the argument will once again inquire into what it

is which holds it together, and thus it will proceed ad infinitum.*®
Aristotle here entertains two competing claims. Given that the soul is a form, it should function
as a principle of unity. Yet, if the soul has parts, such as appetitive and intellectual parts, the soul
itself would stand in need of a principle of unity—something to “hold together” (cuvéyewv) the
parts of soul. The tension between these two claims presents a deep problem for an account of
psychic parthood, both those of his predecessors and his own. It provisionally suggests that we
must either deny that the soul has parts (against the conclusions of 81) or deny that the soul can
function as a basic cause of unity (against the conception of soul as form and psychological
hylomorphism in general).*

Central to Aristotle’s argument is an unformulated principle. If a whole contains parts,

there must be a cause or principle of that whole’s unity that is distinct from those parts:

“Whenever anything which has several parts is such that the whole is something beyond its parts,

by which we think and a part by which we desire [6Alo pév vogiv dAlm 8¢ émbuopueiv], “(DA 1.5,
411a26-7)

5 “Ugyovot 1 TIvec pepIoTHY ATV, Kod SAA® eV vosiv AAm 8¢ émbupeiv. Ti odv 1 mote
GUVEYEL TNV YUYNY, €l LEPIOTT TEPVKEV; OV YO ON TO YE COUA: OOKET YOp TOOVOVTIOV LAALOV 1|
Yoym 1O odpa cvvéxety: EEeABovong yodv Stamveiton kai omeTon. €1 0OV ETepOV TL pioy oV
notel, ketvo pdAoT’ av €in yoyn. denocet 6& mhAv Kakeivo {nteiv motepov €v ) moAvpuePES. €l
nev yap v, 61 Tl ovk eV0EmE Kol 1) Yoy €v; &1 6& peptotdv, Tahy 0 Adyog {ntnoet ti 0 GuvE oV
EKEvo, Kai oUTm On Tpdetoty €t T0 dmepov,” (DA 1.5, 411a26-411b13).

%6 Irwin characterizes Aristotle’s target here as a particular materialist theory of soul (that “the
soul [is] simply a material stuff distributed through parts of the body,” Irwin 2002, 281).
Aristotle clearly has his sights on more than this, formulating a metaphysical problem for
psychic partition in general, as my argument shows. Moreover, Aristotle has already argued
against the sort of materialist proposal that Irwin describes (e.g., DA 1.5, 410b10-16).
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and not just the sum of them all like a heap, then [the whole] always has some cause [of its
unity].”*” The existence of parts within a whole requires an explanation of the whole’s unity—an
account of how and why these parts fit together to form one individual. A stack of bricks and
wood can be either a heap or a house. If they happen to form a house, there must be some reason
and cause that explains their doing so. The existence of material parts in a house requires an
explanation of the unity of these parts. As we saw above, this explanation would concentrate on
the form of the house and the activity of the housebuilder that brings about that form (and not on
any of the parts themselves).*® Equivalently, the explanation would focus on the functional end
(téhog) of houses—the single purpose they serve (e.g., providing a protective dwelling), which
stands as a stabilizing aim in the construction of houses.

Likewise, if the soul “naturally” has parts (i.e., the parts do not arise through some
external action), we find a similar situation. Just as the bricks must be unified in the house, so a
human’s appetite and intellect must be unified in a single soul. We should then expect to locate a
cause that brings about and explains the unity of these parts—how psychic parts are held
together in a single soul. This cause stands above these parts and unifies them. In DA 1.5,
Aristotle takes our apparent inability to find such a cause to initially cast doubt over the whole
notion of psychic parthood.

Aristotle entertains two candidates for this external cause of psychic unity. First, we
might think that psychic parts are held together by the organism’s body, like birds in a cage. On

this account, the animal’s perceptual and nutritive capacities form a single soul precisely because

AT “mévtov yap doo mheim pépn Exst kai Py £6Tv 0lov GopdC TO TV GAL’ 6T TL TO SAoV TopdL

0 popia, Eoti Tt odtiov,” (Meta. H.7, 1045a7-9). In discussing (t6), Lorenz argues for a similar
point by distinguishing two kinds of unity: derivative and non-derivative unity (Lorenz, 39). See
also Simplicius (On Aristotle On the Soul, 78.22-3).

48 See Meta. Z.17, 1041b11-1042a2.
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they are instantiated in the same continuous matter—the animal’s body. The unity of the soul
would then be parasitic on the unity of the body. A Swiss army knife, for example, possesses this
sort of unity. The knife’s various capacities (to saw, to cut, etc.,) are unified because they are
located within a single material frame. The unity of these capacities has no formal basis, but is
grounded in their physical continuity. Likewise, we might think that the continuity or proximity
of psychic parts within the body explains how these parts are held together to form a single soul.
As Hicks suggests, this view could plausibly be attributed to ancient atomists.*® The material
atoms that are responsible for different psychic activities (i.e., psychic parts) form a single soul
precisely because they are bound together by a single material container—the body.
Unsurprisingly, Aristotle rejects this proposal, suggesting that it reverses the true causal
order and stands in direct opposition to hylomorphism. It is rather the soul (as form), and not the
body (as matter), that acts as the organism’s cause of unity. Yet because (t6) comes before the
full articulation of his hylomorphic psychology in DA 11.1, Aristotle also offers an empirical
observation to undermine this proposal. Because the presence of the soul distinguishes the living
from the non-living, death involves the absence of the soul from the body. When a creature dies
and only a soulless ‘body’ remains,* the body decays and falls apart, thereby losing its unity.
Hence, the soul’s presence or absence tracks the unity or disunity of the body. The body itself,

conceived simply as a compound of non-organic elements (earth, fire, etc.), independent from its

* Hicks proposes that “Democritus amongst A.'s predecessors (cf. 404a9-16) and after him
Epicurus held this opinion,” (Hicks 1907, 300). Aristotle reports that Democritus (along with
“some Pythagoreans”, DA 1.2, 404a17) identifies the soul with “fire and heat”, and so with
“spherical [atoms], like the so-called motes,” (DA 1.2, 404al-2).

%0 For Avristotle, this fleshy matter could only homonymously be called the body of a living
creature (DA 11.1, 412b19-22).
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connection to soul and life, cannot account for the unity of the organism. This suggests that the
soul itself must be responsible for the unity of the body.
Aristotle further develops this claim in his anti-materialist account of organic growth:
(t7) What is it that holds the fire and earth [in the body] together [cuvéyov], even though
they are borne in opposite directions? For they will be torn apart [siaortacOnoeta] if
there is nothing which hinders them. If there is something, however, this will be the
soul—the cause of growing and being nourished.*!
Because the elements of the organic body naturally tend in opposite directions (e.g., fire goes up,
earth goes down), they do not naturally form unities, but are said to be naturally “torn apart”
(SraomdcOar), if nothing prevents this.>> Something must impede this tendency and unify the
material elements. The soul performs this function insofar as it is “a limit and an organization
[Adyoc].”*® Hence, the body is unable to act as a cause of unity for psychic parts. Instead, the soul
and its parts hold the body together.
If we are unable to explain the unity of psychic parts through anything material, we might
then posit a further non-material cause of unity (“something else”, &repdv t1).>* Just as matter
generally stands in need of a cause of unity beyond itself, so the parts of the soul appear to

require a cause of unity beyond themselves. As form unifies material parts, so we can simply

posit an additional formal principle that would stand above and unify psychic parts (and so also

51 <11 10 cuvéyov &ic Tavavtio pepdpeva T TP Kol THY Yijv; dlocmacOiceTon Yap, £ P Tt EoTon

10 KOAvov: €10’ Eotal, TodT’ 0TV 1) yuyn, Kai o oitov Tod avéaveshor kai tpépecbar,” (DA
1.4, 416a6-9).

52 See also DA 111.9, 432a5, where Avristotle uses “Swaondv” to describe what happens to the
desiderative capacity (10 dpektikov) if we endorse psychic bipartition or tripartition. See Chapter
3, 81.5 for a discussion.

%3 “For fire's growth is without limit, so long as there is something combustible. By contrast, for
all things naturally constituted, there is a limit and an organization of both size and growth.
These things belong to the soul, and not to fire, and to the organization rather than to the matter,”

(DA 11.4, 416a15-18).
54 DA 1.5, 411b9.
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the body). Hence, this principle functions in the manner that we originally supposed soul would:
as the ultimate unifying cause of the living being and its diverse activities. This principle then
“would, more than anything else, be soul” (or ‘soul2’).>> Accordingly, this soul, would act as a
cause of unity for the psychic parts (soul:) and the body.

Aristotle contends, however, that soul: is also unable to explain psychic unity
successfully. As with souls, soul; has an internal condition or structure: either soulz has parts or is
without parts. If soul has parts (e.g., for unifying each part of souly), we encounter the same
problem we faced just before: any whole that has parts must have a cause of its unity. Hence,
“the argument will once again inquire into what it is which holds [the parts of soul,] together.”*®
We would again be forced to posit a further unifying cause, which again would most properly be
called the true soul (‘souls”). This souls would be the basic cause of unity for the organism. As
with soulz, we can ask whether souls has parts or not. If we continue to admit that each posited
unifying principle has parts, the need for a further cause of unity will repeat indefinitely. We will
never locate an ultimate cause of unity (i.e., a unifying cause that itself requires no further
unifying cause). Because the soul is taken to be such an ultimate cause, we will then not be able
to properly identify the soul. Moreover, this argument provisionally suggests a more general
conclusion: anything that has parts cannot serve as an ultimate cause of unity. To identify an
ultimate cause of unity, we must, it seems, find something absolutely simple. If the soul at every
level has parts, then the soul seems to be unable to serve as an ultimate cause of unity. This

possibility would be unacceptable to Aristotle, undermining the basic commitment of his

psychological hylomorphism—soul as form.

5 DA 1.5, 411b10.

%6 «gi 5 peprotdv, mIAY 6 Adyoc {nthoet Ti T cuvéyov éksivo,” (DA 1.5, 411b12-13).
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To prevent this regress, we need a basic cause of unity, about which there is no need to
ask how or why it is unified.>” Within the present context, we might guarantee this result by
maintaining that some formal principle—soul2 (or souly+1)—has no parts. If soulz has no parts,
we have no need to seek a further cause of its unity. Like Aristotle’s God, soul, would be
essentially and absolutely simple. We would then have a psychic principle that can successfully
serve as an ultimate cause of unity. Yet this strategy also fails: “if [soulz] is one, why will [souls]
not also be one straightaway?”%® If we accept that soul lacks parts, Aristotle suggests, we are
obligated by the same argument to accept that soul; lacks parts.

Aristotle’s reasoning here is clearly quite condensed, but can be understood by reflecting
on the original motivations for attributing parts to soul;—the irreducible diversity of the
activities (perceiving, thinking, etc.) for which the soul is responsible.>® Because soul; is
originally taken to be the principle and unifying cause of these diverse activities, we found that
there should likewise be complexity within souls. Yet we now take some further formal
principle—souly, the true soul—to play this same role, functioning as the principle of souls, and
so ultimately also of those many constitutive activities. Hence, as with souly, soul,’s role as the
principle of those activities suggests that it should also have parts. In denying that either soulz or
soul; has parts, we would be doing the same thing: claiming that ‘soul’—a formal principle of
unity, a cause of diverse vital activities—wholly lacks parts. If, even in the face of this pressure,

we claim that soul lacks parts, we are also obligated to assert that soul: lacks parts.

5" This is what Koslicki calls a “true mereological atom” (Koslicki 2006, 729).

%8 «ei pgv yap &v, S1dt Ti ovk gVOEmC Kkai 1) yoyn &v;” (DA 1.5, 411b11-12).

% This point is emphasized just before (t6) and our present argument, in Aristotle’s reflections on
the diversity of organic activity in (t4) (DA 1.5, 411a24-b4).
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Hence, we cannot simply posit a further formal principle to guarantee psychic unity,
without also denying that the soul itself has parts. Yet if we maintain that the soul has parts, we
find an infinite regress, in which each cause of unity itself requires a further cause of unity.
Consequently, there appears to be a profound tension between the soul being a form and having
parts. We cannot, then, have our cake and eat it too: we can only maintain that either the soul has
parts, or it is a form and ultimate principle of unity. This tension between the internal complexity
and the unity of the soul constitutes PPU.

Alternatively, if Aristotle wishes to maintain that the soul both has parts and is a form, he
must identify an alternative conception of parthood that avoids this tension. Aristotle, I argue,
does provide such an alternative conception. To foreshadow what is to come (Chapter 5):
Aristotle attacks an assumption about parthood that lies at the heart of the tension between
psychic parthood and psychic unity. The aporia of DA 1.5, | suggest, assumes a problematic
‘actualist’ picture of parthood, according to which psychic parts are actually distinct, and so pre-
exist and are conceptually prior to the whole soul. An account of psychic unity would then be
tasked with searching for an additional cause that unifies these free-standing parts. Aristotle
argues in DA 1.5 that such a search would be futile. In contrast, he formulates in DA 11.3 a
distinct notion of parthood—'potential parthood’. Potential parts, he contends, are present
potentially within the whole, and so are posterior to and conceptually dependent on their wholes.
Hence, if psychic parts are indeed potentially present in the whole soul, they require no further

principle to guarantee their unity, but are instead essentially and already unified.
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83 Tensions in the Aristotelian Conception of Psychic Structure

The two arguments that we have examined, and the basic commitments on which they
depend, lead to contradictory conclusions. On the one hand, Aristotle’s commitment to the
homonymy of life and the uniformity of perception and nutrition establishes the internal
complexity of animal and human souls. This, in turn, demonstrates the need for a notion of
psychic parthood. This raises PPP: what are the soul’s basic parts and how are they
distinguished? On the other, Aristotle’s commitment to soul as the form and ultimate cause of
unity of the organism suggests that the soul must lack parts. This raises PPU: how can the soul
be unified, if it has parts? Hence, as a result of basic theoretical commitments, Aristotle faces a
dilemma. He both needs and cannot accept the existence of psychic parts; psychic parthood
appears to be crucial to his psychological project and to undermine it. His feelings about psychic
parthood, then, are reminiscent of his feelings about prophetic dreams, quoted above: “we cannot
lightly either dismiss them with contempt or give them confidence.”®® He neither accepts psychic
parthood as an unquestioned principle of his psychology, nor dismisses it as a mere metaphor or
a product of a crude and antiquated psychology.

This indicates why Aristotle’s treatment of psychic parthood sometimes appears rough
and preliminary, and why he never feels compelled to give a fixed, definitive list of the parts of
the soul—a difficulty for any interpreter who hopes to find a positive and systematic account of
psychic parthood in DA.%! Aristotle’s immediate purpose is not to produce a strict and dogmatic

list of psychic parts. Instead, Aristotle chiefly seeks to elucidate the metaphysical conditions that

80 “otte KaTappovijoor padiov ovte metsOijvor,” (Div. |, 462b13-4).

61 See Ando (1965, 68).
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could allow for the soul to have parts at all—what an account of soul must be such that psychic
parts and psychic unity are even possible.

As evidence of this problem’s importance and severity, we can note three striking
interpretive responses to it, all of which I will argue against throughout this dissertation. Some
have argued that Aristotle simply rejects one horn of the dilemma. The most prevalent of these
interpretations, advanced recently by Koslicki, has been to dismiss the first horn, and claim that
Avristotle simply denies that souls have parts in any sense.®? This interpretation takes the
argument of DA 1.5, and its apparent conclusion (that the soul lacks parts) to indicate Aristotle’s
final position.®® Aristotle seems to formulate an insurmountable contradiction within the notion
of psychic parthood. The threat of an infinite regress of unifying principles seems to require that
the soul is absolutely simple. According to Koslicki, this is a consequence of the more general
conclusion that all forms (as the ultimate causes of the unity of substances) lack parts.®* In every
case, only something that is absolutely simple could serve as an ultimate principle of unity.

Second, other interpreters have taken slightly more reserved approach to these issues.

Instead of positively arguing that Aristotle rejected either horn of the dilemma, they have in their

62 E 9., Koslicki (2006, 732); Hicks (1907, 299). | argue in Chapter 5, §3 that others (e.g., Harte,
1996) do not explicitly endorse this claim, but in claiming that forms in general cannot have
parts, implicitly suggest such a view about souls.

83 Koslicki’s reading, of course, ignores the dialectical context in which the argument occurs—
both that the argument arises in the dialectical book of DA, and that it is formulated in response
to particular thinkers. Moreover, Koslicki’s interpretation faces a clear and immediate difficulty:
Aristotle simply does often speak of psychic parts, even in non-dialectical contexts. Accordingly,
we should not follow Koslicki in straightaway denying that Aristotle takes the soul to have parts.

%4 Beyond an interpretation of form in the central books of the Metaphysics, Koslicki (2006) also
points to Aristotle’s account of the simplicity of God. Aristotle suggests that God is without parts
precisely because it is immaterial: “everything which has not matter is indivisible,” (Meta A.9,
1075a12). Koslicki argues that because form, and so soul, is itself not literally a material entity
(even if it has some essential connection to matter), it too must be indivisible and without parts.
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interpretive endeavors effectively focused exclusively only on either PPP or PPU. Accordingly,
interpreters like Corcilius, Gregoric, and Johansen®® have focused almost exclusively on PPP
and the features that distinguish and define psychic parts. On the other, others, like Frey,% have
focused exclusively on PPU and the ways in which the soul could actually constitute a genuine
unity. While both interpretive responses have their merits, a comprehensive interpretation must
provide an answer to both PPP and PPU.

Third, others have recognized that Aristotle indeed endorses both horns of the dilemma,
but is simply unsuccessful in his attempt to make them compatible. Ward expresses such
dissatisfaction: Aristotle’s response to these issues “is an ingenious one, but [one that] finally
fails to explain the unity of soul...[W]hile Aristotle aims to demonstrate that soul is a unifying
principle or organization of the living thing, the goal eludes his grasp.”®” Kahn entertains similar
conclusions, albeit in a more positive light: “The lack of unity in Aristotle’s account of the soul
can be seen as an accurate reflection of the complex, paradoxical structure of the human
condition.”®® Both interpreters suggest that because Aristotle commits himself so strongly to the
internal complexity of the soul, he is ultimately unable to explain psychic unity.

Full responses to these interpretations can only come later, once we have examined
Aristotle’s positive account of psychic parthood and psychic unity. For the moment, we should
take Aristotle’s reflections on the heterogeneity of the soul in DA 11.2, and his worries about

psychic parthood in DA 1.5, to set the conditions for a successful account of psychic parthood. If

%5 Corcilius and Gregoric, 2010; Johansen, 2012.
% Frey, 2015.

7 Ward (1996, 126-127). Although Ward is chiefly engaged in an interpretation of the figure-
soul analogy from DA 11.3, she takes her conclusion to apply to Aristotle’s more general attempt
to account for the unity of soul.

58 Kahn (1992, 362)

54



Aristotle successfully accounts for psychic structure—both the unity and complexity of the
soul—he must answer both PPP and PPU. He must formulate an account of psychic parts that
does not threaten psychic unity: a picture of the soul that recognizes heterogeneity and
complexity within the soul, but also treats the soul as an ultimate unifying principle, which

requires no further principle to guarantee its unity.
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CHAPTER I

THE PHYSIOLOGICAL CONCEPTION OF PSYCHIC
PARTHOOD

We can now begin by approaching the first horn of the dilemma—the homonymy of life, the
PPP, and the positive role that psychic parthood plays in DA.

Much of Aristotle’s explicit discussion of psychic parthood in DA, however, does not consist
in a positive theory, but in critical descriptions of where previous conceptions of psychic
parthood failed, and how they are symptomatic of fundamental misunderstandings about the
nature of soul. This critical focus stands as a difficulty for any hopeful interpreter of Aristotle’s
own conception of psychic parthood. Aristotle seems much more interested in highlighting the
flaws of mistaken understandings of psychic parthood than in explicitly formulating his own
positive conception. Yet this critical focus also presents an opportunity: through a close
examination of his critical remarks, we can learn about his positive conception. In Chapters 2
and 3, | examine Aristotle’s two central criticisms of previous accounts of psychic parthood,
noting how they set the stage for his own positive conception (which I treat in Chapter 4).

As with so many other topics, Plato’s conception of psychic parthood looms largest
throughout DA. Both as a heuristic to organize Aristotle’s scattered criticisms, and to
contextualize Aristotle’s conception of psychic parthood, I treat Aristotle’s criticisms as
responses to Platonic psychic partition, especially as we find it in the Republic and Timaeus. This
does not mean that Aristotle’s criticisms are aimed exclusively at Plato. Because Aristotle never
explicitly names Plato (or any other thinker) in these contexts, he likely has multiple targets
simultaneously in mind. Nor does this suggest that Plato himself has a single, uniform, and rigid

conception of psychic parthood. Indeed, Aristotle criticizes distinct (perhaps even conflicting)
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aspects of psychic partition, whose origins nonetheless can be identified in passages from Plato’s

dialogues.

In this chapter, I consider Aristotle’s criticism of the ‘physiological’ or ‘spatial’
conception of psychic parthood. This label covers any conception of psychic parthood that bases
the division of the soul on a division of the body. It sees the parts of the soul as localized
throughout the body, operating exclusively within particular parts or regions of the body. The
most famous and relevant version of this is Plato’s tripartition in the Timaeus, according to
which the three parts of the Platonic soul are located in three distinct parts of the body.

All interpreters recognize that Aristotle rejects any such conception of psychic parthood,
devoting two lengthy passages to criticizing it.! Nonetheless, how he argues for this rejection,
and to what extent these arguments are successful, remain enigmatic and are often not interpreted
with sufficient sensitivity to Aristotle’s text. Even more pressing, it is initially unclear how
Aristotle’s own conception of the soul differs from that offered by the physiological conception.
A central innovation of Aristotelian psychology is the conception of the “organic” body,
according to which parts of the body are functionally defined by their capacities to perform
particular vital activities. Hence, like those who defend a physiological conception, Aristotle
localizes psychic capacities throughout the body (e.g., sight in the eye). This has led at least one
prominent interpreter? to attribute a physiological picture to Aristotle. Hence, both Aristotle and
his interpreters face a dilemma: how does his conception of psychic capacities and the organic

body differ from the physiological picture he criticizes?

1 DA 1.5 411b14-27; DA 11.2, 413b11-32
2 Whiting, 2002. See §3 for a discussion of this interpretation.
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In part, these issues arise from the difficulty of properly identifying the target of
Aristotle’s criticisms. Aristotle himself is partially to blame, as he opts to name this target, rather
than to describe it much detail. Hence, we are tasked with reconstructing this general target. In
81, | give a general account of the physiological conception of psychic parthood. | argue that this
conception has three central commitments: 1) that psychic parts are ‘localized’ within the body
of the organism, so that each psychic part operates within a unique bodily region; 2) that each
psychic part “holds together” and rules over their own unique bodily region; 3) that those bodily
regions, and so the psychic parts in which they reside, are separable in place.

In 82, | consider various historical examples of this picture, focusing in detail on the
central example of the psychology of Plato’s Timaeus. According to this picture, the soul is
comprised of three parts, which hold dominion and function within discrete parts of the soul:
reason in the head, spirit in the chest, and appetite in the belly. Moreover, Plato’s commitment to
the immortality of one part of the soul (reason) indicates that they are likewise wholly separable,
both spatially and ontologically.

In 83, I elucidate how the physiological conception differs from the Aristotelian
conception of soul and organic body. | argue that Aristotle’s conception lacks two central
features of the physiological picture: the spatial separability and spatial uniqueness of psychic
parts. Although he localizes psychic parts, he is committed to a deeper unity of the soul than can
be accommodated by the physiological picture. He maintains that all the supposed localized
capacities are actually manifestations of inseparable, central psychic principles (perception and
nutrition). These principles are not spatially separable, but are all located in the same bodily

region (the heart).
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In 84, | consider Aristotle’s two central arguments against the physiological picture. First
(the “Explanatory Burden Argument”), Aristotle emphasizes the substantial explanatory
challenge faced by any physiological conception of psychic parts, tasked with explaining why a
particular psychic part exclusively operates within a particular bodily region. Second (the
“Dissection Argument”), Aristotle argues that the dissection of insects, in which both dissected
segments survive with all their psychic parts intact, shows that psychic parts cannot be spatially
separated. Although this phenomenon also presents a problem for Aristotle’s own psychology,
which he addresses within these criticisms, this phenomenon also effectively invalidates the only

potential empirical justification for the physiological picture.

81 The Physiological Conception of Psychic Parthood

We begin with a general consideration of the ‘physiological’ conception of psychic
parthood. It employs perhaps the most intuitive and commonplace notion of parthood. On this
conception, parts are material bits, or aspects or features of those bits, into which an extended
magnitude is spatially divisible. Sometimes these parts have a special function within the whole
(the squares of the chessboard), and sometimes they do not (a pebble in a heap of pebbles).
These parts, or their material subjects, literally occupy distinct places within their respective
wholes. Accordingly, we distinguish these parts by the locations they occupy within the whole;
the criterion for being such a part would be uniqueness in place.

At least in some cases, spatial parts are likewise locally separable: capable of existing in

separate and independent places through an appropriate act of division or separation.® This

% See Phys. V.3, 226022-3.
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separability most obviously obtains between distinct substances, which are necessarily locally
separate and occupy independent places. Yet this also obtains with spatial parts, which are
locally separable. When | grab a pebble, I separate it from the heap of pebbles; with the right
tools, I can break off the squares of the chessboard. In both cases, | locally separate spatial parts,
so that these parts come to occupy independent places.

Of course, Aristotle recognizes the existence of such spatial parts, like pebbles collected
in a heap. The question at hand is whether this same picture could function as a picture of the
parts of the soul. The physiological conception of psychic parthood, in a sense, literalizes the
notion of psychic parthood: psychic parts are, quite literally, material parts or features of those
material parts. Centrally, this conception sees a close connection between the organism’s body
and the parts of its soul, so that the partitioning of the soul corresponds to a partitioning of the
organism’s body. In his criticisms of this picture (84), he attributes to this picture various
characteristic features: a position according to which (1) a given psychic part is present in only
one part of the body; (2) each psychic part “holds together” a certain part of the body; (3)
psychic parts are separable in place or magnitude. We will consider these features in turn.

Most fundamentally, the physiological conception requires that (1) psychic parts are
localized and spatially distributed throughout an organism’s body. Consequently, we would
distinguish psychic parts according to differences in their spatial location. Within a materialist
psychology, the material parts of the soul would themselves occupy different places. As pebbles
themselves are distributed throughout a heap, so psychic parts would occupy different places
within the body. Within a non-materialist psychology, psychic parts would adhere in material
subjects that occupy distinct places. As the black and white adhere in material subjects spatially

distributed throughout the chessboard, so psychic parts are located in different material regions
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distributed throughout the body. In general, then, a psychic part would be a capacity that wholly
occupies or adheres in a unique location in the body. For this to be a criterion and distinguishing
feature of psychic parts, this localization should obtain only, or obtain in a special way, with
genuine psychic parts. Every capacity that genuinely and wholly occupies a distinct place would
be considered a distinct part of the soul.

This picture is equivalent to another picture (2), formulated in more idiosyncratic
language: that psychic parts can be said to “hold together” (cuvéyew)* particular parts or regions
of the body. A version of this claim is true in Aristotle’s own hylomorphic psychology. The soul,
as form, organizes and holds together the elements that comprise the body.> A similar conclusion
holds in the physiological picture, though with consequential differences from its hylomorphic
counterpart. If each psychic part is uniquely and wholly localized within a certain part of the
body, and “if the entire soul holds together the whole body, it will also be appropriate for each of
its parts to hold together a certain part of the body.”® Each psychic part not only is assigned or
housed in a particular bodily domain. These bodily domains are as well controlled and ruled by
those psychic parts. Each psychic part would distinctly exercise its power over its respective
bodily region, giving that region its identity, unity, and structure. As we will see in more detail
when we turn to the Timaeus, Platonic appetite, for example, independently holds together the

bodily region associated with appetite, while spirit independently holds together the bodily

DA 1.5, 411b16.

® “What is it that holds the fire and earth [in the body] together [cuvéyov], even though they are
borne in opposite directions? For they will be torn apart if there is nothing which hinders them. If
there is something, however, this will be the soul—the cause of growing and being nourished,"
(DA 11.4, 416a6-9).

6 “gi yap 1 6AN Yoy TEV TO GOLLA GUVEXEL TPOGTKEL KoL TV HOPIOV EKAGTOV GUVEYELV TL TOD

sopatoc,” (DA 1.5 411b15-17).
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region associated with spirit. Hence, not only would psychic parts be present in distinct regions,
but they would each separately act within and exert power over those regions.

As with spatial parts in general, the localization of psychic parts suggests (3) that psychic
parts are “separable in place” (yopiotov o).’ Psychic parts not only occupy different regions
in the body, but can be separated and come to occupy independent locations. Within materialist
psychologies, this involves the division of the material soul into its material parts, as when a
pebble is taken out from a heap of pebbles. Within non-materialist psychologies, this involves a
separation of the material subjects in which psychic parts adhere, as when a white square is split
off from a chessboard. In either case, we originally have a single soul, which can be separated
out into two distinct material subjects, in two independent locations, which are each capable of
the activities originally associated with the respective psychic part. Again, for this to be a
distinguishing feature of psychic parts, this same separability should apply only to psychic parts,
but not to non-constitutive psychic capacities.

To clarify this picture further, a few points should be made about this sense of
separability. First, local separability is characteristically defined in contrast to another sense of
separability. In DA 11.2, Aristotle introduces the physiological conception by asking “whether
[psychic parts are]...separable in account [Aoye] alone or also in place [tonm].”® Psychic parts,
Aristotle assumes, must be separable in some sense. The two exhaustive possibilities for this
separability are local separability or logical separability. On the one hand, we can divide things
spatially, locally, numerically, or extensionally—in terms of their magnitude, place, and the

material subjects in which they adhere. On the other, we can conceptually, logically,

T “yoptotov...1omm” (DA 11.2 413b14-15); “yopiotov...ueyé0sr” (DA 111.9., 432a20).
8 “glvan yopiotdv Aoyo pnovov 1 kai tome” (DA 11.2 413b14-15; see also DA 111.9, 432a20).
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definitionally, or intensionally distinguish aspects of a single thing. This divisibility is weaker
and more common, occurring even among things that are spatially indivisible (e.g., the concave
and convex). The physiological conception is a conception of psychic parts as divisible in the
former sense. In rejecting the physiological conception, Aristotle more broadly rejects spatial,
material, or numerical psychic partitions, affirming that a theory of psychic parthood should
concern only logical or conceptual divisions.

Second, the supposed connection between localization and separability might seem
unwarranted. Aristotle appears simply to assume that localized psychic parts would necessarily
also be locally separable. Yet, we can ask, why couldn’t psychic parts be distributed throughout
the body, but not be locally separable from each other? Indeed, Aristotle’s “Homonymy
Principle” requires that such a claim is true with bodily parts. An eye is located in one region of
the body, and so is localized. Yet the eye, as a functional part, cannot be locally separated from
the functional whole. Once locally separated, it ceases to be what it is (an organ playing a
functional role), becoming an ‘eye’ in name only. ° Hence, it, qua eye, is not separable in place,
as the pebble in a heap appears to be. Could one not appeal to such a principle about localized
psychic parts, so that psychic parts are localized but not locally separable?

In part, this worry can be assuaged by specifying more clearly what local separability
entails. It can entail, for example, that the parts can be spatially separated off, and continue to
exist, like pebbles taken from a pile that continue to exist as the pebbles they were. It can also
signify that a psychic part is in a wholly separate spatial region of the body—what we could call
“internal spatial independence”. Each psychic part would have unique and complete dominion

over a particular region of the body. Although such psychic parts may be connected and depend

%E.g., DA 111, 412b20-22.
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on each other materially, they fully operate in different places. Psychic parts themselves are then
distributed throughout the body, so that the ‘soul’ itself has multiple, distinct spatial locations.
Each psychic part independently rules over its respective bodily region—unifying, organizing,
and existing in that distinct location, autonomously from other psychic parts. As an analogy,
consider neighboring nations. Although there might be a sense in which they constitute a unity
(e.g., a shared language), or depend on each other (e.g., for military support), there are ultimately
distinct sovereign powers that independently rule, characterize, and give unity to each nation.
Likewise, within a single organism, there could be sovereign, co-existing principles or governing
bodies, which independently rule over their respective corporeal domains.

Nonetheless, it is not the case that all localized psychic principles must also be locally
separable. We can still say that a certain capacity is localized to a particular organ (like sight to
the eye), without attributing separability to it. This depends, ultimately, on the sort of localization
at issue. My suggestion in §3 will be that Aristotle’s own psychology localizes capacities
throughout the body, but does not require their separability. Although capacities are localized,

they are still expressions or aspects of a single, central psychic principle or part.

82 Examples of Physiological Conceptions

Before we can fully appreciate how Aristotle’s approach differs from the physiological
conception, we can briefly survey some concrete examples of physiological conceptions.
Versions of the physiological conception can be found in numerous pre- and post-Aristotelian
psychologies. This conception does not depend on the recognition of any specific psychic parts

(e.g., Platonic tripartition), but rather on an understanding of what psychic parts are, and how
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they are distinguished. Versions are found within materialist psychologies (e.g., Atomism),% in
which different kinds of matter or elements are responsible for different psychic activities.
Because the different psychic parts are literally distinct groups of matter, psychic parts can be
locally separated (like any extended magnitudes). Versions are likewise found within non-
materialist psychologies that see the origins of psychic activities as wholly localized in different
parts of the body. This includes many psychologies that fall directly within the Platonic tradition,
such as Galen’s physiological tripartition.* This includes as well Scholastic psychologies that
posit ‘partial forms’, according to which different parts of the body have their own particular,
distinct forms.?

Affinities to the physiological picture can also be found within contemporary biology and
cognitive science. Any conception of life or mental activity in which there are genuinely discrete
biological or mental systems, which have substantially independent functions and structures,
would count as physiological pictures of psychic parthood. Within cognitive science, such a
picture is suggested in the “modularity of mind” thesis, especially the “massive modularity”
defended by philosophers extending the original notion proposed by Fodor.*® In this massive

variety, the mind is seen as made up of capacities that are localized throughout the brain,

10 See Polansky (2010, 182). Nonetheless, at least one prominent Atomist, Lucretius, denies local
separability amongst psychic parts: “The primary particles of the elements [in the soul] so
interpenetrate one another in their motions that no single element can be separated off nor can its
power be active when spatially divided from the rest,” (De Rerum Natura, 111.262—65).

11 See Hankinson (1991).
12 See Pasnau (2011, 630-31).

13 See Carruthers (2006). Fodor, who introduced the modularity of mind thesis into
contemporary philosophy of mind, defends a more conservative approach, which only sees
certain low-level mental functions as subject to modularity. Hence, he does not defend a
physiological picture as a general approach to the entire mind. Carruthers’ massive modularity,
however, proposes modularity as a general theory of the mind and all of its functions.
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independent in their functions, encapsulated in the information they process, and responsible for
discrete domains of mental activity.

As virtually all interpreters agree, the most relevant example of the physiological
conception is the cosmological-biological psychology of the Timaeus.* Plato there connects his
tripartite account of soul, which we find in the Republic, to a cosmological account of the human
body.'® Plato contends that his three preferred psychic parts—reason, spirit, and appetite—are
each located in different parts of the body. As with the other examples of the physiological
conception, our focus is not the particular parts posited (discussed in Chapter 3), but the
relationship between these parts:

(t1) [The lower gods] imitated [the Demiurge]: having taken the immortal origin of the
soul, they proceeded next to encase it within a round mortal body, and to give it the entire
body as its vehicle. And within the body they built another kind of soul as well, the mortal
kind, which contains within it those dreadful but necessary disturbances: pleasure, first of
all, evil’s most powerful lure; then pains, that make us run away from what is good;
besides these, boldness also and fear, foolish counselors both; then also the spirit of anger
hard to assuage, and expectation easily led astray. These they fused with unreasoning sense
perception and all-venturing lust, and so, as was necessary, they constructed the mortal
type of soul. In the face of these disturbances, they scrupled to stain the divine soul only to
the extent that this was absolutely necessary, and so they provided a home for the mortal
soul in another place in the body, away from the other, once they had built an isthmus as a
boundary between the head and chest by situating a neck between them to keep them apart.
Inside the chest, then, and in what is called the trunk they proceeded to enclose the mortal
type of soul. And since one part of the mortal soul was naturally superior to the other, they
built the hollow of the trunk in sections, dividing them the way that women’s quarters are
divided from men’s. They situated the midriff between the sections to serve as a partition.
Now the part of the mortal soul that exhibits manliness and spirit, the ambitious part, they

14 The connection between local separability and the Timaeus is asserted by Simplicius (On
Aristotle On the Soul, 135), Philoponus (On Aristotle On the Soul, 237.31), Bastit (1996, 16-17),
Johansen (2012, 53), Corcilius and Gregoric (2010, 97), Frey (2015, 143), Whiting (2002, 150);
Polansky (2010, 182), and Hicks (1907, 327).

15 How the localization of the Timaeus relates to Plato’s other divisions of the soul remains a
source of controversy. The description of the body as a “chariot” (6ynua) for the soul at Timaeus
69c invokes related imagery from the Phaedrus (e.g., 246a; 253c), which is itself of Pythagorean
origin (Taylor 1972, 496). Given the Republic’s ethical and political focus, it remains mostly
silent on the details of tripartition’s connection to the body, and so, at the very least, appears to
remain consistent with the localization of psychic parts found in the Timaeus.
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settled nearer the head, between the midriff and the neck, so that it might listen to reason
and together with it restrain by force the part consisting of appetites, should the latter at
any time refuse outright to obey the dictates of reason coming down from the citadel. The
heart, then, which ties the veins together, the spring from which blood courses with
vigorous pulse throughout all the bodily members, they set in the guardhouse. That way, if
spirit’s might should boil over at a report from reason that some wrongful act involving
these members is taking place—something being done to them from outside or even
something originating from the appetites within—every bodily part that is sensitive may be
keenly sensitized, through all the narrow vessels, to the exhortations or threats and so listen
and follow completely. In this way the best part among them all can be left in charge.®

We will now dwell on this presentation of psychic parthood, especially how it instantiates the
characteristic features of the physiological picture outlined above.

Plato first distinguishes two basic parts within the human soul: “reason” (Adyog, “the
immortal origin of the soul”, “the divine soul”, a product of the cosmic Demiurge)*’ and another

“kind of soul, the mortal kind”® (a product of the lesser gods, “which contains within it...

16 <o 8¢ ppovpevor, Tapadafoviec apynV Woxiic GOdvaTov, TO HeTd TODTO BVNTOV GO aDTH

nepETOpVELGAY SYNUG TE TV TO odpa Edocav GALO TE £100¢ &v AT YUY TPOGOKOSOLOVY TO
OvnTov, deva Kai avoykoio &V £avtd Tabnpata Exov, TPMTOV HEV NOOVIV, UEYIGTOV KAKOD
Séheap, Enerra AOmag, &yaddv Quydc, £T1 8 ad Bdppog kol poPov, Eppove cuuPodim, Bopdv 8¢
duomapapvdntov, EAmida & edmapdywyov: aicOnoel 0& AAdY® Kal EmyelpnTh TOVTOC EPMOTL
ovykepaodpevol Tadta, avoykaimg o Bvntov yévog cuvébesav. kai did tadta o cefdevor
poivety 1o Ogiov, &TL i Tico qv avaykn, xopig éxeivov katokilovsty gic ANV 10D chuaToC
oilknotv 10 Bvyntov, icBpov Kai Hpov d101kodoUNcAVTES THG TE KEPUATS Kal ToD otnBovg, avyéva
petald T0évteg, v €in yopic. v o1 t0ig othfecty Kol T KAAOLUEVE BmdpoKt TO THS Yuyig
BvNToOV Yévog €vEdOuV. Kal EMELON) TO LEV BUEVOV ADTHC, TO OE YETPOV EMEPVKEL, O101KOOOHODGL
10D Odpakog od tO KHTog, Stopilovieg olov Yuvauk®dy, THV & AvpaV Yopic olknoty, Tig PPEVOC
Stéppaypa gig T pécov adTéV TIOEVTEG. TO pETéyov oV TG Yuxdc dvSpeiag kai Bvpod,
QULOVIKOV OV, KATOKIoOV EYYVTEP® TG KEPAANG LETAED TOV PpevdV TE Kol ayévog, tva ToD
Adyov Katrkoov dv ko] pet gketvov PBig 10 TdV EmbBuudY katéyot Yévog, OmoT €K THS
AKPOTOAEMC TA T EMTAYMOTL Kod Ady® pndouf meibecbort Exov €0ELotL: TV d€ o1 Kapdiov G
TOV PAEPAOV Kod Ty TOD TEPLPEPOUEVOL KATA TAVTO TO LEAT GPOOPDG aiplatog €ig TV
d0PLPOPIKTV OikN oV KatésTnoay, tva, te {éoeiev 10 10D Bupod pévog, Tod AdYyov
TapoyyeiAavtog A¢ Tig 8otKog mepi avtd yiyvetor Tpaéic EEwbev N kal Tig dnd TV Evoobev
EMBLUIAV, OEEMG O10 TAVT®V TAV OTEVOTMV AV 6c0v aicNTKoV &V Td chuaTl, TOV TE
TAPOKELEVCEMVY Kol ATEL®V aicOavopevov, yiyvorto Emnkoov kai &motto mévry, Kol To
Bértiotov oVTmE £v avToig maoty Nyepovelv €®,” (Timaeus 69c-70c).

17 Timaeus 70a4: 69c5; 69d7.
18 Timaeus 69c7.
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pleasure....pains...boldness...fear...anger...nonrational perception and...lust”).X® To preserve
the independence of these two parts,?° the lesser gods place them in different regions of the body:
the divine part in the head (“a round mortal body”) and the lower part in the rest of the body
below (“another place in the body, away from the other”).?! Within this latter region, there is a
further partition between spirited?? and appetitive parts.?® Again, this corresponds to a spatial
partition: the spirited part is “settled nearer the head, between the midriff and the neck,” whereas
the appetitive is “settled in the area between the midriff and the boundary toward the navel.”?*
Moreover, these bodily regions do not simply house psychic parts, but also reflect and make
possible the distinctive functions and features of their corresponding psychic parts. Within the

abdomen, for example, the liver manifests and makes possible the activity of appetite;?® within

the chest, the heart manifests and makes possible the activity of spirit.?® In sum, each psychic

19 Timaeus 69¢8-d5.
20 «“To keep [the parts of the soul] apart,” (Timaeus 69e4).

21 Timaeus 69c6; 69e2. This distinction picks up on a traditional distinction, found in Homer,
between yoyn and Bvudc, according to which the former constitutes an immortal element found
in the head, and the latter a spirited and emotional element in the chest (see also Cornford 1997,
284).

22 «“The part of the mortal soul that exhibits manliness and spirit, the ambitious part,” (Timaeus
70a2-3).

23 “The part of the soul that has appetites for food and drink and whatever else it feels a need
for,” (Timaeus 70d6-el).

24 Timaeus 70a4; 70d6-e1l.

25 The liver (“something dense, smooth, bright and sweet, though also having a bitter quality”,
Timaeus 71b2-3) allows reason to control and communicate with the appetitive part of the soul.
The liver is able to take on different qualities, like bitterness and sweetness, which produce
corresponding effects in the appetitive soul.

26 Spirit uses the heart (“the spring from which blood courses with vigorous pulse throughout all
the bodily members”, Timaeus 70b1-2) as a “guardhouse” to watch over the entire body.
Through the flow of blood, the heart is able to communicate with appetite and the rest of the
body: “every bodily part that is sensitive may be keenly sensitized, through all the narrow
vessels, to the exhortations or threats and so listen and follow completely,” (Timaeus 70b7-8).
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part is assigned its own material domain, in and over which it performs its own distinctive
functions, and employs the activity of its respective organs.

Although not explicitly thematized, the psychic parts of the Timaeus are not merely
localized, but also substantially independent and locally separable. Plato frequently refers to the
parts not as psychic parts, but as “various types [yévn] of soul” or “forms of soul.”?” This
language suggests that the immortal and mortal psychic principles are more properly understood
not as parts of a single soul, but as two distinct and independent souls. In a similar vein, these
psychic parts are not functionally or formally unified, as we find in DA. Instead, they are
physically fastened together by marrow: “From [the marrow], as if from anchors, he put forth
bonds to fasten all the soul.”?® They do not essentially constitute a unified soul, but are only
housed in a single bodily frame. They are externally brought together by a physical mechanism
and the continuity of the body. In even stronger language, appetite is described as “here [i.e., in
the belly] tied...down like a wild beast.”?°

Moreover, these various material mechanisms also guarantee the considerable
independence of psychic parts. The neck is described as an “isthmus” (ic6p6¢) and “boundary”
(6poc) that the gods “built as a wall” (Stoucodopsiv) between reason and spirit.® Likewise, they

built the midriff “to serve as a partition [Sdppaypa]” between appetite and spirit, “dividing

27 Timaeus 73c; 69c.
28 Timaeus, 73d.

29 “xatédnoav 81 1O ToodToV Evradfo ¢ Opéupa dyprov,” (Timaeus 70d; see also Rep. IX,

588c).
30 Timaeus, 69e.
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[these psychic parts] the way that women’s quarters are divided separately [yopic] from men’s
quarters.” In brief, Plato holds that each soul is “housed as separate [yopig dkicOn].”3

Most crucially, the two basic kinds of soul have independent origins. The immortal soul
is created by the cosmic demiurge, which is then taken up by the lesser gods and placed within a
body.23 Next, the lesser gods “house next to it [rpocwkodopovv] another kind of soul as well.”3*
The lesser gods independently create the mortal soul, mimicking the previous creation of the
immortal soul. They then place the mortal soul beside the already-existing immortal soul.®® The
immortal and mortal souls are created independently, pre-exist their coexistence, and simply sit
beside one another in the same body. Finally, as his name for the immortal soul part indicates,
this kind of soul is immortal, existing separately both before and after the mortal soul. This
suggests ultimately that the psychic parts of the Timaeus do not so much constitute a single

unified soul, but make up distinct psychic principles housed within a single body, which exist in

distinct locations.

81 «S1opiCovteg olov yovorkdv, TV 8¢ avdp@dv ympic oiknotv,” (Timaeus 69e-70a). Aristotle
employs similar language to describe the midriff. In contrast to Plato, however, he employs this
language to describe the parts of the body, not parts of the soul: ““...the heart and the lung...are
separated from the former by the midriff or, as some call it, the diaphragm...The reason is that
the midriff serves to divide the region of the heart from the region of the stomach, so that the
center wherein abides the perceptual soul may be undisturbed...For it was to guard against this
that nature made a division, constructing the midriff as a kind of partition-wall and fence, and so
separated the nobler from the less noble parts, in all cases where a separation of upper from
lower is possible.” (PA 11.10, 672b9-672b24).

32 Timaeus, 72d.

% “Having taken the immortal origin of the soul, they proceeded next to encase it within a round
mortal body [the head],” (Timaeus, 69c).

34 Timaeus, 73c.

3 “They constructed the mortal type of soul [10 Ovitov yévog cvvéBecav],” (Timaeus, 69d).
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Beyond providing an example of the physiological conception of psychic parthood, the
Timaeus also suggests motivations for it. Centrally, this conception promises to integrate an
account of psychic partition and human psychology within an account of the human body. Other
discussions of psychic parthood in the Platonic dialogues, especially in the Republic, focus on
the moral and political aspects of psychic parthood, effectively ignoring its biological and
physiological dimension.*® Although the psychology of the Timaeus still clearly retains these
ethical elements, it additionally attempts to explain how the soul exists within and works through
the body. Plato attempts to answer “questions concerning the soul: to what extent it is mortal and
to what extent divine; where its parts are situated, with what organs they are associated, and why
they are situated apart from one another.”3’ He asserts not just that psychic parts are held within
particular regions of the body, but also that these regions, their organs, and their material
constitution are appropriate or well-suited to the characteristics and activities of the respective
psychic parts.*®

At this level of abstraction, such a goal is also at home in DA’s scientific psychology.
Aristotle himself criticizes previous psychologies for failing to account for the particular
characteristics of an organism’s body—why certain souls are appropriate to certain bodies, and

how these bodies are fitted to carry out the particular activities of those souls.*® Any properly

3 See Chapter 3, §1.2-3.

37 <180 uév ovv el Yoydic, doov BvnTov Exst kai doov Bgiov, kai émn kail ped” GOV kod S’ & yopic

@kicOn,” (Timaeus, 72d).

38 In a similar vein, Johansen argues that while the Phaedo offers a psychology in which the soul
is imprisoned in the body, the Timaeus “offers a more complex and often more constructive view
of the role of the body and the contribution it may make to our rationality and
happiness...based...on a detailed teleological account of the body and its relationship to the
soul,” (Johansen, 2004, 137).

39 «“These accounts merely endeavor to say what sort of thing the soul is without articulating
anything further about the body which is to receive the soul, as if it were possible, as according
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scientific account of life should include an account of the body and its connection to the soul.
This much is agreed upon by Aristotle and Plato. The Timaeus’s physiological partitioning of the
soul should be seen as, in part, an attempt to formulate such a scientific account of life. What
Aristotle takes issue with is the particular way in which Plato attempts to specify the relationship

between body and soul.

83 The Physiological Picture and Aristotelian Psychology

We are now in a position to specify more concretely the conception of separation and
localization required by the physiological picture. In doing so, we will also be able to identify
how the physiological conception diverges from Aristotelian psychology.

This divergence might not be as clear as one would expect or hope. As noted earlier,
there are strong tendencies within Aristotelian psychology to localize the soul. First, Aristotle
has an organic conception of the living body, according to which the body contains organs that
serve as “instruments” (6pyova) for the animal’s vital capacities and activities. The eyes are the
organs of vision, and so the visual capacity is ‘in’ that particular part of the body. Even more
worrisome, Aristotle localizes even those principles he identifies as psychic parts. He assigns
perception, locomotion, and nutrition to particular places within the body. With animals,
Aristotle maintains that these parts must be located within a central region of the body—the heart

or its analogue. In these contexts, Aristotle is explicit that the soul is ‘in’ those particular parts of

to the Pythagorean myths, for just any soul to be outfitted in just any body. For each body seems
to have its own peculiar form and shape, and what they say is almost the same as if someone
were to say that carpentry could clothe itself in flutes; for it is necessary that the craft make use
of its tools, and that the soul make use of its body,” (DA 1.3, 407b20-27).
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the body.*° Consequently, like Plato, Aristotle is in the business of assigning locations to psychic
parts and capacities.

Some interpreters have taken these similarities to suggest deeper connections, attributing
to Aristotle views about psychic parthood similar to those that we find in the Timaeus. Whiting,
for example, gives such an interpretation: “we should model Aristotle’s way of distinguishing the
various parts of the soul...on his way of distinguishing the various parts of an animal’s body,” so
that psychic parts are “embodied in...different ‘physiological systems’— i.e. physiological
systems involving bodily organs constituted by different portions of matter and/or located in
different places.” ** On Whiting’s view, the nutritive and perceptual parts of the soul correspond
to and are distinguished by their location within the body—their presence in different portions of
matter and different locations.*? On this conception, nutrition and perception constitute distinct
parts of the soul because we can spatially or materially distinguish them. As our discussion of
the Timaeus shows, such an interpretive approach attributes to Aristotle a physiological
conception of psychic parts. Just as Whiting thinks that Aristotle differentiates nutrition and
perception by their location, so too does Plato differentiate spirit and reason.

Aristotle’s more general direct criticisms of the physiological conception (84) show that
he rejects this particular physiological conception, and that Whiting’s interpretation must be
incorrect. Still, his sympathies to localizing psychic parts call on us to clarify in more detail how

Aristotle’s views differ from the physiological picture.

%0 “The soul, which is distinct from a spatial magnitude of this kind [the central region of body],
though it is in it,” (MA 9, 7031-2). For a treatment of the language of the soul being “in” the
body, see Nussbaum (1986, 152-4).

41 Whiting (2002, 152).
42 For an alternative (but complementary) criticism of Whiting’s view, see Corcilius and
Gregoric (2010, Appendix).
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First, Aristotle treats the localization of capacities as a superficial phenomenon. In his
treatment of the special perceptual capacities, he does not maintain that these capacities are
simply located in different organs, and operate independently. Instead, these capacities, as well
as the other more sophisticated capacities (e.g., to distinguish between proper sensibles)
ultimately belong to a single, complex perceptual capacity. This single perceptual capacity uses
the various organs to carry out distinct perceptual activities, but is itself located in one central
place (the heart).*® In a similar vein, he argues that locomotion does not arise from distinct
locomotive capacities distributed throughout the body (e.g., in the joints), but arises from a
single, central source in the heart. This central principle uses the limbs and joints to move the
animal, as we use sticks to move objects in our environment.** Generally, although various
capacities appear to be distributed throughout the body, they in fact are expressions of single
ultimate psychic principles, located in a single location. These ultimate capacities use organs as
tools to perform particular activities, but are themselves not localized throughout the body.

Second, Aristotle localizes psychic parts in a way that crucially differs from the
localization of the physiological picture. Because the physiological conception differentiates
parts based on their location within the body, psychic parts would necessarily be in different

regions of the body. They hold together and hold dominion over discrete parts of the body.

43 Although some have identified tensions between Aristotle’s hylomorphism and the sort of
‘instrumentalism’ | am now describing, we need not see them as competing theories of soul. For
a persuasive argument for their compatibility, see Nussbaum (1986, Essay 3).

44 «Since it is possible for some lifeless thing to have this same relation to the hand, as, for
example, if someone should move a staff in his hand, it is clear that the soul would not be in
either of the endpoints—neither in the endpoint of what is moved, nor in the other origin (for the
stick has both an origin and an endpoint with reference to the hand). So, for this reason, if the
movement-imparting origin from the soul is not also in the staff, it is not in the hand either [or
any other limb]...It makes no difference whether the part is attached to the body by growth or
not; the staff is like a separable limb. So the soul must not be in any origin that is the end of
something else,” (MA 8, 702a32-b7).
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Hence, uniqueness in location would be a necessary criterion of psychic parthood. In contrast,
Aristotle maintains that psychic parts do not have unique locations within the body. The heart, or
its analogue, constitutes the central, ruling position within the body, in which all psychic parts
(except intellect)* are located. Avristotle argues that locomotion, perception, and nutrition must
each be in the heart and that they must occupy the same position as each other.*® Although these
parts have particular locations, they do not have unigue locations, and so are not spatially distinct

or distinguishable.

84  Arguments Against the Physiological Picture

Now we have seen the particular target of Aristotle’s criticisms: a picture in which
psychic parts are not only localized, but assigned unique locations within the body over which
they exert independent dominion, and, on some accounts, can be actually separated. Now we
consider the two sorts of arguments that Aristotle provides to undermine this conception. They
come in two of his central reflections on psychic parthood in DA:

(t2) Someone might pose a difficulty concerning the parts of the soul: what capacity
does each have in the body? For if the entire soul holds together the whole body, it will
also be appropriate for each of its parts to hold together a certain part of the body. This,
however, seems impossible. For what sort of part will reason hold together? And how?
It is difficult even to fabricate an answer. It also appears that plants live when divided,
as do, among animals, some of the insects; so that each has a soul which is the same in
form, if not also in number. For each of the parts has perception and moves with respect
to place for some time. If they do not continue to do so, there is nothing odd in that:
they do not have the organs they need in order to preserve their nature. Nonetheless, all
of the parts of the soul are present in each of the parts, and the parts of the soul are the

45 See §4.3.

6 E.g., Juv. 4, 469a23-469a33: “the origin of the perceptual soul, together with that connected
with growth and nutrition, is situated in this organ [the heart] and in the central one of the three
divisions of the body;” MA 9, 702b15-21: “the origin of the movement-imparting soul must
necessarily be in the middle...And it is reasonable that this should be so: for we say that
perception, too, is there.”
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same in kind with one another and with the entire soul, with one another inasmuch as
they are not separable, and with the entire soul inasmuch as it is not divisible.*’

(t3) The soul is the principle of the things mentioned and is delimited by them, namely,
nourishment, perception, thought, and motion. In some cases, it is not difficult to see
whether each of these is a soul or a part of a soul, and if a part, whether in such a way as
to be separable in account alone or also in place; but in other cases there is a difficulty.
For just as in the case of plants, some, when divided, evidently go on living even when
separated from one another, there being one soul in actuality in each plant, but many in
potentiality, so we see this occurring in other characteristics of the soul in the case of
insects cut into two. For each of the parts has perception and motion with respect to
place, and if perception, then also phantasia and desire; for wherever there is
perception, there is also both pain and pleasure; and wherever these are, of necessity
there is appetite as well. But concerning intellect and the capacity for contemplation
nothing is yet evident but it seems to be a different genus of soul, and this alone admits
of being separated, in the way the everlasting is from the perishable. It is evident from
these things, though, that the remaining parts of the soul are not separable in the way
that some assert. That they differ in account, however, is evident; for what it is to be the
perceptual capacity is different from what it is to be the capacity of belief, if indeed
perceiving differs from believing, and so on for each of the other capacities
mentioned.*8

47 “amopnoste 8 v TIC Kol Tepl TOV popiov ovTiic, Tiv’ Exel SHvauy EkacTtov £V ¢ chpatt. &i
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Most interpreters assume that Aristotle gives a single argument against the physiological picture,
whereas, in fact, he gives two distinct arguments. In (t2), Aristotle formulates the Explanatory
Burden Argument against the physiological conception, based on the supposed explanatory
disadvantages of the physiological conception. In both (t2) and (t3), he formulates the Dissection
Argument against the physiological conception, based on observation of plant and animal

dissections. We will consider both objections in detail.

4.1 The Explanatory Burden Argument

First, Aristotle emphasizes in t2 the explanatory burden that falls on a physiological
conception, posing to it the open question: “what power [dovauuv] does each [psychic] part have
in the body?”*° In formulating such questions, Aristotle signals that the physiological conception
faces a nearly impossible explanatory task of formulating concrete connections between each
psychic part and a particular part of the body.

The physiological conception contends that each psychic part controls and acts within a
particular region of the body. Consequently, the defender of a physiological picture is tasked
with identifying and justifying to which region each psychic part uniquely belongs. We might
reasonably assign certain capacities (vision) to certain organs (eyes). Yet other capacities,
especially those that would properly amount to psychic parts, present obvious difficulties.
Because perceiving is distributed throughout the body (especially touch), it is unclear how one

could identify an exclusively perceptual region of the body. Likewise, an animal’s growing and

49 “qmopfiosie 8 &v Ti¢ Kol TEPL TOV popimv avTiic, TV’ xst SHvapy EKacTov £V 6 GOMOTL”

(DA 1.5, 411b14-15)
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nutritive activity extends throughout the entire body,*® suggesting that the nutritive part’s power
extends throughout the body. Within the Timaeus’s tripartition, the situation seems even more
dire: What sorts of grounds could we give for assigning appetite to the belly, beyond analogy or
mere stipulation? Can I not feel appetite for drink in my tongue, or appetite for rest in my legs?
In a helpful analogue, the theory that the soul is an attunement, which Aristotle rejects in DA 1.4,
faces similar challenges: “For there are many different compoundings of parts and they may be
compounded in many different ways. Of what part, then, should one suppose that its
compounding is intellect? Or the perceptual capacity? Or the desiderative capacity?”*
Moreover, the physiological conception faces special difficulties in accounting for
intellect’s or reason’s place within the body: “what sort of part [of the body] will intellect hold
together? And how? It is difficult even to fabricate an answer.”*> As many Greek theorist of soul
assumed, especially Aristotle’s Platonist interlocutors, intellect is exceptional amongst psychic
capacities. By many accounts, intellect and reason seem to be characteristically non-corporeal,
perhaps surviving the death of the body and the rest of the soul. This exceptional status makes
intellect’s relationship to body and bodily processes more difficult to explain. Accordingly,
Aristotle finds trouble in locating any special part of the body (“what sort...”) that we could
reserve for intellect, as the tripartition of the Timaeus does. Such intuitions foreshadow central
commitments of Aristotle’s own positive conception of intellect. Unlike other psychic capacities,

intellect is unaffected, and not the actualization of any particular body or organ. To make

%0 In GC 1.5, Aristotle argues that the entire body grows together and so is involved in nutrition

(see Shields 2016, 163).
Sl “moddai T Yap 0l cUVOEGELC TV LepdV Kol TOAAY®C: TIVOG 0vV T TdE VTOAAPETV TOV VOV
¥p1) cOvOeStY giva, 1) kai 1O aicOntikov §| dpekticdv;” (DA 1.4, 408a11-13).

52 “goiov yap poplov ij I 6 vodg cuvEEet, yohemdv kod mAdoar,” (DA 1.5, 411b18-19).
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intellect bodily, or to place it within an organ, would reduce its power and scope.* To cage
intellect within a single bodily region, as the picture of the Timaeus requires, would likewise

limit its power.

4.2  The Dissection Argument

Second, in both (t2) and (t3), Aristotle formulates the Dissection Argument, which is a
more detailed argument and has received far more scholarly focus than the Explanatory Burden
Argument. Aristotle focuses on the supposed local separability of psychic parts, turning to the
dissection of plants and animals.>* When cloning a plant, one replicates a plant by clipping a
bodily part of it (a stem) and replanting it. Both the original plant and its replanted clone
continue to live—i.e., to perform nutritive and reproductive activities. Likewise, when dissecting
certain animals, like “insects, €.g., wasps and bees, and many animals also besides insects,”>®
both dissected halves can continue to live—i.e., perceive and move locally.

Such phenomena are significant because they promise possible empirical evidence for the

physiological picture. If there is to be any empirical verification of the local separability of

psychic parts, it must be a dissection of an organism in which both dissected halves survive, and

%3 See, for example: “Nothing hinders some parts from being separable, because of their not
being the actualities of a body.” (DA 11.1, 413a7-8); “that part of the soul called reason...is in
actuality none of the things which are before it reasons; nor is it, accordingly, reasonable for it to
be mixed with the body, since then it would come to be qualified in a certain way, either cold or
hot, and there would be an organ for it, just as there is for the perceptual capacity. As things are,
though, there is none,” (DA 111.4, 429a24-27).

% Aristotle finds the phenomenon of dissection significant and frequently returns to it: DA 1.5,
409a7-10, 411b19; Long. 6, 467a18-29; Juv. 1, 467al18-29; 2, 468a25-28; 23, 479a3-7; PA IV.5,
682a5; 1V.6, 682b30-33; GC 731a21; Meta., Z.16, 1040b13-14. At Juv. 479a5-7, Aristotle notes
similar phenomena “even among sanguineous animals...whose vitality is not intense...[such as]
tortoises.”

%5 Juv. 2, 468a27.
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each half retains only one psychic part. This would, in turn, indicate that the original psychic
parts have been and are locally separable, and so originally operate in distinct domains.
Aristotle’s central contention is that observation never bears out this result. In both plant and
insect dissections, parts of an organism are separated locally, while continuing to live in the same
way, and with the same kind of soul, as the original organism.>® Because their souls are not
separated locally into parts, this purports to show that psychic parts in general cannot be locally
separated. The only potential empirical justification of the physiological picture—dissection—
ultimately fails to provide any such justification.

This summary is in line with standard interpretations of this argument. Even though this
presentation of the argument is broadly correct, it also ignores the surprisingly enigmatic details
of Aristotle’s argument. Such dissections, Aristotle contends, present “a difficulty [émopiav]”,®’
not just for those who defend the physiological picture but also for Aristotle. It appears that the
dissections of plants and insects do show that the soul can, in one sense, be dissected into locally
separated parts: one part in one dissected half and another part in the other dissected half. Hence,
Aristotle must simultaneously diffuse this apparent problem for his own psychology, and show
how the dissection of insects undermines the physiological picture.

As a first step, we can distinguish two senses of ‘part of soul’. As we distinguish between

uniform (flesh) and non-uniform (eyes) parts of the body, or uniform (leather) and non-uniform

% The same process occurs with inanimate substances, like elements, which can be locally
divided into distinct substances, which still retain their original natures. See Aquinas
(Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, 8264).

S"DA1.2, 413b16. The “yap” at DA 11.2, 413b16 indicates that Aristotle’s treatment of
dissection intends, in part, to explain the difficulty of an account of psychic parthood.
Difficulties arise, as well, around the separability of intellect (“o000év mw @avepdv”, 413b25). In
contrast, Aristotle thinks that there is clarity around the fact that psychic parts differ in account
(“m® 0& AOYW Ot Etepa, pavepov”, 413b29).
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(legs) parts of a chair, we can distinguish between uniform and non-uniform parts of the soul.
Both Plato’s and Aristotle’s positive theories of psychic parthood are theories of non-uniform
psychic parts, according to which a psychic part is responsible for distinct sorts of activities (e.g.,
Platonic appetite is responsible for particular sorts of desires, Aristotelian nutrition for nutritive
and reproductive activities, etc.,). The phenomena of dissection, however, suggests that there are
locally separable uniform psychic parts, each of which cause the same sorts of activities. Just as
the worm’s body is spatially separated into segments, so its soul appears to be spatially divided
into two psychic parts, which are present in each dissected segment. A single principle of life—a
soul—seems to be locally separated into numerically distinct parts. This might seem to require
that, prior to dissection, the original organism has multiple numerically distinct uniform
principles. These pre-existing principles would be distinct parts of the original organism’s soul,
located in different regions of the body. After dissection, one ‘part’ of the organism’s soul goes
on living in one divided half, and the other ‘part’ goes on living in the other half.%

This account of dissection would constitute a serious problem for Aristotle, requiring the
existence of localized uniform psychic parts. To avoid this, Aristotle gives an alternative
analysis, according to which there are not multiple uniform parts of soul, but “there is one soul in
actuality, but many in potentiality.”>® Within the original organism, there is a single, actual soul,
which is not spatially differentiated or distributed; there are no actual localized psychic parts.

Instead, there are many souls potentially. This potentiality is made actual in the act of dissection,

% An analogous problem arises concerning the origin of locomotion. According to Aristotle,
there is a single origin of locomotion, located in the center of the body. Yet, because the divided
halves of insects can continue to move locally after dissection, this suggests that there are at least
two, spatially separable origins of locomotion. For a detailed treatment of this issue, see
Nussbaum (1986, 358-361).

59 “otong THC &v awToic Wuyfg Eviedeyeia név dg &v EKAoTo PuT@, Suviuet 8¢ mhetdvov,” (DA

1.2, 413b18-9).
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when two distinct souls are present in two locally separated halves. Before this dissection,
however, this potentiality is not yet actualized: there is actually only a single, undivided soul,
even if there are potentially multiple souls. We will return in much more detail to this notion of
potential presence in Chapter 5. For now, we only need to recognize how this distinction allows
Aristotle both to explain the phenomenon of dissection, and to deny the existence of actually
existing, spatially separable psychic parts, whether uniform or non-uniform.

This same phenomenon forms the basis of a criticism of the physiological picture, which
posits locally separable non-uniform parts: “it is evident from these things [i.e. dissections],
though, that the remaining parts of the soul are not separable in the way that some assert.”® If a
worm’s (non-uniform) psychic parts are localized and locally separable, then we should be able
to dissect the worm so that one dissected half only possesses nutrition and the other perception.
There should be some fault line that divides these parts (as the neck and midriff do in the
Timaeus). Empirical observation shows that no such fault line exists: “all of the parts of the soul
are present in each of the parts [of the worm].”®* Whenever the two halves of a dissected worm
survive, both remainders retain all of the original worm’s constitutive capacities (perceptual and
nutritive parts). ®2 The worm continues to move and remains perceptually responsive to its
environment: “each of the parts [i.e. the two half bodies] has perception and motion with respect
to place.”®® Moreover, because the process of maturity and decline are essential to mortal life,

and nutrition is essential to this maturation process, all mortal organisms necessarily possess

60«11 5& Louwd HoOpLoL THS YuyRic PavepOV £k TOVTOV 8Tt 0VK EGTL YWPLGTE, KaBATEP TIVEC POGLY,”
(DA 11.2, 413b27-29).

61 gy ékatépo TV popiov dmavt’ vomdpyst o popia Tic yoyic," (DA 1.5, 411b24-25).

62 See Juv. 11, 468b2-4.

83 "vip aicOnov ExdTepov TV nepdv Exel kol kivoty TV kotd tomov," (DA 11.2, 413b21-22).
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nutritive souls or psychic parts.®* Because all living things necessarily possess nutrition, both
dissected halves necessarily perform nutritive activities, such as consuming nutriment or
growing.®

Hence, the two souls in the two dissected halves possess the same perceptual and
nutritive parts. Insects are not even potentially separable in this way: “Each [of the divided
remainders] has a soul which is the same in form, if not also in number.”%® They both have full
and intact worm souls, complete with all the psychic parts that comprise that soul. These psychic
parts are not locally separable. Crucially, this results no matter where the dissection is made:
every dissection results in two dissected halves with all psychic parts (or parts that do not
survive). Consequently, the entire soul—every psychic part—extends through the entire body.
No psychic part is localized in only one bodily region, nor locally separable from other psychic
parts. In general, psychic parts cannot be distinguished by material or spatial distinctions within

the body.

4.3  The Separability of Intellect

64 «It is necessary, then, that anything which is alive and has a soul has a nutritive soul from its
generation until its destruction. For it is necessary that whatever is generated have growth and
also maturity and decline, and these are impossible without nutrition; consequently, it is
necessary that the nutritive soul be present in all things which grow naturally and decline,” (DA
111.12, 434a22-26).

% In line with her general interpretation (i.e., attributing a physiological conception to Aristotle),
Whiting holds that the dissected insects do not have nutritive parts, but only locomotive and
perceptual parts. Although Aristotle does not explicitly reject such claim, I follow most
interpreters in taking Aristotle also to deny inter-part separability: e.g., Polansky (2010, 179)
Corcilius and Gregoric (2010); Ando (1965, 65). This interpretation is clinched by the passage
that directly follows (t2), in which Aristotle contends that nutrition “exists separated from the
perceptive first principle, though nothing lacking this has perception,” (DA 1.5, 411b29-31).

86 "Goc v oy Exovro yoymy Td e, el kod pun apOud,” (DA 1.5, 411020-21).
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As is common in DA, the only potential exception to this non-separability of psychic
parts is intellect: “concerning intellect and the capacity for contemplation nothing is yet evident
but it seems to be a different genus of soul, and this alone admits of being separated in the way
the everlasting is from the perishable.”®” Although his hesitation on this and related issues is
infamous, it seems uncontroversial that Aristotle countenances that at least some form of intellect
is separable. In his most direct remarks on this separability in DA II1.5, he claims that “this
intellect is separate and unaffected and unmixed, being in its essence actuality...And having
been separated, this alone is just what it is, and this alone is deathless and everlasting.”%®
Aristotle’s commitment to the separability of intellect might seem to suggest that he follows the
Timaeus in recognizing an intellectual or rational part of the soul that is or can be spatially
separated from the rest of the body and psychic parts. If this were the case, then he would adhere
to a physiological conception, at least when it comes to intellect.

Even without dipping our toes into the murky water of the nature of Aristotelian intellect,
we can see why such a comparison is misleading. Unlike Plato in the Timaeus, Aristotle is
committed to the claim that the intellect is not mixed with the body, lacks an organ, and so is not
the actuality of a body.%® Hence, it is not localized in the body, let alone in possession of a unique

location (like Plato’s reason has in the head). In the same vein, Aristotle’s intellect is not

spatially separable. Given that the intellect is not the actuality of a body, when it is separated, it

67 “mepi 8¢ Tod vod ko T BepNTIKHG SuVApE®S 0VSEV T™ PAvVEPSOV, BAN’ Eotike YoyG YEVOC

&tepov givat, kol Todto povov Evoéyesbat ywpilesOat, kabdmep 10 didov Tod POaptod,” (DA
1.2, 413b24-27).

68 “1epi 5€ TOD vob Kai THG Os@PNTIKTG SVVANEDS 0VIEV T PAVEPSV, AL’ EOIKE YVYTIG YEVOC

grepov tvar, kol TodTo pdvov EvdéyesBon yopilesor, kaddamep 10 Gidov Tod @haptod,” (DA
11.2, 413b24-27; see also DA 1.1, 403a10-12; 11.1, 413a3-7; 11.2 41324-27; 111.4 429b4-5).

% DA 111.4, 429a24-7; 11.1, 413a3-7.
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does not simply come to occupy a different position. Instead, it is, as Aristotle claims, separable
only “as the everlasting is from the perishable” (kaOdmep o Gid1ov Tod @OupTod).’® Whatever
separability Aristotle’s intellect enjoys, it is not simply the spatial separation envisioned by local

separability.

In sum, Aristotle rejects the physiological conception of psychic parthood, and any
psychic partition that bases itself on material or spatial partitioning. One should, of course, not
take this rejection as a rejection of psychic parthood in general. In arguing against the
physiological conception, Aristotle indicates a general characteristic of his own positive
conception of psychic parthood. As touched on earlier, there are conceptions of parthood and
separability beyond spatial, material, or numerical parthood and separability. A proper account
of psychic parthood, Aristotle’s criticisms suggest, must employ a ‘logical’ notion of parthood.
Psychic parts are not distinguished by material or spatial distinctions, but by definitional or
conceptual distinctions. In properly Aristotelian terms, psychic parts are not separable or
different in place or magnitude, but are, at most, separable in account and being. Questions still
remain about what sort of logical distinctions are relevant to psychic parthood, and which
psychic capacities meet the criterion for psychic parthood. These questions are the focus both of
Aristotle’s next criticism of Platonic partition (Chapter 3), and his own positive theory of psychic

parthood (Chapter 4).

O DA 11.2, 413027
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CHAPTER III
PLATONIC BIPARTITION AND TRIPARTITION

Aristotle’s second set of critical remarks about psychic partition comes in DA 111.9-10, within
his account of locomotion. Unlike his attack on the physiological picture in DA 1.5 and 11.2, this
argument begins with a concern about the particular parts posited by the Platonist—a tripartition
into appetite, spirit, and reason, and a bipartition into rational and nonrational parts. Aristotle
launches a sustained attack on Platonic bipartition and tripartition, showing the inadequacy both
of the partitions themselves, and of the central argument traditionally given in their favor.

At the heart of his criticisms, | argue, lies a question about what it means for a psychic
partition to be scientific. Aristotle claims that Platonic bipartition and tripartition do not live up
to the standards of a proper scientific psychic partition. They lack a uniform and consistent
principle of dividing the soul, and so also lack the classificatory and explanatory power required
for a place within a science of soul. While they might (and, in fact, can) have roles in other sorts
of explanatory contexts, Platonic bipartition and tripartition have no place within a theoretical
account of soul.

On its surface, however, Aristotle’s argument for these claims is not entirely clear. This
argument prompts a series of questions, which Aristotle himself never attempts to explicitly
answer: what sort of methodological and logical features must a division of the soul have, such
that it can fit into a legitimate science of soul? What distinguishes a proper psychic partition
from a haphazard description of the soul’s powers? By answering these questions, and so
determining the features that deny Platonic bipartition and tripartition a place within an
Avristotelian science of soul, we come closer to determining exactly the sort of partitioning of the

soul that Aristotle himself employs in DA.
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In this chapter, I argue for a detailed reading of these criticisms and their place within
Aristotle’s account of locomotion in DA 111.9-10. In 81, | contend that Aristotle’s attacks the
methodological foundations of tripartition and bipartition, arguing that these partitions
necessarily lack a uniform principle by which to divide the soul. This lack compels the Platonist
to recognize all innumerably many capacities as psychic parts, thereby effectively equating
psychic capacity and part, and infinitely proliferating the number of psychic parts.

In 82, | contend that Aristotle defends his own partition (into nutrition, perception, and
intellect) against the Platonist’s central argument for bipartition and tripartition—the ‘Argument
from Opposites’. This argument states that internal psychic opposition (e.g., opposing rational
and nonrational desires) should compel us to endorse bipartition or tripartition. Although
Aristotle accepts this general form of reasoning, he contends that psychic opposition is equally

consistent with his own psychic partition (into nutritive, perceptual, and intellectual parts).

81 The Methodological Critique of Bipartition and Tripartition

1.1  Overview of the Argument

Having begun to consider in DA 111.9 which part or parts of the soul are responsible for
locomotion, Aristotle repeatedly turns to general considerations about psychic parthood
throughout his treatment of locomotion:

(t2) It is necessary to inquire into whatever it is in the soul which moves [the animal]:
whether it is just some one part of the soul, being separate in either magnitude or
account, or the whole soul; and if it is some one part, whether it is something special,
beyond those customarily mentioned and already discussed, or whether it is some one of
them. There is an immediate puzzle both about how one ought to speak [ndg... Aéyewv]
of the parts of the soul and how many [réca] there are. For in a certain way there
appears to be an indefinite number of them [&repa]: and it is not only according to
those who, when distinguishing [parts], mention the calculative and the spirited and
appetitive, but also those who mention the rational and the irrational. For according to
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the differences on account of which they separate them, other parts seem to have an
even greater contrast than these, about which we have even now been speaking: [For
example], the nutritive capacity, which belongs to plants and all animals, and the
perceptual capacity, which one could not easily set down as either irrational or rational.
Further, there is the principle of phantasia [pavtacticov], which differs from them all
in being, though there is considerable difficulty in saying—if one is going to posit
separate parts of the soul—with which of the others it will be the same or from which of
the others will it differ. And in addition to these there is the desiderative capacity, which
would seem to differ from them all in account and in capacity. And it is definitely
absurd [éTomov] to split this up/off [todto dwwondv], because wish comes to be in the
calculative, while appetite and spirit come to be in the irrational part, and if the soul is
threefold, there will be desire in each part.!

(t2) For those who distinguish parts of the soul, there will turn out to be a great many, if
they distinguish and separate them in accordance with capacities kot tag dSvvaueic]:
the capacities of nutrition, perception, thought, and deliberation, and, further, of desire.
For these differ from one another to a greater extent [tAéov diapépet] than do the
capacities of appetite and spirit.?

Aristotle addresses an “immediate puzzle” (dmopiav €00vg) about psychic parts and their place

within a theory of soul. Yet, when he attempts to articulate this problem, it appears to bifurcate.

Lemepi 8& Tod kvodvToc, T moTé 0Tt THC Wuxfic, OKemTéoV, TOTEPOV &V TL HOPLOV ODTHS YOPLETOV
OV 1} peyébet | Adyw, §j mdoo 1) yoyn, Koi gl popidv i, détepov 1010v 1L Tapd ta elmbBOTa AdyesOon
Kol Ta glpnuéva, 1| ToLTOV &v TL. EYel 08 dmopiay 0OVG TMG T€ deT PopLa Aéyewv ThHG Yuyhic Kol
noca. TpOTOV Yap Tva dmelpa eaivetal, Kol ov povov ¢ tveg Aéyovast dtopilovteg, AOYIGTIKOV
Kol ooV Kol EmBLENTIKOV, 01 08 TO Adyov €xov Kal TO GAOYOV: KoTd YOp TAG dtapopag o1’ GG
tadta yopilovot, kol dAka paiveton popio peilom ddotacty Eovia ToVT®Y, TEPL OV Koi VOV
gipntan, 16 t€ OpenTIKdYV, O Kol TOIg PLTOIG VIdpyel kal mhot Tolg {dog, kal TO aicnTiKdy, 6 ovte
¢ dhoyov obte MG Aoyov Exov Bein &v Tig padimg: Tt 08 10 PavTacTIKOV, &Yl 0 dmopiav 0BV
TAG TE 0T popLaL AEyev THS Yoyig Kol Tdca. TpOTOV Yap Tva drelpa eaivetal, Koi ob povov &
Tveg Aéyovat 010pifovieg, AoyloTikov Kol Bupikov Kol EmBupuntikov, ol 6& 10 Adyov €xov Kai 0
dAoyov: KaTd yop TOG 01apopdg oU ag tadta ywpilovot, koi dAla gaiveton popla peilm
Sidotacty Eovia TovTmV, Tepl MV Kai VOV ipntat, 16 te Opentikdv, O koi Toig PUTOIG VIhpYEL
Kol ot Toig {Mmolg, Kol To aicOnTikov, 0 oUte MG dAoyov ote g AdYov Exov Bein v Tic pading:
11 88 10 QavTooTIKOY, O 16 L&V Elval TavTmv ETEpOV, Tivi 88 ToVTMV TanToV 1§} ETepov Exel
TOAMV dmopiav, €1 T1g Onoel keympilopéva popia g Yoy TPOg & TOVTOIC TO OPEKTIKOV, O Kol
Loy® koi Suvéper Etepov v S6Egiev glvan mévimv. koi dromov 81 10 TodT0 dlooniv- &V T8 1)
AOYIGTIK® Yap 1) BoOANGIG Yivetal, kal &v T® aAdym 1 Embupio kol 6 Bvuods: €l 08 Tpia 1 Yoy, v
éxdoto Eotan Opeic,” (DA 432al18-b7).

2 “7oic 8¢ Srapodot Té PéPT THS WuxTic, £0v KoTd TS duvapels Stoupdot kol yopiloot, Tapumoiia

yivetat, Opentikdv, aicOnTKOV, voNnTiKOV, BOVAELTIKOV, ETL OPEKTIKOV: TODTA YOP TAEOV OLAPEPEL
aAMAov §| émbountikov kai Boucov,” (DA 111.10, 433b1-4).
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In (t1) and (t2), Aristotle has two tasks. First, Aristotle criticizes two prominent,
characteristically Platonic, ways of dividing the soul: a tripartition that divides the soul into
appetitive, spirited, and calculative parts, and a bipartition that divides the soul into rational and
nonrational parts. Aristotle contends that they ultimately cannot be incorporated into a scientific
account of soul. This focus has prompted some interpreters to concentrate exclusively on
Aristotle’s relation to Plato and the ‘question of self-criticism’: how Aristotle’s rejection of
bipartition relates to the bipartitions found in NE 1.13 and EE 11.1.2 Second, Avristotle diagnoses a
mistaken temptation to recognize “indefinitely many” (&reipa) or “very many” (maumoilo)
psychic parts. This focus has prompted others to read the argument chiefly as confirmation for
general claims about Aristotle’s conception of soul found elsewhere in DA.*

The problem of interpreting the argument of DA 111.9, then, is to bring together these two
distinct targets. In principle, this might not seem to be difficult: Aristotle claims that it is to those
endorsing bipartition and tripartition that psychic parts appear indefinite. Yet this claim too
should strike us as quite strange. These partitions, after all, claim that there are just two or three
psychic parts, not indefinitely many. This strangeness, however, has rarely been explicitly
remarked upon, and so deserves a more detailed interpretation. In part, this is because the
argument has not been interpreted on its own terms, but instead mined for the two purposes
described above. In concentrating on interests external to the argument itself, these
interpretations have tended to ignore the argument’s more enigmatic details.

To preview the argument of 81: I describe in detail how Aristotle connects these two

apparently distinct targets, and how this allows him to launch a compelling criticism of

3 E.g., Rees (1957); Fortenbaugh (1983); Vander Waerdt (1987).
4 E.g., Corcilius and Gregoric (2010); Johansen (2012); Whiting (2002).
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bipartition and tripartition. Aristotle’s central claim is that bipartition and tripartition are
unscientific and unprincipled. Minimally, a partition should employ a principle that allows the
psychologist to classify capacities under particular psychic parts, to decide whether a given
capacity is a psychic part, and to limit the number of psychic parts to a finite number. Platonic
bipartition and tripartition cannot be the result of any such principle, and so do not possess the
required explanatory power. Hence, Platonic partition cannot limit psychic parts to only two or
three, and so is unstable. The Platonist is then compelled to treat every new capacity as a distinct
part, thereby equating psychic part and psychic capacity—a equation that has been wrongly
attributed to Aristotle himself by many prominent interpreters. Given that there are indefinitely
many psychic capacities, the Platonist would be embarrassingly compelled to admit the existence
of an indefinite number of psychic parts, well beyond the two or three parts they officially
acknowledge. This, in turn, undermines the central motivation for attributing parts to the soul—
not merely to give an exhaustive list of the powers of the soul, but to explain the fundamental

structure of the soul.

1.2  Platonic Ethical Bipartition and Tripartition

Before moving to Aristotle’s criticisms, it will be helpful to get in view the first of Aristotle’s
targets: Platonic bipartition and tripartition.
Platonic tripartition, especially as presented in the Republic and Timaeus, was perhaps the

first explicit treatment of psychic parthood, and likely the most relevant for Aristotle’s own
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theory of soul.> According to this tripartition, all human souls, at least in their embodied state,
are divisible into three parts.® These parts are often connected to different desires and objects of
desires: the spirited part seeks honor and recognition, the appetitive seeks bodily pleasures and
money, and the rational seeks truth and wisdom. Whether these parts amount to distinct
psychological subjects or simply different descriptions or aspects of a single soul remains
controversial, but is not especially relevant to Aristotle’s criticisms in DA 111.9. That Aristotle
has in mind Plato’s particular version of tripartition is strongly suggested by his use of Platonic
technical vocabulary—<the calculative” (AoyioTikdv)’, “the spirited” (Bupxov),® and “the
appetitive” (émbvpuntikov).® DA T11.9°s presentation of tripartition is admittedly unsympathetic,
perhaps even deaf to the subtleties of Plato’s actual conception of psychic parthood. In part, this
results from the fact that Aristotle addresses not merely Plato’s idiosyncratic tripartition as we
find it in the dialogues, but likely also its descendants within the Academy. This is suggested by

Aristotle’s use of a plural pronoun (“those [tivec] who mention...”%%) in reference to tripartition.

® It remains a source of controversy whether we find consistent partitions throughout the Platonic
corpus—i.e., whether we find the partition of the Republic and Timaeus also in the Phaedrus and
Laws. For discussion see Gerson (1987); Brisson (2012).

6 Plato uses “part of soul” (uépog g Wuyic) relatively rarely, often opting for alternatives like
“form of soul” (160¢ Tfic Woyfic) or a substantive created from the adjective used to characterize
the relevant part (e.g., “the calculative” (Aoyiotikov) for the rational part).

7«1y pév @ hoyiletar Aoytotcdv,” (Rep. 1V, 439d).

8 Plato never uses “Ouputcodv”, but often uses other words with the Gup- root: “tod Gupod Kai @
Bopodueda” (Rep. VI, 439¢; Tim. 70b, 70c¢), “16 Oupoedec” (Rep. IX, 581a) “10
petéyov...0vpod” (Tim. 70a). Aristotle’s use of Bupukov perhaps either emerges from a desire to
incorporate tripartition into his own technical vocabulary (in which -uc6v terms describe
capacities or parts), or reflects Academic attempts to further systematize Plato’s tripartition.

9 “aAdy10TOV TE Ko EmBounTkdy” (Rep. IV, 439d); “10 tédv Embuudv” (Tim. 70a);

“10...mBopunTkov g yoyig” (Tim. 70d).
10 DA 111.9, 432a24. As we saw in Chapter 1, DA 1.5’s discussion of psychic parthood similarly

refers to anonymous “tiveg” (411b5) who assert that “the soul has parts and that reasoning is by
means of one part and desiring by means of another,” (DA 1.5, 411b5-6). In both cases, the
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Even so, we will see that Aristotle at least targets a plausible account of Platonic tripartition, and
so his criticisms present a legitimate challenge to Platonic psychology.

Even if Plato is likely the target of the criticism of tripartition, it might seem that
Aristotle targets others with his reference to bipartition. Bipartition between rational and
irrational features of soul had an extensive history within Greek thought, usually manifesting as a
distinction within a person between rational, deliberative, or lawful aspects and emotional,
appetitive, or passionate aspects. Although not systematic theories of psychic parthood, interests
in these distinctions can be traced back to Homer,! and becomes a central theme of Greek
tragedy.*? Aristotle himself employs a bipartition in his practical works, distinguishing between
“a part having reason” (1o Adyov &xov) and an “irrational part” (to &ioyov).® Confirming its
familiar and popular status, he claims there that this bipartition emerges from “popular accounts

[t0i¢ éEmtepkoic Adyoic].”* Accordingly, some have suggested that DA 111.9 contains self-

reference is obscure. | agree with most interpreters who assume that the targets are Plato and his
Academic successors; | as well agree with others (e.g., Vander Waerdt (1987) who suggest that a
further target is Aristotle’s own psychic bipartition in his ethical works. Fortenbaugh (1983, 242)
uniquely argues that the targets are particularly unsophisticated members of the Platonic
Academy, but not Plato himself.

1 Fortenbaugh discusses (1983, 239) two helpful examples: 1) Odysseus’ happening upon Argos
(Odyssey, 17.291-305) and 2) Odysseus’ interaction with Melanthios (Odyssey, 17.215-238). In
the former, Odysseus’ allows his emotions to gain control, whereas in the latter, emotion iS
restrained through calculative reflection.

12 Famous examples include the monologues of Medea (Medea 1021-80) and Phaedra
(Hippolytus, 373-430).

13 NE 1.13, 1102a28-1103a3; V.11, 1138b6-13; V1.1, 1138h35-1139a17; VI.11, 1143b14-7; IX.4,
1166a1-b29; EE 1.1, 1219b26-1220a14; 11.4, 1221b27-34; V11.12, 1246a26-b36; Pol. 1.5,
1254a38-bl0; 1.13, 1260a5-17; 111.16, 1287a10-33; V11.14, 1333a17-30.

1 NE 1.13, 1102a25-6. Again, the reference to “exoteric” works is unclear: whether they are
works by Aristotle written for popular consumption, or popular philosophical positions or
arguments already known to his audience.
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criticism of his earlier, more Platonist treatment of the soul.'® To defend this suggestion,
however, would require a more detailed reading of those practical works than can be given in the
present argument.

Even so, we have reason to think that Plato is also a central target in Aristotle’s reference
to bipartition. Plato himself appears to treat such a bipartition as compatible with his official
tripartition, even indicating that tripartition emerges out of a more basic bipartition. As noted in
Chapter 2, Plato in the Timaeus first partitions the soul into two— “the divine soul [t0 6giov]”
and “the mortal kind of soul [g180c...yvydic...td Bvntov].” 8 The former is characterized as the
seat of reason and the latter as the seat of “nonrational perception [aicOfcet aAdyw].”t
Tripartition in turn results from a further partition within the irrational mortal soul, in which
Plato posits distinct spirited and appetitive parts. This suggestion is found also in MM, in which
the author explicitly claims that “Plato divided the soul into rational and irrational parts,” without

any mention of tripartition.'® Hence, we have reason to think that Plato is the general target of

DA II1.9’s criticism.

15 As noted, the relationship between the bipartition of the ethical works and the bipartition
criticized in DA has been controversial. Whether these bipartitions are the same or not bears
strongly on the question of whether DA 111.9 constitutes self-criticism. For arguments for and
against, see Van Waerdt (1987) and Fortenbaugh (1983), respectively.

16 Timaeus, 69c.

1 Timaeus, 70a-b; 69d. Fortenbaugh (1983, 246) argues that similar suggestions can be found in
the Republic (e.g., 439e5, 571¢3-572bl).

18 “ITAéroov Sieideto TV yoymv €ic e 10 Adyov Exov koi &ic 1o dhoyov,” (MM 1.1, 1182a24).
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1.3  Ethical and Theoretical Psychology

Before moving to the details of Aristotle’s criticisms, we can also note how these targets
fit into the general project of DA. Aristotle seeks in DA a theoretical account of the essence and
essential attributes of soul as such, giving no priority to any particular kind of soul.'® Plato’s
bipartition and tripartition, however, are naturally linked to an anthropomorphic and ethical
psychology—what, in commenting on (t1), Simplicius calls a division of “the practical and
ethical soul.”?° Both partitions focus on reason (AoyioTikov or Adyov)—a capacity exclusive to
humans—and its relation to other aspects of human action. Likewise, they often employ
normative vocabulary, describing rational parts as superior, nonrational parts as inferior, and the
relationship between them in terms of domination and mastery.?* In modern terminology, we can
say that these partitions are chiefly in the business of doing ‘moral psychology’—a description of
the human soul or mind insofar as it forms intentions, makes choices, and produces voluntary,
ethically significant actions. We see this clearly in the tripartition of the Republic, in which
psychic parthood is introduced to explain the conflict of our rationally-formed wishes and
irrational impulses (akrasia), and what virtues, like justice or moderation, look like within the

soul itself. Likewise, Aristotle characterizes his own bipartition in the practical works as having a

19E g, DA I.1, 402a6-9,
20 Simplicius (On Aristotle On the Soul, 289.15-16).

2L E.g., Pol., 1.5, 1254a29-b9 : “In all things which form a composite whole and which are made
up of parts, whether continuous or discrete, a distinction between the ruling and the subject
element comes to light....And it is clear that the rule of the soul over the body, and of thought
and the rational element over the passionate, is natural and expedient; whereas the equality of the
two or the rule of the inferior is always hurtful.”
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strictly practical and anthropomorphic focus, containing descriptions of the human soul aimed
towards ethical development.??

Accordingly, Platonic psychic partition exhibits a particular approach to the soul—an
ethical psychology—that differs from the theoretical approach of DA. Aristotle does not argue in
DA 111.9 whether this ethical approach to the soul is possible or useful. His endorsement of
bipartition in the practical works suggests that Aristotle thinks that an ethical psychology is
legitimate in the right explanatory context (i.e., in a ‘practical’ context). Instead, Aristotle’s
criticisms in DA 111.9 question whether such an ethical psychology could have a legitimate place
within a theoretical account of soul—whether Platonic partition can stand up to DA’s
methodological and metaphysical standards. In particular, | argue that Aristotle doubts that
Platonic partition could be the product of a principled partition: a division of soul that results
from the consistent and uniform application of a principle for distinguishing psychic parts.

If such a divide really exists between ethical psychology, as we find in the Republic, and
theoretical psychology, as we find in DA, then an objection to Aristotle’s criticisms presents
itself: do Aristotle’s methodological criticisms simply attack a strawman? Do they not just
criticize Plato by scientific standards that he never endorsed? Such worries require that we
should read Aristotle’s criticisms in one of three lights:?® (1) Aristotle is simply wrong about
Plato’s project in dividing the soul, does not recognize that Plato engages in moral psychology,

and so his criticisms are misguided; (2) Aristotle’s real criticisms of Platonic psychology play

22 «“It is for a politician to study what concerns the soul. But his study should be for the sake of
the things [tovt®V ydpwv] in question [i.e., the development of human virtue],” (NE 1.13,
1102a23-4).

23 Some authors—e.g., Fortenbaugh (1983) and Van Waerdt (1987)— recognize the distinction
between these two projects. Others—e.g., Corcilius and Gregoric (2010), Johansen (2012)—
uncritically take DA 111.9 to be criticisms of Plato’s partition of soul.
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out at a more fundamental level (e.g., Aristotle claims that Plato should engage in the same
project as he does in DA, and not the ethical psychology of the Republic); (3) Aristotle’s target is
not Platonic moral psychology per se, but the attempt, whether by Plato or others, to transform
this moral psychology into an theoretical psychology.

Although any decision between the three options will be ultimately speculative, the
strongest evidence suggests the last option. Aristotle displays too consistent and acute of an
appreciation of the difference between moral and theoretical psychology to simply be ignorant of
the distinction in his criticisms of bipartition and tripartition, as in (1). Moreover, because
Aristotle recognizes the value of moral psychology in his practical works, he does not just simply
criticize Plato for engaging in moral psychology, as in (2). Hence, Aristotle attacks an attempt to
transform Platonic moral psychology into a proper scientific theory of soul, as in (3). Some
interpreters (e.g., Fortenbaugh) have reasonably hypothesized that Aristotle’s true targets are
unnamed Academic successors, who take the letter of tripartition or bipartition, but betray its
spirit to employ it as a scientific partition. It is equally tempting to think that Plato himself does
something similar in his engagement with natural science and cosmology in the Timaeus:
attempting to fit the ethical partition of the Republic within a theoretical and scientific project.
Regardless, we can approach Aristotle’s criticisms as aiming at a specific target: the attempt to
cast Platonic bipartition and tripartition as a scientifically, theoretically, and metaphysically

viable conception of the soul.

1.4 Principles of Partitioning

As we saw in Chapter 2, Aristotle rejects the possibility that psychic parts are material

parts or are “separable in place” (ympiotov ton®), which he contrasts with being “separable in
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account” (yopiotov Adym).2* Hence, throughout his treatment of psychic parthood, Aristotle
minimally attempts to describe the logical structure of the soul—how an organism’s various
capacities conceptually and definitionally relate to and depend on each other. In this vein, and as
the language of (t1) and (t2) suggests,?® Aristotle sees psychic partitions as having classificatory
aims (in Chapter 4, 1 also describe these aims as “cartographical’).?

This classificatory project has two complementary aspects. First, there is a hierarchical or
ranking activity, in which we classify psychic capacities as either proper psychic parts or mere
capacities. A psychic partition might, for example, classify perception as a foundational psychic
part, and smell as a mere psychic capacity. In Chapter 4, | argue that these claims are the
products of ‘Parthood Arguments’.?’ Second, there is a taxonomical activity, in which we
classify different capacities as ‘falling within’ different psychic parts; a psychic partition might
likewise classify smell as a perceptual capacity (i.e., assert that smell is in the perceptual part). In

Chapter 4, 1 call these claims the products of ‘Dependency Arguments’.?

24 DA 11.2, 413b14-15; 111.9, 432a20.

25 «SropiCovrec”, (DA 111.9, 432a25; see PA 1.3, 643b11); “Siopopac” (DA 111.9, 432a27; see DA
111.10, 433b4; PA 1.2, 642b6); “ywpilovot,” (DA 111.9, 432a27; see DA 111.10, 433b2; PA 1.2,
642b18); “owomnav,” (DA 111.9, 432b5; see PA 1.2, 642b18); “dioupodot...dwpdot,” (DA 111.10,
433b1-2; see PA 1.3, 642b21).

26 The classificatory project in psychic partition is not strictly parallel to zoological classification,
if we characterize the latter by a rigid genus-species structure. While smell or taste might be
species in the genus of perception, other ‘perceptual’ capacities, which are in the perceptual part,
have more complicated relationships to perception. Memory, Aristotle claims, is an “affection or
state” of perception (DM I, 449b25), while phantasia is a “movement” of perception (DA I11.3,
429al-2). As | argue in Chapter 4, these different connections can all be understood as instances
of logical dependence. To reflect this difference between strict zoology and psychic partition, |
opt in Chapter 4 for the looser terminology of “mapping the soul”, as opposed to “classification
of the soul’s powers”.

2T Chapter 4, §3.
28 Chapter 4, §2.
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To clarify these two aspects, we can consider parallel aims in zoological classification. A
proper classification of animals contains at least two components. First, there is a hierarchical or
ranking activity, in which one distinguishes between more basic kinds (birds) and less basic
kinds (parrots), presenting a hierarchy from greater to smaller kinds. Second, there is a
taxonomical activity, in which, for any given species (salmon), the zoologist states under which
kind (fish) it falls (as well as its specific difference): “To distribute animals evenly into such
differences as these, of which there are forms, so that any given animal belongs in them and the
same animal does not belong in more than one.”?°

A zoology that fails to achieve the two aims above provides no genuine classification of
animals. It fails to describe the relationship between kinds of animals and so lacks classificatory
power. Likewise, a psychic partition that fails to achieve the two aims above provides no account
of psychic parthood. It, in turn, similarly lacks classificatory power and fails to describe the
structure of the soul. Hence, a minimal condition of a legitimate psychic partition or zoology, at
least within a theoretical context, is ‘classificatory power’—the ability to precisely distinguish
and describe the hierarchical relationship between the members of a general kind.

As with other kinds of classifications, psychic partitions can be distinguished in two
ways. Because each partition provides a definitive number and list of parts, we can distinguish
them based on how many (“ndc0’)** parts they recognize. This is operative in standard

descriptions of Platonic partition, as it is usually distinguished by the number and type of psychic

parts (bipartition or tripartition). We can also distinguish partitions based on how (“né¢”)%! they

29« ugv odv dtahafsiv kod gig TotdTog Srapopic GV EoTv €101, GGO’ 6TI0DV {PHoV &V TadTOG
VIapYEW Kal un év mAgioot tantov,” (PA 1.3, 642b30-32).
S0 DA 111.9 432a23.

1 DA 111.9 432a23.
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partition the soul. A classification of animals is characterized not just by the number and kinds of
species it recognizes, but also the general principles by which it divides those species. In
classifying animals, we take certain differences (e.g., difference in form, dissimilarity in DNA or
ecological status) as being sufficient for difference in species or genus. Likewise, psychic
partitions are concerned with distinguishing between psychic capacities, and so with the
difference that obtains between them. Different psychic partitions consider particular sorts of
differences as sufficient for parthood. Accordingly, psychic partitions can be distinguished not
only by the parts they posit, but by the differences that they think give rise to psychic parthood.
This difference supplies the distinctive principle or method by which the soul is partitioned. This
principle indicates to the psychologist whether a candidate for parthood (a psychic capacity)
actually constitutes a distinct psychic part. If a classification is to be principled, it minimally
should employ such a uniform principle and method.

Crucially, and perhaps unintuitively, Aristotle in DA 111.9 conceives of these differences
in quantitative terms. Birds and fish are said to constitute distinct genera, whereas parrots and
chickens constitute distinct species. One way to explain this is the fact that the former pair differ
to a greater degree than the latter. Likewise, psychic partitions take themselves to attribute
parthood only in the case of particularly important or striking differences. Aristotle takes
perception and intellect to differ to a greater degree than smelling and tasting. Although both
pairs differ, the former pair differs more than the latter pair. The former difference, for Aristotle,
requires partitioning and the latter does not. According to Aristotelian partition, intellect and
perception differ to a sufficient degree, whereas smelling and touching do not. If Aristotle let just
any difference be adequate for parthood, he would have to admit many more parts of soul (e.g., a

smelling part). Likewise, to generate the correct parts, Platonic partition assumes a degree of
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difference that distinguishes Platonic parts from other psychic capacities—a quantity of
difference that is sufficient for parthood. What particular degree is sufficient for parthood should
presumably differ for bipartition and tripartition. Still, they alike take there to be some degree to
be sufficient, distinguishing mere psychic capacities from psychic parts.

We can see this reasoning at work in the Timaeus. First, there is an emphasis on
difference as a means of both identifying psychic parts. The Timaeus offers a picture of the
human soul as comprised of elements that are fundamentally dissimilar: each element is “a
different kind of soul [é\)o...€100c.. . yoyiic].”®? This difference corresponds to the soul’s three
distinct parts, which, to preserve this difference, are assigned to different places within the
body—"to keep [psychic parts] apart,” so that they would not “stain” each other.>® Second, Plato
also sees this difference as grounding the distinction between psychic part and mere capacity. He
treats certain capacities, such as appetites for food and for drink, as different, but not different
enough to constitute free-standing parts. Instead, they all make up aspects of and depend on
single parts of the soul. Only those capacities or sets of capacities that differ sufficiently can
count as psychic parts.

Accordingly, Platonic partition, like most other partitions, only recognizes psychic parts
that differ sufficiently, where what is ‘sufficient’ is determined by the particular partition under
consideration. Most relevant to DA 111.9, this principle of sufficient difference constitutes the
central method by which a partition can limit the number of psychic parts. It is precisely such a
principle that allows a partition to classify psychic capacities into those that do and those that do

not differ sufficiently. The former group will be parts, while the latter will not be. If Platonic

32 Timaeus, 69c.
33 Timaeus 69c-d.

100



partition considered any quantity of difference as sufficient for parthood, many more capacities
would constitute parts, such as hunger or thirst. If the required quantity of difference were too
high, there would not be any capacities that constitute psychic parts. Only by choosing an
appropriate intermediate quantity of difference could Platonic partition guarantee that there are
exactly two or three psychic parts. Hence, a principle of sufficient difference is crucial to the

identity of Platonic partition, and its ability to keep psychic parts to a limited number.

1.5 The Unprincipled Character of Bipartition and Tripartition

The criticisms in DA 111.9 focus on this last claim, undermining Platonic partition’s
attempt to endorse a principle of sufficient difference. In broad outline, Aristotle suggests that
the parts recognized by Platonic partition cannot be the product of any principle of sufficient
difference. With such a principle, only and all capacities that differ more than some specified
degree count as psychic parts. If other capacities differed more than Platonic parts, they too, by
that principle, should be counted as psychic parts. Aristotle argues that such capacities exist (e.g.,
perception or nutrition), and so should count as psychic parts. Because Platonic partition does not
recognize them as parts, it does not uniformly apply a principle of sufficient difference, and so
does not provide a theoretically-viable partition of the soul.

Although rarely noted, a central interpretive difficulty is to find a coherent line of
argument in (t1) for this central claim. After stating that (1) some capacities differ more than
Platonic parts, Aristotle appears to turn to a different topic, suggesting that (2) certain psychic
capacities cannot be subsumed under any single Platonic part. On the surface, it is unclear how

this claim (2) relates to claim (1). The two conclusions instead appear to be two unrelated claims
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about Platonic partition. Accordingly, we should read Aristotle’s argument as containing two
complementary parts:

Claim 1: Certain psychic capacities differ more than Platonic parts, and so deserve to be
psychic parts, even for the Platonist.

Claim 2: Platonic partition lacks the resources to otherwise dissolve the problems that

such capacities pose, given that they cannot be wholly assigned to any particular Platonic part.

Claim 1

Avristotle maintains that particular capacities differ more amongst each other than Platonic
parts do: “according to the differences on account of which they separate [psychic parts], other
parts seem to have an even greater contrast [peilo didotactv] than” do Platonic parts.3* He
claims, for example, that “nutritive, perceptual, intellectual, deliberative, and further desiderative
capacities...differ from one another to a greater extent [tAéov dwapépet] than do the capacities of
appetite and spirit.”*®

Although Aristotle does not spell this claim out, his general conception of difference,
such as we find in Meta. I, provides some support to reconstruct his reasoning. For Aristotle at

least, appetite and spirit are simply different forms of desire, even though their proper objects

and the cognitive capacities on which they depend differ.*® Like two colors or two smells, spirit

3 <ratd yap Tag Stapopdc S’ g TadTa xwpilovst, kai dAka aivetol popo peilm SiioTacty

&yovta tovtwv,” (DA 111.9, 432a26-28).

3 “Bpenticov, aicOTiKOV, VONTIKOV, BOVAEVTIKOV, ETL OPEKTIKOV: TADTA Yip TAEOV Stapépst
aAMAov f| émbountikov kai Oopkov,” (DA 111.10, 433b2-24).

% “Desire is appetite, spirit, and wish” (DA 11.3, 414b2). Appetite is the most primitive form of
desire, arising from the most basic forms of perception that allow for the experiencing of
pleasure and pain (414b3-6). Spirit is more difficult to describe in a summary fashion, given its
diverse manifestations—e.g., anger (Rhet. 1.4, 1369b11; Top. 11.7, 113a36-bl), fear or hatred
(Top. IV.5, 126a7-9), and love or friendship (Pol. VII 7, 1327b40-1328al).
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and appetite can then be said to differ in species, but fall within the single genus of desire. While
their accounts differ, these definitions will contain substantial overlap (e.g., ‘desire’, ‘good’,
‘aims”). Yet the capacities to which Aristotle refers differ generically amongst each other.
Nutrition and perception constitute wholly different genera of psychic capacities, under which
particular species can fall (sight, taste, photosynthesis, digestion, etc.,). There is no substantial
overlap within their respective accounts, except by analogy (e.g., ‘reception’, ‘affection’). They
are fundamentally different sorts of capacities, responsible for different sorts of activities.

In general, Aristotle maintains that generic difference is greater than specific difference.
White and black are, after all, both colors; spirit and appetite are both desires. Insofar as they
both fall within a single genus, they are comparable along a single spectrum or against a single
standard. Consequently, Aristotle claims that they differ by degree or by “more and less”. Yet
with things differing in genus, they “have no way to one another, but are too far distant and are
not comparable.”” Their difference is so great that they cannot be compared through some
common standard. Given that Platonic parts differ specifically, but other psychic capacities differ
generically, the latter group differs more. Just as white and sweet differ more than bitter and
sweet, so perception and nutrition differ more than spirit and appetite.

With the greater difference of perception and nutrition secured, claim (1) follows
immediately. Because sufficient difference is supposed to distinguish Platonic parts from mere
capacities, this degree of difference necessarily cannot exceed the difference that obtains

between Platonic parts—otherwise Platonic parts would not be counted as parts. This is true no

37 <8 uev yap yéver Slopépovta ovk Exst 630V el SAANAL, AL’ améyet mAfov Kai doOppAnTa,”

(Meta. 1.4, 1055a11-12; see also DS 7, 448a14-7: “...corresponding things in different genera of
sense...stand yet more aloof and differ more from one another [Agiov &1t anéyel AAAMAOVY Kai
dwpépet] than do things in the same province... [e.g.] sweet differs from white even more than
black does from white.”)

103



matter what degree of difference Platonic partition treats as sufficient. Yet the aforementioned
capacities differ more than Platonic parts and so more than what is required by the relevant
principle of sufficient difference. Therefore, such capacities deserve to be psychic parts, even for
the Platonist. Their principle of sufficient difference requires that the Platonist recognizes
capacities like nutrition and perception as distinct parts. Because the Platonist does not recognize
these capacities as parts, the Platonist cannot be said to uniformly apply sufficient difference.
Consequently, they have no right to maintain that only capacities that differ sufficiently count as
psychic parts.
To see the force of Aristotle’s argument, consider a further analogy with Aristotelian

zoology:

(t3) Those animals that differ by degree and the more and the less have been brought

together under one genus, while those that are [merely] analogous have been kept apart

[in genus]. | mean, for example, that bird differs from bird by the more or by degree [t®

udirov i kaO’ vrepoynv] (for one has long feathers, another short feathers), while fish

differs from bird by analogy [t® dvédroyov] (for what is feather in the one is scale in the

other).®®
Things that differ specifically (different species of birds) differ ‘by degree’, having more or less
of some common part or feature (feathers, wing-size, etc.,). Things that differ generically (birds
and fish) have no common attribute by which to be compared. Because their difference exceeds
any determinate difference in degree, they can only be compared by analogy. Just as white and
sweet differ more than bitter and sweet, so birds and fish differ more than parrots and sparrows.

Aristotle maintains that, in classification, we must uniformly distinguish between specific and

generic difference. The zoologist must not, for example, treat the difference between two birds as

38 Oc0 pev yop dagpépet TV YevdY ko’ Hepoymv Kai T pdAAOV Kol TO TTOV, TodTo!
méleviton Vi Yévetl, 8o0. & Exel TO Avahoyov, xmpic Aéyw & olov dpvig Spvifoc Stapépet Td
paALov 1 ko’ vepoynV (TO HEV Yap pakpOTTEPOV TO 08 Ppayvmtepov), 1xBveg 6’ dpviBog T@
avaroyov (0 yap éxeive mrepdv, Batépe Aemic),” (PA 1.4, 644a16-22).
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greater than that between a bird and a fish. Aristotle accuses the Platonist of making an
analogous mistake in psychic partitioning: taking specific difference to be greater than generic
difference, and the difference between appetite and spirit to be greater than that between
perception and nutrition. In both psychological and zoological contexts, this mistake undermines

the theoretical legitimacy of a given classification.

Claim 2

The Platonist could ignore Claim 1, and ignore the threat that capacities like nutrition and
perception pose, if they could somehow reduce those capacities to or explain them in terms of
the parts that the Platonist already posits. Aristotle argues that the Platonist is unable to
assimilate these capacities, either metaphysically or explanatorily, to Platonic parts.
Consequently, the Platonist otherwise lacks the resources to explain capacities like nutrition or
perception (Claim 2). Aristotle considers two sorts of capacities: some that lie beyond the
explanatory scope of Platonic partition, like nutrition, and some that extend across Platonic parts,
like perception.

Of the first sort, Aristotle considers one example in (t1): the nutritive capacity (t6
Opentikdv). That nutrition cannot be assimilated to any Platonic part is brought out by Aristotle’s
insistence that nutrition is the most common and universal psychic capacity, and so “belongs to
plants and to all animals.”® For Aristotle, plants possess neither desire nor reason, and so, a
fortiori, do not possess spirit, appetite, or calculation. This requires that nutrition, at least in

plants, functions and must be explained independently of Platonic parts. Consequently, we

39«5 Ko Tolc PVTOIC VIaPYEL Koid Tiiot Toig {dotc,” (DA 111.9 432a29-30).
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cannot assimilate nutrition to any Platonic part. Nutrition remains a capacity of a radically
different sort.*°

Nutrition lies beyond the explanatory scope of Platonic partition, and therefore poses a
stubborn problem for Platonic psychology’s explanation of soul. Echoing its ethical focus, these
difficulties arise from and highlight Platonic partition’s anthropomorphism, and its defining
focus on human reason and desire. This anthropomorphism severely limits its ability to explain
capacities that are not characteristically human. Aristotle sees such limitations as both pervasive
and deeply problematic: “those discussing and inquiring into the soul would seem to consider
only the human soul.”*! A serious scientific explanation of soul, Aristotle maintains, must
account for all forms of soul and all their capacities, including nutrition.

Bipartition might appear to be better equipped to account for nutrition than tripartition,
given that nutrition can reasonably be described as ‘nonrational’ or ‘@loyov’. Yet, because the &-
of Gloyov is ambiguous, signifying either contrariety or contradiction, GAoyov itself can mean
either ‘anti-rational’ or ‘nonrational’, respectively. On the former interpretation, dAoyov, being
the contrary of reason, is a desiderative or cognitive psychic part that can positively oppose
reason (e.g., an appetitive part that can obey or disobey reason). Clearly nutrition could not be
assimilated to such a part, as nutrition cannot actually oppose or follow reason.*? On the latter

interpretation, dAoyov, being the contradictory of reason, includes any capacity that is not

%0 The author of MM endorses this characterization explicitly: “none of these parts of the soul
will be the cause of nourishment, to wit, the rational or spirited or appetitive, but something else
besides these, to which we can apply no more appropriate name than ‘nutritive’,” (MM 1.4,
1185a19-22).

41 <01 Méyovteg kod (nTodvteg mepl Wuydc mept Tiig avOpomivng pHovng oikacty émokonsiv,” (DA

1.1, 402b4-5).
42 See NE 1.13, 1102b28-29: “the vegetative part does not share in reason in any way.”
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positively rational. Because nutrition is not rational, nutrition could be assimilated to this
dAoyov, as Aristotle himself recognizes in NE 1.13. Yet this sense of dloyov threatens to
undermine its status as a genuine psychic part, rather than a loose grouping of negatively defined
capacities. As with anything defined negatively, this sense of hoyov does not refer to any single
form or common essence, and so does not constitute a single unified part. Indeed, while Aristotle
nominally includes nutrition in the &Aoyov in NE 1.13, he promptly dismisses it as irrelevant to
his immediate concerns (the domain of human virtue). In a similar vein, Aristotle explicitly
formulates attacks against attempts to negatively define kinds in his zoology.*® These worries
suggest that bipartition can only nominally incorporate nutrition.

Next, Aristotle considers a second class of capacities, which play a more direct role than
nutrition within the activities of Platonic parts, and so appear more likely to be assimilated to
Platonic parts. In (t1), he addresses three prominent examples: perception, phantasia, and desire.
As with nutrition, Aristotle maintains that they cannot be so assimilated. Yet he reaches this
conclusion for reasons different from those he voiced about nutrition: because every Platonic part
has a claim to be the home of such capacities, these capacities exist across and throughout
Platonic parts. These capacities blur the boundaries of Platonic parts and thereby make those
parts indefinite.

Aristotle first claims that, because “one could not easily set down [perception] as either

nonrational or rational,”** perception (10 aicOnticov) cannot be assimilated to any one Platonic

43 PA 1.3, 642b23-24: “There is no difference within a privation as a privation; for there cannot
be forms of what is not, e.g., forms of footlessness of winglessness, as there are of winged or
footed.” This interpretation is in agreement with Aquinas (Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima,
§800): “For the irrational means what is either anti-rational or lacking a rationality that it ought
to possess; and neither of the aforesaid parts is such. Whereas if one were simply to call them
non-rational they would not constitute, properly speaking, a classification of the soul’s powers.”

44 <5 obte (g hoyov obte Mg Adyov Exov Bsin dv Tig padime,” (DA 111.9, 432a30-31).
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part, but has a claim to all. Aristotle frequently suggests that perception has both rational and
nonrational characteristics (or, alternatively, appetitive, spirited, and calculative characteristics).
On the one hand, Aristotle consistently takes perception to be the defining capacity of animals—
”something is an animal primarily because of perception.”* He maintains that “all animals,”
even those lacking reason, “have a connate discriminatory capacity, which is called
perception.”*® At least in these nonrational animals, perception is itself wholly nonrational.
Indeed, Aristotle calls the life of these nonrational creatures “the life of perception.”*’ Moreover,
Aristotle sees a special connection between appetite (the most primitive form of desire) and
perception (the most primitive form of cognition), maintaining that organisms with perception
must also thereby possess appetite.*® This suggests that perception is nonrational and appetitive.
On the other, as | argue in more detail in Chapter 6,%° perception is also possessed by
humans, and plays a prominent role in their rational activities. This is perhaps clearest in
Aristotle’s empiricism, according to which perception supplies a starting point for rational

insight.>® More concretely, Aristotle maintains that human perception can directly apprehend

5 <10 8¢ {Hov 1 TV aicOnow mpdtwe,” (DA 11.2, 413b2).

46 «gyet yap SHvapy copeLTOV KpTikny, {v kahodow aicOnowy,” (Apo., 11.19, 99b35-6).

4" NE 1.7, 1098a1-2.
48 «“And that to which perception belongs, to this...also belongs appetite.” (DA 11.3, 414b3-6).
49 Chapter 6, §1.3.

%0 Canonical examples include Meta.A.1 and Apo. 11.19: “From perception there comes
memory...and from memory...experience...And from experience, or from all the universal
which has come to rest in the soul... there comes a principle of skill or of understanding [té)vng
apyn kai Emomung]...they come about from perception—as in a battle, when a rout has
occurred, first one man makes a stand, then another does, and then another, until a position of
strength is reached,” (Apo. 11.19, 1003-15). See also Themistius (On Aristotle’s On the Soul,
117.10): “insofar as it discerns differences among objects of perception, and is a starting-point
and foundation for reason, it would seem to share in intellect. Yet insofar as it is equally present
in non-rational animals, it could conversely be considered non-rational.”
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objects and qualities that are inaccessible to nonrational creatures. This is most prominent in his
ethical works, in which he assigns to perception the apprehension of moral qualities, such as
blameworthiness.>* Likewise, in NE VI, Aristotle grants perception significant roles within the
characteristically rational virtues of practical wisdom (ppdvnoic) and thought (vodc).>? This
suggests that perception can be considered, in some cases, rational and calculative.
Consequently, perception can be said to play a role within each Platonic part, and so cannot be
wholly assimilated to only one of them.>

Similar problems emerge for the “imaginative principle” (0 pavtactikov),>* giving
reason to think that phantasia falls within all Platonic parts. On the one hand, Aristotle
frequently connects phantasia to perception, claiming that phantasia “does not come about
without perception” and is “a motion effected by actual perception.”*® Just as all animals possess
perception, all animals, even those lacking reason, possess phantasia to some degree.>®

Moreover, like perception, phantasia plays a crucial role within appetite, acting as the capacity

I NE 11.9, 1109b24; V1.5, 1126b4. See Rabinoff (2018, 44, n.13) for an extended list of similar
claims.

52 Because practical wisdom is practical, it must employ perception to discriminate the
particulars involved in action (see NE V1.8, 1142a25-30). Because thinking involves unmediated
comprehension of its objects, and perception is the form of unmediated cognition, thought
employs a special form of perception (NE V1.11, 1143a34-b5).

%3 Fortenbaugh (1983, 247-8) argues that we can see this point borne out in the inconsistent
treatment of perception in the Timaeus. Perception is sometimes attributed to the mortal
irrational parts (e.g., Timaeus, 69d) and sometimes to the immortal rational part (e.g., Timaeus
43-44, 64B).

* DA 11.9, 432b1-3.
° DA 111.3, 4270b15; 429a1-2.

% Aristotle infamously hesitates over whether all or only some animals have phantasia. If DA
I11.11 provides his considered view, then he maintains that all animals possess phantasia. Yet in
the most primitive animals (“imperfectly developed animals, those whose perception is limited to
touch”), phantasia is “present in them, but present indeterminately.” (DA 111.11, 433b31-434a5)
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by which nonrational animals represent objects as pleasant or unpleasant.>” This suggests that
phantasia is nonrational and appetitive.

On the other, Aristotle also sees human phantasia as being intimately connected to
intellect and reason, maintaining that there is no thought without phantasia or “appearances”
(pavtaopara).®® Phantasia allows rational thought to access “the objects of thought [that] are in
perceptible forms,”*® quintessentially exhibited in mathematical abstraction. Moreover, Aristotle
identifies a special form of phantasia, which he calls “rational phantasia [eavtooia. ..
Loyiotikn]” or “deliberative phantasia [pavtacio. .. Bovievticiy],”® which plays a central role in
human deliberate action and choice. This suggests that phantasia as well is, in some cases,
rational and calculative. Hence, like perception, phantasia has a claim to be located within every
Platonic part.

His most sustained example, and the one most relevant to the account of locomotion in
DA 111.9-11, is the “desiderative principle” (t0 0pektikov), which he again claims cannot be
assimilated to any particular Platonic part.®* On the one hand, Aristotle posits a form of desire—
appetite—that is wholly nonrational.®? He insists that all animals, even those lacking reason,
possess this kind of desire insofar as they can perceive: “that to which perception belongs [i.e.,

animals], to this belongs also both pleasure and pain...and to those things to which these belong

" DA 111.10, 433b12-13.

8 DA 111.7, 431a17-18; 111.8, 432a8-9.

S DA 111.9, 432a5-6.

0 DA 111.11, 434a7.

1 DA 111.9, 432b3-8.

52 DA 111.3, 414b2; see also EE 11.7, 1223a26-27.
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also belongs appetite, since appetite is a desire for what is pleasurable.”®® The desire of these
animals, like their perception, is wholly nonrational and appetitive. Likewise, Aristotle’s
bipartition in the practical works posits a basic division between nonrational desire and reason.
The relevant portion of the nonrational part is characterized as “the appetitive part, or the
desiderative part as a whole,”® and is contrasted with reason. This division suggests that, at least
in some cases (e.g., the akratic), desire is wholly independent of reason, and so “comes to be in
the nonrational.””%®

On the other, Aristotle also recognizes a form of desire that is characteristically rational,
which he calls “wish” (BovAnoig). In his account of locomotion in DA 111.10, Aristotle claims
that calculation moves humans through wish: “wish is desire, [and] whenever something is
moved in accordance with calculation, it is moved in accordance with wish.”®® Calculation can
thereby affect action indirectly through wish. Desire, in the form of wish, can then also be
understood as rational: “wish comes to be in the calculative [part of the soul].”®” This suggests
that desire is itself neither simply rational or nonrational, and so again resists assimilation to any
single Platonic part.

With perception, phantasia, and desire, we find the same situation: a psychic capacity

that is both clearly involved in the activity of Platonic parts, but resists being assimilated to any

63 ¥ 5 < T s A Y oon o~ < p ~ o eas
® 0’ aicOnoig vapyel, TOHTE 1OOVN TE Kai AV ...01¢ 0¢ TadTa, Koi Embopia: Tod yap MO0

Opeic avtmn,” (DA 11.3, 414b3-6).
%4 NE 1.13, 1102b29.

% DA 111.9, 43206-7.

66 «yaip BovAnoic dpeéic, dtav 8¢ katd TOV AoYISHOV Kivijtol, Koi kotd fovinoty kwveitor,” (DA

111.10, 433a23-25). Likewise, Aristotle characterizes “deliberate choice” (mpoaipeoig), which is
the principle of human action, as “either desiderative intellect or intellectual desire,” (NE V1.2,
1139h3-4).

" DA 111.9, 432b6.
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single one of them. They exist within and extend across each Platonic part, thereby blurring the
boundaries that Platonic partition posits, making Platonic parts themselves indefinite. In effect,
the Platonist can be said “to split” (“dwoondv™) these capacities, which Aristotle describes as
“absurd.”® A long-standing controversy about DA I11.9 is how to understand this suggestion,
given that the term “diaonav” is itself ambiguous. Most often, interpreters have understood
“daomdv”’ to mean “split apart”, according to which Aristotle accuses the Platonist of splitting
desire or perception up into multiple distinct subparts.®® In contrast, a minority of scholars have
argued that “dwoondv” means “split off from”, according to which Aristotle accuses the Platonist
of splitting perception or desire off from Platonic parts, treating them as distinct psychic parts.”®
Because both interpretations capture something important about Aristotelian psychology, my
general reading of 111.9 is consistent with both. Nonetheless, both the linguistic evidence and the
classificatory focus of 111.9 unambiguously speaks in favor of the former, more widely held

interpretation (“split up”).”

%8 DA 111.9, 432b5.

% This interpretation is assumed by all modern English translators: e.g., Smith (1984, “to break
up”), Shields (2016, “to break this up”), Shiffman (2011, “to scatter this about™). It also is
endorsed by a majority of interpreters: Themistius (On Aristotle On the Soul, 117, 19), Averroés
(Middle commentary on Aristotle's De anima, 510), Aquinas (Commentary on Aristotle’s De
Anima, 802,), Rodier (1900), Ross (2000), Polansky (2010, 504), Fortenbaugh (1984, 245), and
Whiting (2002, 183). This use of dwoondv is also more frequent and has already been established
earlier in DA: “air, when split up, is of one kind” (DA 1.5, 411a20); “[fire and earth] will be torn
apart if there is nothing which hinders them” (DA 1.4, 416a7).

70 See Simplicius (On Aristotle On the Soul, 291, 5-7); Corcilius (2008, 50-51); Johansen (2012,
248).

I Supporters of the “split apart” reading point to a single use of Stacndv at Rhet. 11.8, 1386a10,
which must clearly mean “split apart™: “it is a pitiful thing to be torn away from [sioomdcOot
ano] friends”. It is important note, however, that this use is uncommon and marked off by a
preposition (“dmo”). This preposition does not occur in DA 111.9 or any other Aristotelian use of
dwomav. Accordingly, this suggests that Aristotle’s use of dtaomdv in DA 111.9 should parallel
the more common usage, lacks the preposition, and so means “split up”.
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To bring this accusation into focus, consider again a zoological analogue, which emerges
among Aristotle’s criticism of dichotomous (i.e., Platonic) divisions in PA I:

(t4) One should avoid splitting up [dwaondv] each kind, e.g., putting some of the birds in

one division and some in the other, as the written divisions have done; there, some of

the birds end up divided off with the water-dwellers, some in another genus. Now this

similarity has an established name, ‘bird’, and another has ‘fish’. Other similarities are

nameless, e.g., the blooded and the bloodless; there is no one established name for

either of these. If then, nothing alike in genus should be split apart [Siacmactéov],

division into two is worthless. For people who divide in this manner necessarily

separate and split up [dwaondv]; some of the many-footed things are among the land-

dwellers, while some are among the water-dwellers.”?
Aristotle contends that dichotomous divisions wrongly “split apart” classes of animals. Because
birds constitute natural kinds and contain “similarities”, they naturally constitute one genus.
Hence, in a classification that should mirror this natural kind, all birds should be placed within a
single classificatory division. In contrast, a flawed classification would split this natural kind
apart. If we divided animals into land- and water-dwellers, for example, we would find birds on
both sides: landfowl amongst the land-dwellers, and waterfowl amongst the water-dwellers.”
Such a division tears apart the class of birds, undermining the formal unity of the genus of birds.

Aristotle’s anxieties about splitting up desire, phantasia, and perception parallel these

zoological concerns. Because these capacities extend across Platonic parts, the Platonist splits up

these capacities and distributes sub-capacities amongst the parts she already recognizes. Given

72 «"E11 §& TPOONKEL T S1GTHV EKOGTOV YEVOC, 010V TOVG SpviBac TOVG LV &V Tiide, Tovg & &v

AN dwupéoet, kabamep Exovctv ToVg LEV €V THOE, TOVS &’ &v AN dlnpéoel, Kabdmep Exovoty
ol yeypoppéval S1onpécelg: EKET Yap TOVG LEV HETA TOV EVOOpmV cupPaivet dinpricbat, Tovg &’ &v
Ao Yéver. Tavtn pév odv tfj OpotdTTL dpvig Svopa keitar, Tépa & iyic. £9° Exotépm Yap
T0UTOV 0V KeiTar &v dvopa. Eimep odv pumdev 1év opoyevév Stacmaotéov, 1 gig 0o daipeoig
pdtaiog av €l obTmG yap dropodvrog dvaykoiov yopilew kol S1aomdv: TV TOALTOd®V Yap
€otl T peV €v toic meCoig ta &’ év Toig évudpotg,” (PA 1.2, 642b10-20).

73 At Sophist 220b, Socrates divides “water-dwellers” into flyers (waterfowl like ducks, seagulls,
etc.) and swimmers (fish). At Statesman 264, the stranger divides two-footed land-dwellers into

winged (birds) and wingless. Hence, the kind Bird is split apart and distributed amongst both
water-dwellers and land-dwellers.
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that desire can be characterized as both rational and nonrational, the Platonist would think that
the rational and nonrational parts possess their own distinct desiderative capacities (i.e., rational
and nonrational desire). Plato endorses this claim explicitly, suggesting that “the three [psychic
parts] also have three kinds of pleasure, one peculiar to each. The same holds of appetites
[émbupior].”" Appetite, spirit, and calculation each has or constitutes a distinct form of desire,
which seeks its own sorts of objects and pleasures. In general, then, the Platonist fractures desire
into distinct capacities. Aristotle’s arguments indicate that the Platonist does the same with
perception and phantasia.

Aristotle’s dissatisfaction with this picture parallels his dissatisfaction with dichotomous
division. As in zoological classification he seeks to maintain the unity of natural kinds, so
throughout DA he seeks to maintain the unity of psychic principles. Hence, the fracturing of
desire, phantasia, and perception implied by Platonic partition would be a fundamental mistake.
Just as we should resist splitting the genus of birds apart, so we should avoid splitting the genus
of desire apart. Additionally, Aristotle gives particular arguments for the unity of perception and
desire. In DA 111.1-2, Aristotle argues that various complex perceptual activities show that
perception must constitute a single capacity. Discrimination between qualities in different sense-
modalities, for example, requires that perception is an undivided capacity.” Likewise, as | detail

in Appendix 3, Aristotle argues in DA 111.10 that desire must likewise constitute a single

4 Rep. 1X, 580d. These three appetites or desires are “for food, drink, sex, and all the things that
go along with them” (Rep. IX, 580¢), for “mastery, victory, and high repute” (Rep. 1X, 581a),
and “know[ing] where the truth lies” (Rep. IX, 581b).

> DA 111.2, 426b17-427a14.
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capacity.’® Hence, the fracturing of desire, phantasia, or perception threatens the unity of the
animal itself. If perception were split into separate capacities, Aristotle argues, the perception of
a single animal would function like the perceptual capacities of two distinct animals.”’ If we are
committed to biological unity, as Aristotle himself clearly is, we must resist splitting up

perception, phantasia, and desire.

1.6 Summary of Argument

We now have both Claim 1 and Claim 2 in view, and so can appreciate Aristotle’s
argument in full. Because perception, desire, phantasia and nutrition all differ more than Platonic
parts do, they have a claim to be psychic parts (Claim 1). If the Platonist sincerely endorses any
principle of sufficient difference, she should recognize them as parts. Because the Platonist does
not recognize them as parts, she is unable to sincerely endorse any such principle of sufficient
difference, and so her psychic partition is unprincipled. Yet the Platonist cannot simply sweep
them under the rug by assimilating them into Platonic parts; these capacities resist this

assimilation, and so stand to the Platonist as an unresolved problem (Claim 2).

1.7  Logical Difference

As noted initially, while Aristotle focuses on Platonic bipartition and tripartition, and his

criticisms are directly addressed to them, he also has a more general target—any division of soul

76 In contrasting his account of locomotion with those according to which there are “two things
which move [the animal],” Aristotle contends that “there is one thing that moves [the animal]:
desire,” (DA 111.2.10, 433a21-23).

"DA111.2, 4260b17-23.
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that generates indefinitely many psychic parts. The previous argument begins to establish a
bridge between these seemingly distinct targets. A zoologist without any principle to distinguish
real differences between species from mere idiosyncrasies within species must treat every
individual animal as constituting its own distinct species: even the smallest differences
(fingernail length, height, etc.) would be sufficient for a difference in species. Likewise, in
undermining the Platonist’s attempt to identify a principle to limit psychic parts (sufficient
difference), Aristotle indicates that the Platonist cannot treat only some limited number of
psychic capacities as parts. She has no principled reason to decide whether something is a mere
capacity or genuine psychic part. Each psychic capacity has a legitimate claim to parthood. This,
in turn, sets up the central thesis of Aristotle’s criticism of Platonic partition: that the Platonist
implicitly equates psychic capacity and psychic part, and so is compelled to recognize
indefinitely many psychic parts. Aristotle thereby attributes to the Platonist an implicit account
of psychic parthood, according to which psychic parts merely ‘logically differ’ (i.e., have non-
identical definitions).

To clarify this central thesis, we can first describe Aristotle’s general target more
concretely. Aristotle’s interest in the indefinite proliferation of psychic parts emerges directly out
of the context of DA 111.9 and his account of locomotion. As we see in (t1),’® Aristotle envisions
two possibilities for an account of locomotion: either we posit an entirely new psychic part that is
uniquely responsible for locomotion, or attribute locomotion to some part or parts already
discussed in DA. Hence, Aristotle is considering whether the fact that the capacity for

locomotion is a distinct capacity warrants treating it as a new psychic part. This naturally

78 “gi nOPIOV T1, TOTEPOV 1816V TL TP T £lOOTA Aéyeshon ko & sipnpéva, | TovToV & T1,”

(DA 111.9, 432a21-22).
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prompts a more general version of the same question: whether psychic capacity-hood amounts to
psychic parthood, and whether we should posit a new psychic part for every psychic capacity.

Aristotle claims that the Platonist implicitly answers yes to both questions. This way of
conceiving of psychic parts first emerges in DA 11.2, when Aristotle considers whether psychic
parts are “different in account” (§tepov 1@ Aoyw) or logically differ.”® In general, logical
difference is Aristotle’s weakest notion of difference, in contrast to stronger notions like local or
existential separability. When two things differ in account, the accounts that articulate their
being® (e.g., a definition) are non-identical. In modern terminology, this can be reasonably
described as conceptual difference. Moreover, because the relevant accounts or concepts are of a
thing’s being, Aristotle frequently equates being different in account to being “different in being”
(Btepov 1 eivan). If the being of two entities differs, then the accounts that state that being must
likewise differ. The account of a house (‘a structure providing shelter’) differs from that of
coffee (‘a drink brewed from roasted beans’). This is true also in more subtle cases, such as with
the road from Thebes to Athens and the road from Athens to Thebes, agency and patiency,
practical and political wisdom, or convexity and concavity.®! Convexity and concavity are
always found together in a single curve, and so are neither locally nor existentially separable
from each other. Nonetheless, an account of convexity differs, to some small degree, from an
account of concavity. Within a single subject (the curve), there are different aspects or ways of
being, and so two logically distinct entities. In sum, when we claim that two things differ

logically, their being, and so the accounts that articulate their being, are not identical.

" DA 11.2, 4130b27-31.

80 «Account[s]...saying what a thing is,” (Phys. 111.3, 202b12), i.e., the thing’s essence (10 ti v
glvonn).
81 Phys. 111.3, 202b13-22; NE V1.8, 1141b23-4; DA 111.10, 433b23-25.
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If we use logical difference as a principle for partitioning the soul, then any psychic
capacity for which there is a unique account would be a psychic part. Because logical difference
is a necessary condition for psychic parthood, it at least appears to provide a plausible principle
for partitioning the soul. Logical difference obtains in Platonic partition: the definition of spirit
(‘what seeks victory’) differs from that of rationality (‘what seeks truth’). It obtains as well in
Aristotelian psychic partition: nutrition (“a capacity...which preserves the thing which has it, as
the sort of thing it is””) differs in account from perception (“what is capable of receiving
perceptible forms without the matter””).82 Any psychic part must at least logically differ from
other psychic parts and capacities. Although he admits that logical difference is a necessary
condition of psychic parthood, Aristotle ultimately denies that it is a sufficient condition.

With capacities, Aristotle equates being “different in account” to being “different in
capacity” (8tepov dvvapet). Given the interchangeability of difference in account and difference
in being, to say that two capacities differ logically is just to say that they are different capacities:
what it is to be taste differs from what it is to be sight. To say that two capacities differ is to say
that they at least differ logically. Accordingly, when dealing with capacities, Aristotle identifies
logical difference and difference in capacity: “the capacity of desire...would seem to differ from
all [other capacities] in account and in capacity [Ady® koi Suvéauer Etepov].”®® To use logical
difference as a principle of psychic partition, then, requires dividing the soul into its different
capacities. Any unique capacity will constitute a psychic part. Each time we identify a new
capacity (e.g., capacities for locomotion, dreaming, memory), we must treat it as an additional

psychic part. Hence, Aristotle equates those who partition the soul according to logical

82 DA 11.4, 416b17-8; 11.13, 424a18-20.

83 <5 1o Moy Kol Suvayet Etepov v SoEetev etvar mhvtav,” (DA 111.9, 432b43-4).
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difference with those who “distinguish and separate [psychic parts] according to capacities [katd
tag duvéapeic].”®* A division into psychic parts would just be a division into psychic capacities.

In sum, partitions that endorse logical difference as their principle share two distinctive
features. First, according to logical difference, any logically distinguishable capacity would
constitute a psychic part. Consequently, we end up simply equating psychic capacity-hood and
psychic parthood. All psychic capacities would constitute psychic parts, not just the canonical
parts of Aristotelian or Platonic partitions. No matter how central it is to the life of the organism,
any capacity that can be given a unique account will be a psychic part. To identify a power of an
organism is just to identify a part of that organism’s soul. Even the capacity for dreaming, which
no relevant psychic partition treats as a distinct part, would be counted as a psychic part.

Second, if logical difference is the principle of partitioning, there will be indefinitely
many psychic parts. Because we can endlessly conceptually distinguish between psychic
capacities, there is no limiting principle for the number of psychic capacities. If every capacity is
a part, there will also be indefinitely many psychic parts: “for those who distinguish parts of the
soul, there will turn out to be a great many, if they distinguish and separate them according to
capacities.”® Although Aristotle begins to provide a list of such capacities (“nutritive,
perceptual, intellectual, and deliberative, and, further, desiderative [capacities]),””®® this point
extends much further. Any capacity that can be given a unique definition or which corresponds
to a distinct activity—the capacity to dream, to smell, to grow fingernails—would count as a

psychic part. Even the smallest conceptual difference between two activities or capacities would

8 DA 111.10, 433b2-3.

85 «“10ic 8¢ Sroupodot TA PéPN THS YUYHG, S0V KAT TAG SUVALELS dStapdot kol xopiloot,
naumolia yivetar,” (DA 111.10, 433b1-3).

8 DA 111.10, 433b3-5.
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correspond to two psychic parts. If we take logical difference as our principle of partitioning,
then our list of psychic parts grows indefinitely.

Although unexpected, these results might not be unwanted. Surprisingly, many
interpreters take Aristotle himself to treat psychic parthood and psychic capacity-hood as
equivalent and interchangeable.®” Indeed, this has been the most popular interpretation of
Aristotle’s account of psychic parthood, even if it is rarely directly defended.® According to this
interpretation, Aristotle’s central achievement concerning psychic parthood is to avoid the
metaphysical worries that plague any literal talk of ‘parts of soul” (which are, in turn, often
attributed to Plato). Aristotle does so, they suggest, by reducing psychic parts to, or replacing
psychic parts with, psychic capacities. The soul does not have parts in any literal sense, but only
in a ‘logical’ or ‘conceptual’ sense. Hence, this standard interpretation sees Aristotle’s
conception of psychic parthood as deflationary, attaching no metaphysical baggage to the claim
that the soul has parts: any talk of psychic parts should be reducible to talk of psychic capacities.
Every time Aristotle calls something a ‘part’ of an organism, he could have just as well called it

a ‘capacity’.®

87 Irwin (“The parts of the soul are its different faculties or potentialities”, 2002, 589); Polansky,
(“the soul’s faculties, that is, its ‘parts,”” 2010, 8); Barnes, (“The language of parts need not
trouble us: morion is used interchangeably with dunamis and arcké,” 1972, 72); Sorabji
(“Aristotle speaks of the capacities as parts of the soul,” 1974, 64); Hicks (“Aristotle considers
himself entitled to use indifferently the terms pdpiov, apyn, Svvauig and dtapopd throughout,”
1907, 550).

8 The lone exception is Ando (1965), who argues for a functional (i.e., logical) partition: “it is
far more natural to identify the parts of the soul with its functions, than to attribute many
functions which belong to different parts.” (70) He gives, however, no clear argument for this
claim. Nonetheless, to Ando’s credit he recognizes that Aristotle’s approach to psychic partition
varies depending on his “point of view”, and so there is plausibly a “multiplicity of dividing
principles,” (71).

8 In certain limited contexts, Aristotle appears to be open to the possibility that psychic parts and
capacities can be effectively equated: e.g., “for the present set aside the other parts or capacities
of the soul [Tfi¢ yoyfic §| popa i duvauelc] (whichever of the two be the correct name),”® (Juv.
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Although this interpretation has been persistent, there has been a growing consensus
(beginning most explicitly with Corcilius and Gregoric) that this interpretation grossly
misrepresents Aristotle’s conception of psychic parthood.*® While it is true that Aristotle
considers all psychic parts to be capacities (or sets of capacities), he does not hold that all
psychic capacities are psychic parts. First, Aristotle explicitly distinguishes between psychic part
and psychic capacity. Beyond the fact that he calls things capacities that he never calls parts,®*
Aristotle explicitly separates the question of whether something is a psychic capacity from the
question of whether it is a psychic part. In his bipartition in EE 1.1, for example, Aristotle
distinguishes the metaphysically-subtle question of whether the soul has parts from the obvious
fact that it has capacities.®” Although he suggests that this distinction is ultimately not relevant to
his immediate ethical purposes, he can make this distinction only if he already distinguishes
between psychic part and psychic capacity.

Similarly, Aristotle explicitly asks throughout DA whether particular capacities constitute
psychic parts. As we saw above, in (t1) Aristotle asks whether the locomotive capacity should
itself constitute a distinct psychic part.®® This question is meaningful only if he holds out the
possibility that something could be a psychic capacity but not a distinct psychic part. Likewise,

he explicitly recognizes that logical difference is not sufficient for a difference between psychic

1, 467b16-17); “It makes no difference whether the soul has parts [pepiotn] or does not have
parts [apepnc], so long as it has different capacities [dvvapeg],” (EE 11.1, 1219b32-33).

% Corcilius and Gregoric, (2010, 82-84).

% He calls sight, for example, a capacity (“f tig Syeoc...50vauuc”, DS I, 437a7), but never a part
of the soul.

92 “Whether the soul has parts or lacks parts [“ci pepiot 1} yoyn odt’ &i duepric”],” (EE 11.1,
1219b32-33).

% DA 1119, 432a21-23. Likewise, in DA I1.2, Aristotle asks “whether [nourishment, perception,
thought, or motion] is a soul or a part of a soul.” (DA 11.2, 413b13-14).
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parts: “[the capacity for] desire and [the capacity for] avoidance do not differ either from one
another or from the perceptual [part], though they do differ in being.” That the perceptual and
desiderative principles differ in being and account is not sufficient for them being parts of the
soul; that they are distinct capacities does not require that they are distinct parts.

Second, this traditional interpretation attributes to Aristotle the very position that he
himself attacks and attributes to Platonic partition: dividing according to the soul’s capacities,
endorsing logical difference, and equating psychic parts with psychic capacities. If Aristotle
actually equates parts and capacities, then in DA 111.9-10 he would be attacking and undermining
his own method for partitioning the soul. Hence, this standard interpretation must be misguided:
Aristotle neither equates psychic part and psychic capacity nor endorses logical difference as his

principle of partition.

1.8  The Indefinite Proliferation of Psychic Parts

We can now more concretely formulate the connection between the two targets of DA
[11.9. Because the Platonist has no uniform principle by which to limit psychic parts, she must
admit every new psychic capacity as a distinct psychic part. She thereby, in effect, equates
psychic part and psychic capacity, and so endorses logical difference as a principle of
partitioning the soul. Consequently, the Platonist must recognize the existence of indefinitely
many psychic parts.

We might now wonder why such an indefinite proliferation of psychic parts is itself, in

principle, problematic. We have seen that Aristotle himself rejects this possibility, but not why

% «obyy ETepoV TO OPEKTIKOV KO1 TO PEVKTIKOV, 0DT’ GAANA®V 0UTE TOD aicONTiKoD- dALL TO etvor

aaro,” (DA 111.7, 431a13-14).
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he should do so. Indeed, Aristotle himself never explicitly indicates why. To strengthen this
worry, we can imagine an altered version of Platonic partition, which admits the existence of
infinitely many psychic parts, but actively focuses only on its preferred two or three parts. This
version might appear to accept Aristotle’s criticisms while retaining the central aims and
intuitions of Platonic partition. To undermine the methodological underpinnings of Platonic
partition once and for all, we must clarify why any indefinite proliferation of parts should be
rejected. This challenge is made all the more pressing because Aristotle thinks that the soul is, in
one sense, infinitely divisible—according to its capacities. What prevents the soul from being
infinitely divisible into parts?

Because he provides no explicit argument against this indefinite proliferation, most
interpreters have supposed that Aristotle thinks that such a proliferation is just obviously
problematic.® Yet, even without an explicit argument, Aristotle’s basic motivations for
partitioning the soul make it clear why he would reject this proliferation. A psychic partition
attempts to capture the internal structure of the soul by positing a group of basic elements in the
soul. As argued in Chapter 1, Aristotle’s interest in psychic parthood emerges out of the doctrine
of the ‘homonymy of life’, according to which there are irreducibly many ways in which an

organism can be said to live (constitutive activities), and so irreducibly many capacities for

% Corcilius and Gregoric, for example, agree that “given the Platonist criteria for dividing the
soul, we will end up with an undesirably large number of parts,” (2010, 107). They do not,
however, provide any explanation for why this large number is undesirable. The only explicit
argument that has been given exploits Aristotle’s emphasis on the connection between
determinacy and intelligibility. Generally, Aristotle thinks that intelligibility depends on the
determinacy and definiteness of an object—i.e., that the object should have a definite form or
essence (e.g., Phys. 111.VI, 207a24-207a31). Accordingly, as Polansky argues, “If the soul truly
were to have indeterminately many possible divisions, then it might seem unknowable since
what is infinite is unknowable.” (Polansky 2010, 505; see also Meta. .2, 994b20-31). Aquinas
suggests a similar argument (“the number of these powers [would be] infinite, i.e., quite
indeterminable,” Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, §796).
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living (constitutive capacities) that define the soul. Psychic parthood captures not small
differences, but fundamental differences between fundamentally different ways of living.
Accordingly, Aristotle takes these constitutive capacities (nutrition, perception, etc.,) to be basic,
in contrast to other capacities (dreaming, smelling) that are non-basic and explainable in terms of
basic capacities.®® By calling the former ‘parts’, we capture their elementary and fundamental
status. Although Aristotle formulates this within his own technical vocabulary, the point is
general. Crucial to the project of partitioning the soul, in both Aristotelian and non-Aristotelian
contexts, is a primitive distinction between basic and non-basic aspects of an organism: the
former are parts, and the latter are not. Although Aristotle thinks that Plato ultimately fails in this
project, Plato also attempts to distinguish basic capacities (appetite, spirit, calculation) from non-
basic capacities (appetite for food, for money). This distinction between basic and non-basic
capacities separates an attempt to describe the true structure of the soul from a mere taxonomy of
the soul’s powers and properties.

The equation of psychic capacity and part, and the indefinite proliferation of parts,
undermines this crucial distinction. In turning all capacities into parts, every capacity would be
considered basic (or, equivalently, non-basic). The capacity to perceive would have the same
status as the capacity to dream: insofar as they are both capacities, they would both be psychic
parts. The equation of psychic part and capacity thereby covers over the distinction between
basic and non-basic capacities. With logical difference as its principle, psychic partition could

aspire only to a list of the soul’s powers, rather than a true explanation of the soul’s hierarchical

% What this distinction between basic and non-basic capacities in fact amounts to is a central
topic of Chapter 4.
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structure. Logical difference and the equation of part and capacity therefore stand in direct
opposition to the chief motivation and intuition of psychic partition.

This reasoning is at work in Aristotle’s initial description of logical difference in DA I11.2.
Aristotle here emphasizes that the claim that two capacities differ logically is trivially true: “That
[psychic parts] differ in account, however, is obvious [pavepov].”®” We never need to explain
why two capacities differ logically. Our very ability to distinguish them already requires that
they differ logically. Consequently, if we asserted that belief logically differs from other
capacities and constitutes a psychic part, we would not yet actually be asserting anything
interesting about belief, its role within the soul, or its relationship to other psychic capacities. It
only makes the trivial claim that belief is a capacity of an organism, which can be logically
distinguished from other capacities. This triviality is illustrated by the fact that Aristotle’s
example in DA I1.2—Dbelief—is not actually a part of soul according to any relevant partition.
Given that psychic parthood depends on seeing certain capacities as playing special roles within
the soul (i.e., being constitutive or basic), logical difference stands at odds with the central
motivations for psychic partition.

Consequently, logical difference fails as a legitimate principle of partitioning the soul.
The equation of part and capacity, and the indefinite proliferation of psychic parts, must be
rejected. Because Platonic partition leads to these consequences, it too fails as a legitimate
psychic partition. Ultimately, Aristotle maintains that Platonic partition is either self-
undermining or unprincipled. When we take seriously the explicit principle by which the

Platonist divides the soul (sufficient difference), we find capacities that undermine the very parts

97 <1 8¢ Moy 8T1 Etepal, pavepdy,” (DA 11.2, 413026-29).
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originally posited. Yet without such a principle, the Platonist must admit every new capacity as a
distinct psychic part and so recognize indefinitely many parts.

Admittedly, logical difference improves over the other principle of partition that we
encountered in Chapter 2—local separability. Local separability faces immediate metaphysical
and empirical absurdities, and so does not even present a possible way of dividing the soul.
Logical difference and Platonic partition do, at the very least, present possible ways to divide the
soul—according to its capacities. It is trivially true that we can distinguish psychic capacities
according to logical difference (and, a fortiori, according to Platonic bipartition and tripartition).
Indeed, because all psychic parts logically differ, logical difference provides a necessary
condition of psychic parthood. Logical difference fails only when one takes it to constitute a
sufficient condition for psychic parthood. Likewise, we saw that Platonic partition fails only
within the context of a general, methodologically uniform theoretical account of the soul.
Aristotle himself thinks that it can play important roles in ethical or political inquiry. Hence,
Aristotle can concede that psychic parts logically differ, or that Platonic bipartition and
tripartition provide possible and useful ways of describing the soul within some contexts, yet still
consider them illegitimate within the scientific project of DA.

Moreover, these criticisms also foreshadow Aristotle’s own positive conception of
psychic parthood. They show that Aristotle must identify a principle that limits the number of
parts to a finite and stable number. Logical difference’s inability to do so lies at the heart of its
failure as a principle of partition. Aristotle must identify his own principle by locating a more
restrictive notion of difference (i.e., sufficient difference), which obtains only with basic psychic

capacities, and so distinguishes basic from non-basic capacities. If Aristotle is successful in

126



identifying such a principle, he can then satisfy the central motivation for his account of psychic

parthood—an explanation of the irreducible multiplicity of life.

82 The Argument from Opposites

2.1  The Platonic Argument for Tripartition

Although these criticisms constitute a full and sustained objection to Platonic partition,
they do not address the Platonist’s most celebrated argument for bipartition and tripartition: the
‘Argument from Opposites’ (AO). In Republic 1V, Socrates contends that the possibility of
internal psychic opposition requires the existence of distinct psychic parts. First, Socrates
formulates a general ‘Principle of Opposites’ (PO):

(t5) It is clear that the same thing cannot do or undergo opposite things; not, at any

rate, in the same respect, in relation to the same thing, at the same time. So, if we

ever find that happening here, we will know that we are not dealing with one and

the same thing, but with many.%

As Aristotle agrees, % nothing can simultaneously be, do, or suffer opposites. If a thing
simultaneously sustains opposites, then there must be some division with respect to those
opposites. If I am both hot and cold, there must be division between different parts of my body
that are hot and cold,; if a chessboard is both black and white, there must be some spatial division
into black and white parts. In brief, internal opposition implies internal division.

Second, Socrates contends that some behaviors and psychic states, in fact, do constitute

pairs of opposites: “Now, wouldn’t you consider assent and dissent, wanting to have something

98 “Afjhov 8Tt TADTOV TAVAVTIC TOIETV T TAGYEW KT TADTOV YE Kol TPOG TADTOV 0VK £0EAoEL
o, Gote Gv Tov gLPICKOUEY €V ADTOIC TADTA YIYVOUEVQ, €icoUeDa Tl 0D TADTOV NV AL
mieio,” (Rep., 1V, 4360b9-c2).

9 See DA 111.2, 426b31-427a2.
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and rejecting it, taking something and pushing it away, as all being pairs of mutual opposites?”1%
| desire to drink the sweetened coffee or assent that it is good, believing that it will be pleasurable;
at the same time, | reject that same sugar and assent that it is not good, believing that it is unhealthy
for me. Such desire and rejection, and such assent and dissent, constitute opposing psychic acts or
states. When | simultaneously both desire and reject the same object (sugar), in the same respect
(its goodness), my soul sustains opposites.

When we apply the general principle of opposites to these cases, we see the need for
psychic partitioning. By PO, anything that sustains opposites is not one, but is divided and many.
Thus, my opposing desires reveal that | am, or my soul is, many: divisible into a thing that desires
the sugar and a thing that rejects that same sugar.®* The former is characterized by a nonrational
appetite for pleasure and so is an appetitive part or nonrational part; the latter is characterized by
a rational assessment of the situation, and so is a rational part. Moreover, Socrates maintains, other
forms of psychic opposition (e.g., between spirited and appetitive desires) can reveal additional
parts (e.g., spirit). The number and character of the kinds of psychic oppositions corresponds to
the number and character of psychic parts.

This argument is one of the most influential aspects of Platonic partition, and is often
treated as the Platonic argument for bipartition and tripartition. Accordingly, AO presents a
problem for Aristotle. It purports to show the necessity of Platonic bipartition or tripartition,

against any criticisms that may be launched against it. It attempts to move beyond mere logical

100 <A p’ odv, v 8’ &y, 1O Emvevey T@ Avavedely Kod T dpiccBai Tvog AoPeiv T dmapveicHat
Kol T0 Tpocdyesbot T® anmbeichat, mdvta T¢ ToladTa TOV EvavTiov dAnlolg Oeing gite
nompatov gite tadnudatov,” (Rep. 1V, 437b1-4).

101 «Isn’t it that there is an element in their soul urging [people] to drink, and also one stopping
them?...It would not be unreasonable for us to claim that there are two elements [in the soul],
different from one another,” (Rep. 1V, 439c).
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difference as a criterion for psychic parthood, and to demonstrate, in a principled manner, the truth

of bipartition or tripartition.

2.2 A Cognitive Analysis of Opposing Desires

Desires, Aristotle concedes, do in fact arise “opposite to one another” (évavtiot GAARAAILG).
Accordingly, Aristotle is tasked with defending his own approach of psychic parthood and
locomotion against the Platonic AO in DA 111.10:

(t6) Since...desires arise opposite to one another [évavtion aAAqAaig], and this occurs
whenever reason [Adyoc] and the appetites are opposed, and this comes about in those
with a perception of time (since thought encourages a pulling back because of what is
going to happen, whereas appetite operates because of what is already present, since a
present pleasure appears to be an unqualified pleasure, and an unqualified good,
because of its not seeing what is going to happen) it follows that what moves is one in
form: the desiderative capacity insofar as it is a desiderative capacity [to dpektikdv, 1
opextikov]. But first of all is the object of desire, since this moves without being
moved, by being thought of or imagined. In number, though, the things moving will
be more than one.1%2
Aristotle, in effect, accepts the logic at the heart of AO, maintaining that the existence of internal
opposition is symptomatic of a division within the soul. To this extent, he agrees with the Platonist.
Yet, Aristotle contends, opposing desires do not compel us to endorse Platonic bipartition or
tripartition. Opposing desires are also consistent both with Aristotle’s own partitioning of the soul
into nutritive, perceptual, and intellectual parts. In (t6), he gives a ‘cognitive’ analysis of psychic

opposition, contending that opposing desires arise out of a more fundamental distinction between

two of his recognized psychic parts (perception and intellect), through which we apprehend and

102 «gmei 8 dpéEeic yivovrou gvavtiot dAMLoig, TodTo 8¢ cupPaivel dtav 6 Adyoc Kod od émbupion

gvavtiol mot, yivetor &° v 1oic ypdvou aicOnotv Eyovaty (0 HEV yap vodg dud 1O PEALOV
avBérkey kehevet, 1 &° émBopio S TO oM eaiveTot yap TO §on OV Kol arAdg 10V Koi dyafov
AamAGC, S180 TO U Opdiv TO PEALOV), €181 P&V Ev v €11 TO KIvodV, TO OPEKTIKOV, T| OPEKTIKOV—
TPDOTOV 0& TAVTOV TO OpeKTHV: TODTO YO KIVEL OV KIVOUEVOVY, TG vonofjval §j poviacOijvor—
apOud 6¢ mheio ta kvodvra,” (DA 111.10, 433b5-13).
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represent the goodness and desirability of objects. In sum, opposing desires need not reveal a
fracture between appetitive and rational parts, but can as well reveal a fracture between perceptual
and intellectual parts.

Aristotle’s response to AO betrays an approach to opposing desires that is thoroughly
cognitive, couched in terms of “perception”, “seeing”, the way things “appear”. This depends, in
turn, on recognizing an intimate connection between cognition and desire. There is a relatively
clear, uncontroversial connection between desire and cognition. Perception, phantasia, and
intellect allow animals and humans to present or represent an object to be desired. Even though |
might enjoy a cup of coffee on the table in another room, I can desire it only if | become cognitively
aware of it. Intellect and phantasia provide the intentionality and cognitive access required for
desire to aim at an end. These cognitive capacities, then, function as necessary conditions for
desire, without which an animal could have no concrete, determinate desires.

As (t6) and other passages show, there is for Aristotle also a more substantial and intimate
connection between desire and cognition. Although not thematized explicitly, DA’s treatment of
desire gives us reason to think that cognition not only provides a general awareness of the object,
but also plays a crucial role in the actual desiring of the object.’®® We apprehend not only the
perceptual or intelligible qualities of an object (e.g., coffee’s bitterness), but also the goodness or
badness of a desired object (coffee’s goodness), in an act of evaluative or practical cognition. My
apprehension that something is pleasurable is an act of perceiving (in some sense) the particular

goodness of that object: “Experiencing pleasure and experiencing pain are the actualization of the

103 A defense of an approach roughly in line with the one I am now offering has been given in
Moss (2012, Ch.1-2). Versions of this approach has also been endorsed both in ancient
scholarship (e.g., Simplicius, Commentary on the De anima; Alexander, De Fato XI. 178, XIV
184; Mantissa XXIII 172) and contemporary scholarship (Charles, 1984; Richardson, 1992;
Freeland, 1994; Segvic, 2002; Destrée, 2007).
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mean of the perceptual capacity with respect to what is good or bad, as such.”%* Just as perceiving

105 50 too is the

any proper perceptible qualities is the actualization of a perceptible mean,
experiencing of pleasure. Bracketing the question of whether perceiving proper sensibles and
goodness are the exact same sort of activity, such similarities still show that Aristotle treats desire
as dependent on acts of cognitive affirmation: “whenever there is something pleasant or painful,
[perception] by, so to speak, affirming or denying, pursues or avoids.”'% An animal’s pursuit of
some desired object, and so the desire for that object, arise through affirming that the object is
pleasant. When | appetitively desire the sugar, | perceive not just its sweetness or whiteness, but
perceptually judge that it is good and pleasant.

Likewise, when I rationally apprehend that sugar is unhealthy and bad, I thereby desire to
avoid it: “whenever [the thinking soul] affirms or denies that something is good or bad, it pursues
or avoids.”'% Through intellect, | apprehend not only the various intelligible properties of sugar
(e.g., that it falls under a particular genus), but also, in some sense, whether that object is good or
bad. When | act deliberately, | act in accordance with those rational affirmations or denials of the
goodness of some object or action. Accordingly, Aristotle suggests generally that the objects of

desire move us “by being thought or imagined [t vonofjvat fj povracOijvar].”t%®

104 «¢511 10 1de00n Kai AomelcBat TO Evepysiv TH oicONTIKT] HEGOHTNTL TPOC TO GyafdV T Kakdv, |

towavto,” (DA 111.7, 431a10-12).

105 The infamous doctrine of the perceptible mean is formulated most explicitly in DA’s account
of touch: “We do not perceive what is hot and cold, or hard and soft, in measures equal to
ourselves, but only excesses, since perception is a sort of a mean between the contraries present
in perceptibles. And because of this it discriminates perceptibles; for the mean is capable of
discriminating, since it comes to be, relative to either one or the other, its opposite extreme,” (DA
11.11, 424a3-11)

106 &y 8¢ 7150 1 Aommpodv, olov katapdca fi dmogdca Sibket i pevyet,” (DA 111.7, 431a9-10).

107 «Brav 8¢ dyabov ij koxdv @ron §j amoenon, eevyst i Sidket,” (DA 111.7, 431a15-16).

108 DA 111.10, 433b12; see also NE V1.2, 1139a31-36; Meta. A.6, 1072a26-32: “The primary
objects of desire and of thought are the same....But desire is consequent on opinion rather than
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In DA II1.10’s analysis of opposing desires, Aristotle endorses this intimate connection
between cognition and desire. Crucially, he distinguishes between two forms of cognition, which
throughout DA 111.9-10 he variously calls “intellect”, “thought”, “rational phantasia”, or “reason”,
and “perception”, “phantasia”, or “perceptual phantasia”.’®® Consequently, there are also two
forms in which the goodness of objects are affirmed: concerning the object of desire, “intellect is
always correct...desire and phantasia are both correct and not correct.”*'° Through practical
intellect, at least when unimpeded, humans apprehend what truly is the case, including the
goodness of potential objects of desire. Through phantasia, humans and animals apprehend what
appears to be the case. Aristotle maintains a parallel distinction in his characterization of the object
of desire, which he defines as “the good or the apparent [patvopevov] good.” !t Humans apprehend
the genuine good through intellect, whereas humans and nonrational animals apprehend what
appears to be good through perceptual phantasia.''? The desires that arise through these cognitive
acts have as their objects the genuine good and the apparent good, respectively. In one case, the
object is rationally thought to be good; in the other, it is perceptually imagined to be good.

As | argue in Appendix 2, this dependence of desire on cognition indicates that desire is
not a distinct psychic part, but falls within two canonical Aristotelian psychic parts: the intellectual

and perceptual parts of the soul.!*® Although desire logically differs from perception or intellect,

opinion on desire; for the thinking is the starting-point. And thought is moved by the object of
thought.”

109 See DA 111.9, 432a16; 433a3; 111.10, 433a9-10; 433b28; 433b7; 433b28-30.
10 «<yodg pgv odv miig 0pBoC EoTiv: Spelig 8¢ kai povtacio kai opd kai ovk 6po,” (DA 111.10
433a26-27).

111 DA 111.10 433a28-9.

112 See Nusshaum, 1987; Modrak, 1987; Moss, 2012.

113 «“The capacity for desire and the capacity for avoidance do not differ either from one another
or from the perceptual capacity, though they do differ in being,” (DA 111.7, 431a12-4).
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it always occurs with and is determined by them. Desire causally and logically depends on and is
posterior to them. In affirming or denying that something is good or bad, intellect gives rise to
rational desires; in analogously affirming or denying, perception gives rise to appetites. As
Avristotle says that memory is a capacity found within the perceptual part,** so desire is found
within both the perceptual and intellectual parts—it is a “common form”!*® shared by both parts.
In the former, the desires are categorized as “appetites”, and have pleasure as their good; in the
latter, they are categorized as “wishes”, and have as their good the genuine good.

Aristotle’s analysis of opposing desires in (t6) depends on this distinction between
intellectual and perceptual parts, and how they give rise to different kinds of desires. Opposing
desires, Aristotle contends, arise whenever reason (Adyoc) and appetites (émibopior) are
opposed.*® Reason commands me to avoid the sugar as unhealthy, even while | appetitively desire
it as pleasurable. Appetite is a desire for the pleasant, and so, unlike other types of desire, belongs

to all animals.!!’ Because it can exist independently of sophisticated cognition, it only perceptually

114 Chapter 4, 82.1.
15 DA 111.9, 432a23.

116 Aristotle provides no argument that all opposing desires arise through the opposition of
appetite and rationality, and not, for example, two opposing appetites, effectively ignoring how
and whether nonrational animals also have opposing desires. Aristotle contends that opposing
desires arise through the perception of time. In DM 1 he extends this capacity to animals capable
of phantasia and memory; in contrast, he appears in DA 111.10 to treat the perception of time as
the work of the intellect. To resolve this tension, Themistius (On Aristotle on the Soul, 120,10-
15) suggests that nonrational animals have only an “accidental” perception of time, whereas
humans perceive the past and future as such. In any case, the analysis of DA 111.10 clearly
focuses on humans, and the sorts of psychic opposition of which only they are capable.

117 Because perception belongs to all animals, they experience “both pleasure and pain”; and “to
those things to which these belong also belongs appetite, since appetite is a desire for what is
pleasurable,” (DA 11.2, 414b3-6).
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considers “what is present” (1o #dn) and “does not see what is going to happen.”!8 Accordingly,
appetite takes a present pleasure to be an “unqualified pleasure” (to amidg 16V) and SO an
“unqualified good” (10 ayobov anidc). When appetite commands me to consume sugar, it treats
the sugar’s present pleasure as an absolute good. Even so, the sugar is only apparently good;
immediate pleasure does not guarantee genuine goodness.

Alternatively, intellect encourages me to refrain from the sugar because intellect can
foresee what will happen (unhealthy effects). Reason and intellect effect a more sophisticated
cognition of goodness, and so accompany a more sophisticated desire—wish. This capacity for
foresight arises through a “perception of time” (aicOnoiwc ypoévov)—an awareness of the
temporality of an object and the distinction between that object’s present and future effects.
Through intellect, I can distinguish between the immediate pleasure of sugar and its future health
risks—“what is going to happen” (to péAlov). If it foresees future harm, intellect commands me
to pull back from what is immediately present and apparently good.

Hence, Aristotle agrees with the Platonist that the phenomenon of opposing desires is
symptomatic of a real fault line within the soul. Internal opposition does indeed reveal internal
division. Aristotle, however, identifies a different fault line than the desiderative fault line that
Platonist identifies. Aristotle identifies a fault line within a more fundamental cognitive domain,
between different perspectives on the goodness of the objects of desire—between a perceptual

and imaginative part and a rational and intellectual part. **° The soul is not ultimately divided by

118 <5 ugv yap vodg S16 10 péAhov avOérkety kedevet, 1) & émBopia d1é T §dn,” (DA 111.10,

43309-10).

119 This is the sort of analysis proposed as well by Moss: “It is also natural to read the case of
motivational conflict as dramatizing just this difference [between forms of evaluative cognition]:
intellect orders one to hold back from some merely apparent good, while appetite urges one
toward it, and does so because it ‘appears good,’ i.e., is apprehended as good by phantasia,”
(Moss, 2012, 18).
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different kinds of desires, but more primordially by different kinds of cognition. Appetite arises
with phantasia and perception, and concerns only the present, apparent good; wish arises with
reason and intellect, and concerns the genuine, all-things-considered good. The conflict between
appetite and wish ultimately bottoms out in a difference between perceptual or imaginative
cognition and intellectual or rational cognition. Hence, AO is equally consistent with an
Aristotelian partition into nutrition, perception, and intellect. Aristotle can accept the
metaphysical principle on which AO is based (the Principle of Opposites), yet still reject the
picture of the soul that Plato takes it to imply; he can recognize the logic and force of AO, yet
deny that it should compel one to endorse Platonic tripartition or bipartition.

Admittedly, AO holds further problems for Aristotle’s account of locomotion. Namely, it
appears that the phenomenon of opposing desires requires that we “split apart”?° desire, in
precisely the way Aristotle cautions against in DA 111.9 (and I discussed in §1.5). | treat

Aristotle’s response to this threat in Appendix 3.

83 Conclusions

In sum, we have seen over the past two chapters that Aristotle argues against two central
aspects of Platonic partition, which in turn point to two aspects of his own positive conception of
the structure of the soul. In the previous chapter, we saw that Aristotle rejects the ‘physiological’
or ‘spatial’ conception of psychic parts, according to which psychic parts are differentiated by
the region of the body in which they adhere. This rejection suggests psychic parthood is a logical

notion, and not a spatial or material notion. In the current chapter, we considered Aristotle’s

120 DA 111.9, 432b5.
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arguments against Platonic bipartition and tripartition, in which he attributes to them an
unprincipled and illegitimate methodology. This, in turn, indicates that a proper account of
psychic parthood should supply a principled reason or criterion to classify a given capacity either
as a psychic part or as a mere psychic capacity. He likewise rejects the central argument for
bipartition and tripartition (AO), contending that they do not require the conclusions that the
Platonist draws.

As befits the flexibility of Platonic partition, Aristotle’s criticisms do not constitute a
single, extended argument against a single particular flaw of Platonic psychic partition. Rather,
they work by committee, attacking a variety of crucial aspects of the partitions presented in the
Republic and Timaeus. Their cumulative effect is ultimately a wholesale rejection of Platonic
psychic partition, insofar as it aspires to be a scientifically and theoretically viable division of

soul.
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CHAPTER IV
PSYCHIC PARTHOOD AND THE MAPPING OF THE SOUL

We saw in Chapter 1 that some of Aristotle’s central commitments in psychology compel
him to recognize and incorporate the existence of psychic parts into his theory of soul. This gives
rise to the Problem of Psychic Parthood (PPP): what are the basic psychic parts that are
responsible for the basic vital activities? How do we identify and distinguish them? What makes
them basic? As we formulated this question in more detail (and as | will try to show further in
what follows), we began to see that an answer to this question promises not only to resolve a
relatively narrow problem raised by Aristotelian psychology, but also to clarify fundamental
aspects of Aristotle’s methodology in psychology—how psychic principles explain the life of an
organism. Aristotle’s psychology is, in part, distinguished by its use of capacity or potentiality
(dvvapg) to explain the vast variety of organic behaviors. Aristotle’s notion of psychic parthood
is the foundational concept in his psychological project: the finite set of primitive principles
through which we explain all psychic phenomena. Accordingly, the task now before us is to
articulate Aristotle’s answer to PPP, and so to identify in detail the role that psychic parthood
plays in DA.

So far, our treatment of Aristotle’s approach to PPP has been mostly critical. In Chapters
2 and 3, we treated Aristotle’s critiques of various inadequate conceptions of psychic parthood
given by his predecessors—spatial or physiological conceptions, ethical conceptions like
Platonic tripartition and bipartition, and conceptions that fail to distinguish between psychic
capacity and psychic part. It now remains to articulate Aristotle’s positive conception of psychic
parthood. These critical arguments, however, will be central in what follows, as his positive use

of psychic parthood emerges from the ashes of those criticized conceptions.
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When attempting to articulate this positive conception in any detail, however, we face the
compounding problems that we have previously touched on: nearly all of what Aristotle
explicitly says about psychic parthood in DA is negative or critical, and textual evidence suggests
that Aristotle lacks a consistent conception of psychic parthood across his corpus.® In response,
interpreters have been pushed to reconstruct Aristotle’s conception of psychic parthood, using
some of Aristotle’s more general doctrines to suggest what his conception should be.? These
previous approaches, | argue, have failed to illuminate the full richness of Aristotle’s conception
of psychic parthood—the role that psychic parts play within his psychology and the reasons for
endorsing such a conception.

| offer an alternative approach, beginning with the recognition that Aristotle never
provides an explicit theory of psychic parthood. Instead, psychic parthood is an explanatory tool.
For the most part, Aristotle makes no attempt to explain what a psychic part is in general, as
perhaps he should have. Instead, psychic parthood is employed, sometimes without name, in
response to particular sorts of problems. To understand his conception of psychic parthood, then,
we must look to these particular problems, to his concrete uses of the notion in DA and PN, and
reconstruct the conception of psychic parthood that underlies them. When we look to such uses, |
suggest, we can recognize a consistent conception of psychic parthood. We see that psychic

parthood is the central notion in Aristotle’s account of the logical structure of the soul: an

1 As I have noted frequently, his conception of psychic parts in DA appears to stand in conflict
with his bipartition in his ethical works (see Vander Waerdt, 1987; Fortenbaugh, 1983).

2 Whiting, 2002; Johansen, 2012; Corcilius and Gregoric, 2010.
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explanation of the definitional or conceptual relationships—dependencies and independencies—
between an organism’s innumerable capacities (nutrition, memory, dreaming, etc.).

This account presents a picture of the network of psychic capacities, or a map of the soul
(a metaphor I use throughout). Psychic parts (nutritive, perceptual, intellectual parts) are the
foundations, or continents, of such a map: the basic elements to which all of an organism’s
capacities can be related and on which those capacities depend. Each continent is defined by its
most basic aspect (i.e., nutritive, perceptual, and intellectual capacities). In treating these parts,
he distinguishes between them (shows that they are, in fact, distinct continents) and characterizes
them (charts their contours). In treating any other vital capacity, he establishes a connection to
one of these psychic parts (shows that it is on a particular continent) and conceptually situates it
in relation to other capacities (locates its position on that continent).

In 81, | summarize the central problem to which psychic parthood serves as an answer,
and how this problem gives rise to his positive conception of psychic parthood. Aristotle is
compelled to recognize the existence of psychic parthood because of his commitment to the
‘homonymy of life’—that ‘living’ refers to multiple, discrete heterogeneous activities, and the
soul’s corresponding capacities, or parts, are likewise discrete. Consequently, an account of
psychic parthood must explain this irreducible heterogeneity—why just nutrition, perception, and
intellect (Aristotle’s working list of parts in DA) should be considered parts, how these parts
differ, and how they relate to the other vital capacities.

In the remaining sections, | provide such an account by examining how Acristotle
concretely uses psychic parthood, arguing that we can divide these uses into two general
categories. In 82, | examine ‘dependency arguments’, in which Aristotle articulates the nature of

a capacity by showing that it is “in” a particular psychic part. He demonstrates that the relevant
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capacity conceptually or definitionally depends on—is logically posterior to—that particular
psychic part. This use exhibits how psychic parts serve as explanatory foundations for his
accounts of all vital capacities. In 83, I describe ‘parthood arguments’, in which Aristotle
establishes that a particular capacity is or defines a genuine psychic part. He does so by
establishing that the relevant capacity is logically primary—conceptually or definitionally prior
to and independent of all the other capacities. These psychic parts are the capacities that sit at the
very foundations of the priorities explored in dependency arguments. They differentiate the basic

kinds of organisms and serve as principles for the heterogeneous activities that make up living.

81 The Aims of Psychic Parthood

We can begin by briefly reviewing Aristotle’s reasons for initially positing psychic parts.
This summary sets the context for his uses of psychic parthood: the philosophical terrain in
which these uses emerge and the standards for a successful account of psychic parthood.

As | argued in Chapter 1,® Aristotle is motivated to recognize the existence of psychic
parts because of his commitment to the homonymy of life: that “living is spoken of in several
ways.”* “Life” does not have a single univocal meaning, but can mean distinct things, depending
on the activity described. The activities that we refer to as “living” come in three heterogeneous
varieties: thinking, perceiving, and performing nutrition. Because of the priority of activities to
capacities,” the capacities for those heterogeneous activities are likewise irreducibly many. Just

as thinking and perceiving differ in kind, so their principles—perception and intellect—differ in

3 Chapter 1, 81.1.
4 “mieovaydc 8¢ Tod (v Aeyopévov,” (DA 11.2, 413a22-23).
>DA 1.4, 415a17-23.
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kind. To register this heterogeneity, Aristotle describes these capacities as “parts of the soul”: the
basic capacities of an organism that make up its soul. When an organism (e.g., a plant) possesses
only one of these capacities, the capacity is a whole soul; when an organism (e.g., an animal)
possesses more than one, they are parts of a single soul.

As argued in Chapters 1 and 3, this initial picture of psychic parthood implies a
distinction between two sorts of capacities of an organism: between some finite set of basic
capacities (psychic parts), and an innumerable set of non-basic capacities (mere psychic
capacities). The former capacities distinguish and are responsible for different forms of life,
while the latter are principles of activities within those forms of life. Such a distinction is crucial
to all attempts to partition the soul or mind, from Platonic partition to contemporary faculty
psychology.® Perception, intellect, and nutrition, according to the Aristotelian doctrine, are the
basic vital capacities that define the three psychic parts. On the other, capacities to see red, to
remember, to grow fingernails, to jump, etc., are non-basic capacities. They are “in” the psychic
parts, but do not themselves constitute or demarcate psychic parts. Although other ways of
carving up the soul or mind pick out different sets of basic capacities, they likewise share in the
project of distinguishing basic from non-basic capacities.

Aristotle’s use of psychic parthood must answer to the homonymy doctrine and its
immediate implications: the irreducibility of the different forms of life, the existence of discrete
psychic parts, and the distinction between basic and non-basic psychic capacities. In particular,
two sorts of questions naturally arise. First, what is the relationship between these basic and non-

basic capacities, or between different forms of life and activities within those lives? Intuitively, it

® Fodor, for example, formulates the same distinction in terms of capacities and faculties: “There
are, of necessity, far more mental capacities than there are psychological faculties on even the
most inflationary census of the latter,” (Fodor 1983, 24).
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looks as though the non-basic capacities in some sense depend on the basic capacities. What sort
of dependence or connection could this be? Second, what features make a capacity basic, and so
definitive of a genuine part of the soul? How do psychic parts demarcate distinct forms of life?
How are these parts to be distinguished from each other?

In what follows, | contend that Aristotle’s concrete uses of psychic parthood belie
responses to both sets of questions, in the form of two sorts of arguments. In response to the first
set of questions (82), Aristotle employs ‘dependency arguments’ to describe the relationship
between a non-basic capacity and a basic psychic part by specifying how the former is in the
latter. This amounts to the claim that the non-basic capacity is logically posterior to the capacity
that defines that psychic part. In response to the second set of questions (83), Aristotle employs
‘parthood arguments’ to argue that particular capacities (nutrition, intellect, perception) are or
define genuine psychic parts. This amounts to the claim that these capacities are logically

primary—Iogically prior to and independent of all other capacities of an organism.

82 Dependency Arguments

A cursory glance at Aristotle’s use of “part of soul” in DA and PN indicates that psychic
parthood plays a crucial role for Aristotle in articulating the nature of particular psychic
capacities, like phantasia or memory. Given that these capacities are not parts, however, it is not
immediately clear why psychic parthood should play such a role. Indeed, Aristotle himself fails
to explicitly reflect on or clarify this role of psychic parthood. If we examine these uses in detail,
| argue, we see that the notion of psychic parthood allows Aristotle to illuminate how these

capacities depend on psychic parts, by claiming that a given psychic capacity falls ‘in” a

142



particular part of the soul. Such dependencies, in turn, elucidate the nature of that capacity itself,
relative to the given part.

The most straightforward examples of psychic dependencies are the special perceptual
capacities. Aristotle understandably assumes that capacities like smell, taste, etc. are species of
perception and so depend on and fall within the perceptual part of the soul (i.e., the part defined
by the power to perceive). Although Aristotle makes no actual argument for it, this claim is not
entirely trivial. That smell is a species of perception tells us something significant: namely, smell
falls under the general rubric of a perceptual capacity. It can then be explained in terms of
perception, and so as a reception of a certain perceptible form (smellable forms). Beyond these
straightforward examples, Aristotle also claims that other capacities fall in other psychic parts.
Memory or phantasia are said to fall within the perceptual part of the soul; other capacities (e.g.,
deliberation) fall within other parts (intellect). In these cases, what these claims amount to and
how they are established are more difficult to determine. Aristotle’s dependency arguments are
attempts to address these difficult cases—to clarify a given capacity’s relation to a psychic part
by arguing that the capacity is in and depends on that part.

Before considering a concrete example, we can describe a dependency argument in
schematic form. In these arguments, Aristotle partially specifies a particular capacity’s nature by
describing how and why it falls within a particular psychic part. First, Aristotle shows that the
given capacity is distinct from, and so should not be simply identified with any psychic part
already recognized. There is some conceptual distinction between the relevant psychic parts and
that capacity. Sometimes these differences are substantial (e.g., psychic part X and capacity Y
are not distributed coextensively); sometimes the differences are more fine-grained (e.g., not

every activity of psychic part X results in an activity of capacity Y). Second, Aristotle shows
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that, even though they are not identical, the capacity bears some significant connection to one
psychic part in particular. This suggests that we should not simply treat the capacity as distinct
from psychic parts (i.e., as an additional psychic part), but invites us to explore in more detail the
connection between the given capacity and the psychic part. Third, Aristotle shows that the
capacity is in the psychic part by describing the intimate connection between that capacity and

that part: that the capacity is, for example, a species, movement, state, or affection of that part.

2.1 Memory

The most explicit example of a dependency argument comes in DM 1, in which Aristotle
gives an account of memory (pviun): “About memory and remembering we must state what it
is, through what cause it comes to be, and in which part of the soul [tivi t@V THg yoyig popiwv]
this affection [memory] occurs.”’ This agenda-setting statement is revealing: Aristotle’s
invocation of psychic parthood is not tangential to his attempt to understand the lives and powers
of organisms. A proper inquiry into memory consists not just in stating its essence and cause, but
also in specifying in what psychic part memory falls.® Hence, in attempting to define memory,
Aristotle shows that memory depends on perception, arguing that it falls within (is “a state or
affection [£&1¢ i} mdBoc]” of)° the perceptual part of the soul.

First, Aristotle denies that memory is simply identical with any particular psychic part,

like perception or intellect. Centrally, we can distinguish between the proper objects of

" “TIgpi pviung koi Tod pvnuovedely Aektéov Ti €61t kol S Tiv’ aidtiav yiyveton kai tivi Tdv Tfig
yoyiic popiov cvuPaivet todto 10 méboc,” (DM I, 499b4-5).

8 Bloch incorrectly assumes that Aristotle is concerned with which organ (i.e., part of the body)
memory is in (Bloch 2007, 60). Instead, Aristotle’s subsequent argument shows that he is
primarily concern with which part of the soul memory is in.

DM I, 449h25.
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perception or intellect and the “objects of memory” (“ta pvnuovevtd””).° Memory does not
concern “the future” (to uéidov) or “the present” (to6 mapov), but only “the past” (1o
vevopévov).t! Perceiving and thinking (taken strictly), however, concern the present:

(t1) Nobody would claim to remember the present, when it is actually present, for

instance, that he is remembering this particular white when he is in fact looking at it,

nor would he claim that he is remembering an object of contemplation while

contemplating and thinking about it; one can only claim to perceive the one and to

know the other.!2
The cognition of something present—a particular smell, a mathematical theorem—is not an act
of memory, but of perceiving and thinking, respectively.'* Memory can, and indeed must, come
on the scene only when such cognition involves the awareness of one’s temporal distance from
an object, and so an awareness of the object as from the past: “when a person actualizes as
regards their memory, what they do is to say in their soul that they have previously heard,
perceived, or thought about this.”** Hence, the proper objects of memory and perception or

intellect differ. Moreover, because a capacity is posterior to and distinguished by its proper

object, if proper objects differ, then the corresponding capacities also differ. Hence, memory

10 DM 1, 449h9.

11 DM 1, 449b10-15. The future is in the domain of “opinion” (So&ucTdV) or “expectation”
(éAmiotov) (DM 1, 449b11).

12 <1 8¢ mapov Ste TAPESTLY, 010V TS TO AeVKOV ETE O, OVSEIC BV Pain LVNHOVEDELY, OVSE TO

Bewpovpevov, dte Bempdv TVYYXAVEL Kol VOV, ALY TO pev aicBdvestal enot, 10 &’ émictacOon
uovov,” (DM 1, 449h15-18).

13 Aristotle wavers between different terminology for rational cognition throughout DM 1
(“Oswpdv” at 499b17; “érmictacOon” at 499b18; “Euadev” at 449b21; “cidev” at 449b21;
“gvonoev” at 449b23; “omornyis” at 499b24).

14 «gel yap Stav £vepy] Kot TO PvNnHOVEDELY, 0DTMC £V T Yuxh| AEYet, HTL TPOTEPOV TODTO

fikovoev 1 fjobeto 1 évonoev,” (DM 1,449h22-3). Aristotle formulates this claim again later in
DM 1 in aslightly altered form: “always...when a person actualizes as regards their memory,
what they do is to say in their soul that they had previously seen, heard or learned [EpoOe]
something,” (DM I, 449b19-21).
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cannot simply be some kind of perception or intellect: “Memory, then, is neither perception nor
conception [OmoAyig].”

Second, Aristotle rejects the alternative extreme—that memory is entirely distinct from
other psychic parts. This alternative extreme would suggest that memory constitutes its own
distinct psychic part, over and above perception and intellect. Clearly, the objects of memory are,
in a looser sense, perceptual or intellectual: | remember the taste of a meal, the sight of a loved
one’s face, a geometrical theorem. Accordingly, Aristotle classifies the objects of memory as
things that one “has previously heard, perceived, or thought about.”*® While we can strictly
distinguish between the narrow intentional objects of perception, intellect, and memory, the
objects of memory are still parasitic on the objects and activities of perception and intellect. The
objects of memory are perceptible or intelligible objects, recognized as having been cognized in
the past. Accordingly, Aristotle tentatively concludes that memory must be a “a state or affection
of one of [perception or intellect], conditioned by a lapse of time.”” It would then be misleading
to simply deny that memory is non-perceptual or non-intellectual. This recognition prompts us to
reflect in more detail on the connection between memory and the perceptual and intellectual
parts of the soul.

Third, and most crucially, Aristotle establishes a more subtle connection between
memory and perception, asserting that memory falls within “the primary perceptual [part]”

(mpdTov oicOnTikov).t® Centrally, Aristotle establishes this through emphasizing the connection

15 g1 pév obv 1 pviun obte aicOnoic obte HmoAnyic,” (DM 1, 449b24).

16 DM 1, 449b20-21.

e A ToVTOV TIVOC EE1¢ Ty TaB0C, dTav yévnton ypdvoc,” (DM 1,449022-23).

18 DM 1, 450a14. This part is “primary” because it is not one of the special senses, but the single
ultimate perceptual capacity.
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between memory and the grasping of an “image” or “appearance” (pavtacpa). This is clearest
with the memory of perceptual experiences. Because phantasia is “a movement of actual
perception,”® phantasia’s object—an appearance—is a perceptual object, retained after the
original perceptual act ceases (whether altered or unaltered). One possesses such an appearance
as mental content when one remembers something that one previously perceived: a perceptual
object that has remained in the soul. I remember the smell of my childhood room because that
original perceptual experience has lingered within me as an appearance. In the Aristotelian sense,
| “imagine” it.

Memory, then, can be understood as a special kind of phantasia—a mental possession of
an appearance. Memory is distinguished from phantasia proper because it apprehends that
appearance insofar as that it is of something from the past. Accordingly, the proper object of
memory is the relevant appearance: “those things that are essentially the objects of memory are
also such of which there is phantasia.”?® Appearances are perceptual (they derive from
perceptual experiences), and phantasia falls within the perceptual part of the soul (see Appendix
1). Consequently, memory too falls within the perceptual part of the soul, and the objects of
memory are perceptual in nature.

Moreover, the awareness that the image is of something from the past is itself perceptual
in nature—a perceiving in addition” (“mpocaicBdveron”) of that appearance.? This emerges in

Aristotle’s official definition of memory: “what memory is...[is] the possession of an

19« pavracia dv & kivoig Vo Tiic aicONcemg TG Kat’ Evépyetav yryvopévn,” (DA 111.3,
429al1-2).

20 “ieqi E0T1L PVNUOVELTAL KaO® oOTa PV OV E0Tt pavtacia,” (DM |, 450a23-24).

21 DM 1, 450a21.
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appearance, taken as a likeness of that of which it is an appearance.”?? As one can view a
painting as mere colored blotches on a canvas, or as a likeness (eikdv) of something else (e.g., as
“a likeness of Coriscus™?®), so one can cognize an appearance qua something present in the soul,
or qua a likeness of something from the past. I remember when I “understand [an appearance] to
be of something else...in so far as it is of something else.”?* | remember the smell of my
childhood room not when | simply bring to mind the relevant appearance, but when 1 do so
insofar as the appearance is of something that I previously smelled.

This ability to remember, to take an image to be of something from the past, is an act of
“the capacity by which we sense time.”?® Aristotle maintains that it “is necessary to cognize
magnitude and movement by the same capacity by which time is also cognized”—namely
“phantasia and the common sense.” 2 This presumably follows because time either is a common
sensible, or is at least similar enough to be loosely grouped with them (e.g., it can be grasped by
all five special senses).?” Because the common sensibles are grasped by the central perceptual
capacity, so too is time: “only animals that perceive time can remember, and they do their

remembering using the same [part] by which they perceive.”?

22 “1{ pé&v odV £6TL VAN Kol TO PVNIOVEVELY, sipNToL, 8T QAVTAGHATOS, OC EIKOVOS 0D

eavtacpa, £&ic,” (DM 451a14-16).
23 “gixova...o¢ Kopiokov,” (DM I, 450030-31).
24 “HhrohaPeiv. . .slvan kai dALOV. .. 7...8Akov,” (450b24-26).

25 <@ xpovov aicBavopeda,” (DM I, 451a17).

26 “gyeBog & avaykaiov yvopilev kai kiviiotv @ Kol ypovov: kol TO GAvVTacHa THG KOviig

aicOnoemg mabog Eotiv,” (DM 1, 450a9-10).

27 Neither DA nor DS mention time in their lists of common sensibles, only listing “motion, rest,
number, shape, and magnitude” (DA 418a17-18; DS 1, 437a9-10) and “unity” (DA 425al5).

28 (60’ B0l YPOVOL 0icOEVETOL, TADTO POVO TOV {HOV Ivnpovevel, Kol TovTm @ aichdvetar,”
(DM 1, 499b28-30).
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One might object that, while such claims hold of the memory of perceptible objects, they
cannot hold of the memory of intelligible objects, like mathematical theorems. Nonetheless,
Aristotle maintains that such a picture holds of all memory: that even intellectual memory is of
images, involves a perceptual awareness of time, and so is itself perceptual in nature. Aristotle’s
reasoning is perhaps needlessly enigmatic, but has some intuitive appeal once read closely. He
begins from his infamous doctrine that “there is no thinking without an appearance,”?® according
to which intellect thinks through and from appearances, in which intelligible objects are
contained. To simplify a complicated doctrine, appearances allow thinking to get a foothold in
the concrete, material world. | can contemplate the kind Triangle, and its necessary properties,
because of my ability to think through appearances of triangles in or derived from perceptual
experiences (e.g., diagrams).

Memory, we saw, is distinguished by its conceiving of its object as something from the
past. | remember the smell of a room when that smell is present to me (as an appearance), and |
am aware that this smelling happened in the past. Likewise, when | remember a geometrical
theorem, I do not just directly apprehend it—this would be merely to contemplate or relearn it. |
could not claim to be “remembering an object of contemplation while contemplating and
thinking about it...but only to know [it].”** Indeed, the objects of intellect are, strictly speaking,
outside of time. Accordingly, memory’s object is not the intelligible object itself, taken simply. |

remember something intelligible only when | grasp it as in time (i.e., “conditioned by a lapse of

29 “yogiv ovK EoTv divev pavtaouatog,” (DM 1, 449b31-450al; see also DA 111.7, 431a17-18; DA

111.8432a6-8).
80« 10 Bempodpevov, 81 BpdY TUYYAVEL Kol VOdV, GALY...T0 & émictacOat povov,” (DM 1,

449p17-18).
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time”).>! This temporal aspect can be grasped only through grasping the relevant appearance—
the aspect of the intelligible object that, in effect, ties my apprehension of that object to the past.
Hence, memory’s object is the relevant appearance through which we think the intelligible
object. | can remember (and not just contemplate) that triangles have angles equal to two right
angles when | possess some relevant appearances: e.g., of diagrams, a teacher explaining a proof,
a written proof, the self-awareness that | know the proof, etc. Moreover, | must also be aware
that this image derives from past perceptual experiences.

Hence, even remembering intelligible objects is perceptual in nature: “memory will
belong accidentally to intellect, but essentially to the primary perceptual [part].”3? Although the
images that are remembered are related to intellectual acts and objects, they are not themselves
intellectual in nature. Aristotle formulates this point as well through memory’s connection to
phantasia: “Those things that are essentially memorable are also those of which there is
phantasia [i.e., perceptual objects], while those that are accidentally memorable are those that do
not occur without phantasia [i.e., intelligible objects].”*® Both memory’s temporal aspect and its
object are thoroughly perceptual. Just as phantasia are to the objects of intellect, so too is
memory to the objects of intellect. Both phantasia and memory are in their nature perceptual,

they have only an indirect relationship to intellect.3

31 DM 1, 449h22-23.

32 “oTe TOD VOO pgv Katd cupBePKoC dv £in, kad’ oHTd 8¢ Tod TPdTOL 0icONTIKoD,” (DM I,

450a13-14).

33 “xai g0t pvnpovevTd K00’ AT PEV OV £6TL pavTacia, Katd cupBepniog 8¢ doa pn dvev

eavtaciag,” (DM | 450a23-25).

3 Moreover, as Aristotle points out, memory and intellect are non-coextensive: “Memory
belongs to some of the other animals and not only to humans and to those animals that possess
opinion or intelligence. If [memory] were one of the intellectual parts, many of the other animals
would not possess it, perhaps none of the non-thinking [organisms] would,” (DM I, 450a16-18).
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In sum, both as regards its content (appearances) and as regards the cognitive stance
taken towards that content (apprehending that appearance as past), memory is thoroughly
perceptual and falls within the perceptual part of the soul. Consequently, Aristotle concludes in
general that “as regards the question to which part of the soul memory belongs, it is, clear that it

belongs to the same part as phantasia,” namely the perceptual part of the soul.

2.2 Logical Priority

With this representative example in hand, we can now consider generally what Aristotle
accomplishes in dependency arguments: how Aristotle establishes that a given capacity is in a
particular psychic part, and to what this claim amounts. Aristotle unfortunately does not make his
answers to these questions explicit. Nonetheless, we have good reason to think that dependency
arguments address the first set of questions described in §1—attempting to specify the
relationship between non-basic and basic capacities. When treating a capacity in such arguments,
Aristotle claims that a given psychic part is logically or definitionally prior to the capacity, and
so affirms the logical dependency of the capacity on the part. Hence, to understand or define the
capacity, we must invoke the relevant psychic part. The psychic part serves as the foundational
explanatory tool for comprehending that capacity.

First, it will be helpful to register general points about the sort of claims Aristotle is
pursuing in dependency arguments. Aristotle’s central term for something being more or less

basic is something’s being more or less “prior” (mpdtepov)—X is more basic than some Y

Since some non-human animals remember, but all non-human animals lack intellect, memory
would have to be housed within the perceptual part.

35 “1ivog P&V oLV T@V THiC YuXHG £6TL LV, PavepdV, BTt odmep Kai 1 pavtacia,” (DM I,

450a22-23).
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insofar as X is prior to Y. As with other central Aristotelian concepts, Aristotle employs
“priority” in a variety of ways: chiefly temporal, ontological, and logical priority.® Aristotle is
interested in the temporal priority of capacities: whether and how, for example, an embryo’s
nutritive part can exist before its perceptual part.3’ Likewise, he is interested in the ontological
priority of capacities: whether one capacity can exist without another capacity, but the latter
cannot exist without the former (e.g., a perceiving animal must have a nutritive capacity, but a
nutritive plant lacks a perceptual capacity).® Further, Aristotle holds that some capacities prior
to others, even though they are neither temporally nor ontologically prior. Desire is wholly
coextensive with perception, such that one can neither exist without the other nor temporally
precede the other.®® Nonetheless, desire is in the perceptual part of the soul (see Appendix 2),
and so is less basic than perception. Aristotle here, and in all dependency arguments, has in mind
another kind of priority—Ilogical priority, or priority in account and definition.

Aristotle invokes different metaphors to describe logical priority. First, Aristotle invokes
definitional containment and presence: “[Things are prior] in definition to those things whose
definitions are compounded from definitions of them.”*° To be logically prior is to have a
definition that is a part of the definition of the posterior: the prior is said “to be in” (év

évomapyewv) the definition of the posterior; the definition of the posterior is said to be “out from”

3 These are the three central senses of priority employed, for instance, to establish the general
priority of actuality to potentially in Meta. ©.8.

37 E.g., GA 11.3, 736a35-b15. For a treatment of this passage, see Chapter 5, §2.4.

% «“[Nutrition] can be separated from the others, but among mortal beings the others cannot be
separated from this. This is evident in the case of plants. For no other capacity of soul belongs to
them,” (DA 11.2, 413a32-4).

39 “If the perceptual capacity [belongs to an organism], then also the desiderative capacity,” (DA
1.3, 414b1-2).

40 “rpotepa ... Td AOYm 8 BowV ol AdyoL &k TdV Aoymv,” (Meta. M.2, 1077b2-4).
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(¢x) and “divided into” (SioipecOan ic) the prior.** The account of a triangle (“a rectilinear figure
contained by three straight lines”*?) comes out from and can be divided into ‘line’; the latter is
“in” the former. Second, Aristotle invokes definitional dependence: something definitionally
depends on, and so is logically posterior to, another insofar as we require the account of the
former to give an account of the latter. Accordingly, the prior is said “to be used” (ypficbot) to
define the posterior; the posterior is said “to refer back to” (avaeépewv) or “to be defined
through” (6pilecOar with a dative) the prior.*® The account of the triangle refers to line; line is
used to define a triangle.**

To bring into view the role that logical priority plays in Aristotle’s psychology, two
further features are important to emphasize. First, logical priority is not merely a superficial
relation. Sometimes an account of one thing makes explicit reference to another and logical
priority can be recognized immediately (e.g., the above definition of triangle explicitly includes
‘line”). Sometimes logical priority obtains only implicitly and indirectly. Although the definition
of ‘tense’ (“the time of a verb”) need not make explicit reference to ‘word’, it contains a term
(‘verb’) whose accounts in turn do make explicit reference to ‘word’ (“a word denoting an
action”). Second, logical priority is ineliminable. We might falsely infer from a description of
triangle as “the shape | drew on the chalkboard” that ‘chalkboard’ is logically prior to ‘triangle’.

Yet this account does not amount to a proper definition, as we can obviously understand triangles

4 E.g., Meta. Z.1, 1028b34-36; Meta. M.2, 1077b3—4; Meta. Z.10, 1035b5.
42 See Euclid, Elements, Bk.1, Def. 19.
43 Meta. Z.1,1028a36; Z.10, 1035b6; M.2, 1077b4; Z.10, 1035b4; I".2, 1004b24.

4 Logical priority does not necessarily imply any stronger form of priority. Activity is logically
prior to potentiality; the account of the visual capacity, for example, refers to seeing but not visa
versa (Meta. ©.8, 1049b12-1). Nonetheless, this need not require that seeing can occur without a
visual capacity (i.e., that the activity of seeing is existentially prior to the visual capacity).
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without reference to chalkboards. In contrast, to understand triangles, it is plausible to think that
we must invoke ‘line’. Any definition (e.g., “three-sided polygon”, “figure bounded by three
straight lines™) still contains some explicit or implicit reference to ‘line’. These two features—
non-superficiality and ineliminability—show that logical priority is not some contingent fact
about how we happen to describe something, but constitutes a necessary and essential feature of
that thing. That such priority claims get at essences indicates why logical priority is so important
to Aristotle.

When Arristotle in dependency arguments affirms that the capacity is in a psychic part, he
is claiming that the capacity that defines the part is more basic than the capacity. In such claims,
then, he maintains that the part is logically prior to the given capacity. We saw this in detail with
memory and its logical posteriority to perception. Memory is a particular kind of phantasia or
awareness of a perceptually-derived appearance, as something that was cognized in the past.
Hence, memory is logically posterior to phantasia; memory cannot be understood without
reference to phantasia and its object. Moreover, appearances are derived from acts of perception
and phantasia is perceptual in nature. Accordingly, phantasia can only be understood through
reference to perception (for a full argument, see Appendix 1). Consequently, both memory and
phantasia are logically posterior to perception. Although the definition of memory (“the
possession of an appearance, taken as a likeness of that of which it is an appearance”)* makes no
explicit reference to perception, it contains a term (“appearance”) whose account does make
explicit reference to perception. As in the opening lines of DM, this is not a trivial claim, but tells

us something about the nature and cause of memory: we cannot understand memory without

45 <ti pév odv 0Tt PV Kod TO pvnuovedety, ipntat, Tt PAVTAGUATOC, (O EikOVOG 0D

eavtooua, E&c,” (DM 451a14-16).
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reference to the basic capacity to perceive and retain perceptual appearances. Memory and
phantasia are in the perceptual part because they are both logically posterior and dependent on
the capacity that defines that part—perception.

In principle, similar arguments can be made, or are sometimes in fact made by Aristotle,
about any other non-basic psychic capacity—the identification of a psychic part in which a
capacity resides, through which we understand it, and on which it logically depends. We can note
a few representative examples. As | contend in Appendix 1, Aristotle argues in DA 111.3 that
phantasia too is in the perceptual part and logically posterior to perception, but not to any
intellectual capacities. Although phantasia differs from perception, to understand phantasia
requires reference to perception (it is “a movement of actual perception”).*® Dreaming (an
exercise of phantasia while asleep) is subject to the same sort of argument as memory—that it
essentially involves appearances, is logically posterior to phantasia, and so is itself perceptual.*’
He affirms as well that the capacity for judgment concerning perceptibles, such as discriminating
the difference between two colors, is perceptual and in the perceptual part.*®

Knowledge (émotun) similarly falls within the intellectual part of the soul, and so is
logically posterior to intellect.*® Although knowledge differs from intellect (e.g., knowledge is
demonstrative, whereas intellect is immediate), it depends on intellect (e.g., the demonstration

definitive of knowledge proceeds from principles grasped by intellect). Likewise, growth is

46 | pavracia dv gin kivnoic Hro TH¢ oicONoenc Tiic kat’ évépyetay yryvopévn,” (DA 111.3,

429a1-2).

47 «A dream appears to be an appearance...[and] dreaming is of the perceptual [part], insofar as
[the perceptual part] is imaginative,” (Insomn. |, 459a20-2).

8 “Since we discriminate white and sweet and each of the other objects of perception in relation
to one another, what is it by which we perceive that they differ? It is necessary, to be sure, that
this is by perception, since they are perceptible objects,” (DA 111.2, 426b12-14).

49 See DA 111.3, 427b25-26.
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posterior to and falls in the nutritive part of the soul. Nutrition is the capacity to preserve oneself
as oneself, and growth the capacity to increase in quantity while remaining the thing one is.>
Because substance—something’s being a this—is prior to quantity—something’s being some
amount of a this—so is nutrition to growth.!

It is crucial to differentiate logical priority from another kind of dependency—material
dependency or hypothetical necessity. To be able to remember, we need to have functioning
bodies and nutritive systems. Like all perceptual activities, memory is the activity of both a
particular material organ (presumably the heart), and an organized body that supports the proper
functioning of this organ.>? We then might reasonably say that memory ‘depends’ on nutrition.
Yet this need not imply that memory is also in the nutritive part of the soul. The relationship
between a capacity and the part it is in, such as between memory and perception, is tighter than
that between memory and nutrition. We understand memory independently of nutrition, even if
any instance of remembering materially requires nutrition. The claim to logical priority, then, is
stronger than mere material dependence. It claims not only that any instance of a capacity

requires the existence of a particular psychic part, or that the part is in some general sense

%0 “There is a difference, however, between nutrition and being able to produce growth in
something. For insofar as an ensouled thing is a particular quantity, something is capable of
producing growth in it, while insofar as it is some this and a substance, something is nourishment
for it,” (DA 11.4, 416b12-14).

%! The situation with nutrition and reproduction is more difficult to determine. At times Avristotle
appears to suggest that the nutritive capacity is prior: “the same capacity of soul is both nutritive
and generative...[and] it is in virtue of this function [i.e., nutrition] that it is marked off from the
other capacities,” (DA 11.4, 416a19-22). At other times, he appears to suggest the reproductive or
generative capacity is prior: “Since it is right to name each thing after its end, and here the end is
to generate another such as itself, it would be right to call this primary soul generative of another
such as itself,” (DA 11.4, 416b17-19).

52 Remembering, along with all perceptual activities, is an affection (w66n) common to body and
soul (see DA 1.1 403a5-22).
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causally involved with that capacity; rather it more strongly claims that to understand the essence
of a given capacity requires reference to that part. A dependency argument tells us something
about the logical, definitional, and conceptual nature of a capacity. Perceiving is not simply a
precondition of remembering, as nutrition is, but forms a crucial, indispensable part of it.

In sum, dependency arguments aim to demonstrate and articulate these logical
relationships of priority and dependency between particular capacities and psychic parts. Laying
bare these relations is not just a bit of trivial taxonomy. As the opening sentence of DM 1 makes
clear, when we attempt to understand the nature of a psychic capacity, we also ask in what part a
psychic capacity resides. We do not understand psychic capacities (or, in fact, most other things)
in a vacuum; we understand them in relationship to other, more basic entities or principles. To
specify these relations is a central part of articulating what the given capacity is. Aristotle’s
psychology describes how and why living things do what they do in terms of the capacities they
possess, and so is tasked with giving an account of these capacities. If laying out these logical
relations (a dependency argument) is essential to articulating the nature of a psychic capacity,
then dependency arguments play an essential role in Aristotle’s psychology. Again, we can see
this by returning to the metaphor of a logical map of the soul. Dependency arguments work by
placing capacities in particular locations in that map—places within a hierarchy of logical
priority and posteriority. In doing so, we are able to understand capacities and their place within
the organized network of principles that cause vital activities and make up the life of organisms.

To end this section, we can reflect more concretely on how dependency arguments and
logical priority help explain the nature of given capacity. Claims to logical priority about
capacities point to ineliminable and essential features of those capacities: what general sort of

capacity something is, what sorts of organisms it is found in, how relates to the body, etc. As
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noted above, the logical posteriority of smell to perception—that smell is a species of
perception—indicates that smell is the receiving of a certain kind of perceptible form and is
found in a perceptible organ. Though less explicit, analogous conclusions arise about the logical
posteriority of memory to perception and its placement within the perceptual part. This
conclusion tells us, for example, that memory is not rational or intellectual, and so can be found
in nonhuman animals, who lack an intellectual part. Memory, then, must be explained using only
the capacities and organs that can be found in animals. Memory’s place in the perceptual soul
also tells us that, like all perceptual activities (but unlike thinking), memory is bodily and
deserves a physiological explanation. It tells us as well memory’s cause and causal origin—that
remembering begins with some original act or acts of perceiving, possessed in the soul through
phantasia, which ultimately grasped through memory. More, of course, can be said about what
dependency arguments reveal about capacities; yet even this brief description shows that,
although dependency arguments do not themselves provide full and comprehensive accounts of

capacities, they do illuminate significant features of them.

§3  Parthood Arguments

In dependency arguments, Aristotle establishes that capacities are logically posterior to
and in particular psychic parts. This, however, does not yet address the second sort of questions
described in 81, about what these psychic parts are, and why they constitute genuine psychic
parts (and not mere capacities). Aristotle approaches these questions in ‘parthood arguments’, in
which he argues that a particular capacity is basic, and so must distinguish and define a distinct
part of the soul. In making these arguments, then, Aristotle identifies the primitive aspects of the

soul, which differentiate the basic forms of life. | contend that, while dependency arguments
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show the logical priority of a part to a capacity, parthood arguments show the logical primacy of
such parts.

Parthood arguments come in both positive and negative varieties. We will consider in
detail an example of one positive parthood argument, in which Aristotle contends that intellect is
a distinct psychic part (see Appendix 2 on locomotion and desire for an example of a negative
parthood argument). As before, this argument can be presented in schematic form. First,
Aristotle collects reasons for thinking that a candidate for psychic parthood is, in fact, in or
identical with some other psychic capacity or part. If this were the case, the candidate would not
constitute or define a distinct psychic part. Second, he argues that, contrary to this initial
appearance, we have strong reason to deny that the given capacity is in or identical with that part
(and, by extension, all other parts or capacities). Accordingly, the given capacity is basic, and so

defines a genuine psychic part, over and above any other parts already assumed.

3.1 Intellect

The closest to an explicit positive parthood argument comes in DA 111.3-8, amidst
Aristotle’s treatment of intellect (voic) and the intellectual capacity (vontikév)>*>—“the part of
the soul by which the soul both knows and understands.””** Although not framed in the language
of psychic parthood, he takes pains to show that intellect is distinct from perception, and so a
psychic principle over and above the perceptual and nutritive parts of the soul. I ultimately argue

(83.2) that this distinctness is logical independence and primacy.

53 DA 111.10, 433hb3.

%4 <5 Bipo KEAOVUEVOC THC YuxRic voiG. .0 Stavoeitar kai VokapPavet 1 yoyn,” (DA 111.4,

429a22-23).
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First, Aristotle entertains evidence that intellect should not constitute a distinct psychic part.
While transitioning in DA 111.3 from his account of perception (I11.5-111.2) to his more focused
account of intellect (111.4-8), he considers whether intellect is identical to or is a kind of
perception:

(t2) Both thinking and understanding [t0 vogiv kai 10 @poveiv] seem to be a sort of

perceiving, for in both these cases, the soul discriminates [kpiveil] something and comes

to know [yvopilet] things that are. The ancients, indeed, say that understanding and

perceiving are the same, as even Empedocles said, “For the wisdom of human beings

grows in relation to what is present to them,” and in other writings, “Whence different

understandings ever present themselves to them.” What was said by Homer tends in the

same direction as these, “For such is intellect.”®
Both authority and superficial similarities suggest a special connection between intellect and
perception. On Aristotle’s view, thinkers from Empedocles to Parmenides to Homer affirm an
equivalency between intellect and perception.®® They are pushed to endorse such a picture, he
thinks, because they maintain that thinking is a corporeal process or alteration of the body, like
perceiving.®’” Moreover, Aristotle himself recognizes similarities between perception and
intellect, which might appear to suggest a similar conclusion. Both intellect and perception are

characterized by their ability “to discriminate” (kpivew) and “to apprehend” (yvopilew).>

Elsewnhere, he claims that, at least within certain contexts, “both phantasia and perception hold

% Sokel 8¢ kai 10 Voeiv kai 0 ppovelv domep aicOivesOai Tu elvan (v AUEOTEPOIG Yap TOVTOIG
Kpivel TL 1) yoym kol yvopilel Tdv 6viwv), Kol of ye apyaiot 10 povelv Koi 10 aicHdvesOan
Ta0TOV £lvol pactv—adonep kol Eumedordiig eipnke 'tpog mopedv yop pfitic déEetan
avBpomotov” Kai &v dAAo1g “60gv opioty aiel kol TO Ppovelv ailoia mapictatar”, T0 &’ aVTO
T0UTOo1S fovAeTan Kai 10 Ounpov “tolog yap voog éotiv’,” (DA 111.3 427a19-26).

% In Meta. T'.5, Aristotle ascribes this position to “...virtually everyone else,” (1009b16),
including Protagoras (1009a6), Democritus (1009b16; see also DA 1.2, 404a27-28), and
Anaxagoras (1009b26; see also DA 1.2, 404b1-3; 405a13-16).

°" “They believe that understanding [pévnov] is perception, and the latter is an alteration,”
(Meta. I'.5, 1009b12-3).

%8 “The soul of animals has been defined in respect of two capacities, first by the discriminatory
power [kpttik®], which is the work of thinking and perception,” (DA 111.9, 432a15-17).
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the same place as intellect, since all are discriminatory [kpituca].”*® They are both, then,
capacities whose activities can be true (unlike any nutritive capacities). Moreover, throughout
DA Aristotle frequently voices analogies between perception and intellect—that both involve a
sort of affection and form-reception, that both must be unified, etc.

In sum, this indicates that intellect does not constitute a distinct psychic part, over and
above perception. Two possibilities suggest themselves. The various names—“perception”,
“intellect”, “understanding”—could refer to different aspects of a single part of the soul (i.e., a
discriminating part of the soul). Alternatively, this could suggest that intellect is another
capacity, like memory, that falls within the perceptual part of the soul.

Second, Aristotle argues that there is a fundamental difference between intellect and
perception, and so intellect is, in fact, a distinct psychic part. Just after (t2), in which he
emphasizes similarities between intellect and perception, Aristotle notes a series of superficial
differences between them (e.g., that some organisms possess perception but lack intellect).5!
While these differences are sufficient for Aristotle’s immediate needs in DA I11.3—to make room

for a theory of phantasia 82—they are insufficient to show that intellect is a distinct psychic part.

%9 “rai yap 1 povtacio kai 1) aicoic Ty adThv T v yOpav EYOVGV: KpLTikd Yop TavTa,”

(MA 6, 700017-23).

%0 E.g., “As one speaks, so one both thinks and perceives,” (DA 1I1.2, 426b); “If thinking is like
perceiving, it would consist in being somehow affected by the object of intellect or in something

else of this sort...as the perceptual capacity is to the objects of perception, so intellect will be to
the objects of intellect,” (DA 111.429a13-17).

61 «It is evident that perceiving and understanding are not the same. For all animals have a share
of the one, but only a few of the other. Nor, moreover, is thinking [to vosiv], in which there is a
right and a wrong—understanding and knowledge and true belief being right, and the opposites
of these being wrong—the same as perceiving. For perception of exclusive objects is always
true, and belongs to all animals, whereas thinking [tavoeicOati] can also be false, and it belongs
to nothing which lacks reason,” (DA 111.3, 427b6-14).

%2 For a detailed reading of DA 111.3 along these lines, see Caston (1996).
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The differences that he lists, like non-coextensivity, also hold between memory and perception.%3
Such differences did not prevent Aristotle from concluding that memory falls within the
perceptual part; they would also not prevent an opponent from maintaining that intellect falls
within that same perceptual part.

Once he properly turns to intellect in DA 111.4, Aristotle more fully lays out the
difference between perception and intellect, and so the basis for a genuine parthood argument.
The crucial differences emerge from a more basic difference between the objects of perception
and of intellect: “knowledge and perception are divided in reference to things [i.e., their
objects].”® This follows from the general principle that we have repeatedly encountered: a
capacity is individuated by and logically posterior to its activity, and ultimately the proper object
of that activity. If the objects are distinct, then so too are the capacities. This principle has special
purchase with cognitive capacities: cognition, both perceptual and intellectual, involves a kind of
assimilation of the capacity or subject to the object. In perceiving, perception “becomes like” and
“receives” the perceptible form;® in thinking, intellect becomes like the intelligible object.®

Intellect and perception are just capacities for thinking and perceiving, and so for becoming like

63 Just as with intellect and perception, memory and perception are not coextensive:“[Memory]
does not belong to all [animals], because not all animals have a sense of time,” (DM 1, 450a18-
19); memory and intellect (taken broadly) can be false, while perception, strictly speaking, is
always true: “there is nothing to prevent that one is deceived and thinks he remembers, when he
is really not remembering,” (DM 2, 452b25-6).

64 “rgnvetan ovv 1) émiotiun Koi 1 oicOnoic eic o mpdypata,” (DA 111.8, 24-25).

65 «“What is capable of perceiving is in potentiality such as the object of perception is already in
actuality, as was just said. Hence, it is affected while being unlike what affects it, but when it has
been affected, it has been made like it and is such as what affected it is,” (DA 11.5, 418a3-7).

%6 «“Knowledge is in a way the objects of knowledge, and perception the objects of
perception...The soul's perceptual capacity and capacity for knowledge are these things in
potentiality, the one the object of knowledge and the other the object of perception,” (DA I11.8,
431b22-27).
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their objects; hence, the capacities themselves differ to the extent that their objects differ. In NE
V.1, Aristotle explicitly voices this as a principle for psychic partitioning: “where beings differ in
genus, parts of the soul that differ in genus are naturally suited to each of them.”®
In DA 111.4, Aristotle takes pains to show that the objects of intellect and perception do,

in fact, differ in genus:

(t3) Since a magnitude and being a magnitude differ, as also water and being water

differ (and thus for many other cases, though not all, since in some cases they are the

same), one discriminates flesh and being flesh either by means of different things or by

means of something in a different condition. For flesh is not without matter, but is

rather just as the snub: a this in a this. One discerns by means of the perceptual capacity

the hot and the cold, those things of which flesh is a proportion. But it is by means of

something else...that one discerns being flesh...Generally as things are with respect to

things separate from matter, so too are they with respect to things concerning intellect.®
On the one hand, perception grasps the material properties of concrete, particular beings, like
their color, smell, temperature, etc.,—their “perceptible form”,% or the “ratio” of perceptible
extremes (hot/cold, sweet/bitter). To perceptually discriminate flesh, then, is to grasp its ratio of

“hot and cold” (and its other perceptible qualities). Flesh, insofar as it is perceptible, just is a

particular ratio of the perceptible extremes. On the other, intellect grasps the “being” of those

87 “pdg yap T T® yével ETepa Kol TV THS YOYAG HOpioV ETEPOV T YEVEL TO TIPOC EKATEPOV

neeukoc,” (NE V1.1, 1139a8-10). See Lear (2004, 95n.6) on the Platonic background of this
argument (e.g., Republic V, 477c).

68 “srei & Ao £oti 1O ],Lsyaeog Kol o uayaeal eivar, kai Héwp kod Hdortt SW(XI (ot 08 Kai €@’

ETEPOV TOAMV, GAL’ 00K &7l TavTv: &1 Evimv Yap TaMTov £0Tt), TO Gapki £lval Kol ohpKo 7
WYYOR] aMmg Exovtt kpiver M yap ocop& ovk dvev TG Dkng, OAL> Gdomep 1O SOV, TOSE €V TMOE.
ORIEY ouv oot TIe® TO Oeppov Kol TO Yuxpov Kpivel, Ko OV Adyog TIC 1 6apE: dAAD O%. . ro
capki eivat kpivet. . .6 g Epa g YmpioTd Té Tpdypota Thg HAng, obtm Kai Té Tepi TOV vodv,’
(DA 111.4, 429b10-22). This passage, and its relation to the rest of DA I11.4, has been the subject
of intense debate (for a summary and alternative interpretation, see Lowe, 1983). | follow most
modern interpreters (including Shields, given in the translation above) in maintaining that (1)
that the subject of the various kpivet is “one”, not “vodg”; (2) that the lines “by means of
something else...” registers Aristotle’s momentary hesitation (which is cleared up throughout
DA 111.7-8), not his considered opinion.

% DA 11.12, 424a18-19.
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particular things—their essence, definition, form, nature. Intellect apprehends, in other words,
the intelligible form of sensible objects like flesh (as well as of intelligible objects, like
mathematical objects). To discriminate flesh intellectually, one grasps what it is to be flesh.

Given the coordination of object and capacity, this difference in object indicates that
perception and intellect constitute distinct psychic parts. Yet a reasonable objection might be
raised: much of the same could be said about many other capacities, like vision and hearing.
Because they have different objects (sights and sounds), we might be tempted by the same logic
to conclude that vision and hearing constitute different psychic parts. To resist this temptation,
we must see the difference between visual and auditory objects to be of a different sort than that
between perceptual and intellectual objects. With sights and sounds, they all fall under a single
generic kind—perceptible qualities. Although they can be distinguished from each other, and are
grasped by distinct proximate organs, Aristotle maintains that perceptible qualities are
fundamentally unified, and do not differ in genus. They together constitute the perceptible form
of concrete objects, and are grasped by one ultimate capacity, housed in one ultimate organ (the
heart or its analogue). Moreover, a version of this argument could extend to all broadly
perceptible objects, like appearances and memories (or pleasure, as argued in Appendix 2),
which all fall under the broader genus of perceptible object.

The difference between the objects of perception and of intellect is of a more radical sort,
and sufficient to imply a distinction between psychic parts. Even for all his metaphysical anti-
Platonism, Aristotle still thinks that we can carve up the world into two fundamentally different
sorts of things—perceptible and intelligible objects: “the soul is in a sense all existing things; for

what exists is either objects of perception or objects of intellect; and knowledge is in a way the
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objects of knowledge, and perception the objects of perception.”’® Although he denies their
ontological separability (which the Platonist, in Aristotle’s eyes, affirms), Aristotle maintains
that perceptible, material objects, and intelligible, immaterial objects constitute the two basic
sorts of beings that populate the cosmos, which differ in genus. We have not yet determined
exactly to what this difference amounts—this will be a task of the following section. What we
have seen, however, is that Aristotle reasonably conceives of them as fundamentally different.
Hence, although perception and intellect are both in the business of cognizing, they
cognize fundamentally different sorts of things. In turn, they constitute fundamentally different
sorts of capacities—different powers by which a human relates to the world—and so define two
different psychic parts. Although in DA Aristotle straightforwardly embraces this fundamental
difference, it should be noted that it produces problems for Aristotle (though not unique to him)
about how humans can move from grasping perceptible qualities to apprehending intelligible
forms. Although actually addressing this worry would take us far afield, we can note that these
are precisely the sort of worries that Aristotle addresses in Apo. 11.19 or Meta. A.1, when
describing how humans move from mere perception to unified experiences and memory to

intellectual grasps of first principles and demonstrative knowledge.

3.2 Logical Primacy
We now have before us a concrete example of a parthood argument. As with Aristotle’s
dependency arguments, however, his parthood arguments are formulated in vague language. It

remains for us to specify the precise claims established in such arguments (i.e., what features are

70 < yoym T SvTo TOC E0TL TAVTA- T} Yap oicONTa T Svra 1} vontd, £6TL &’ 1| EmeTAMN péV T

EMOTNTA TG, N} 0’ aicOnoig ta aicOntd,” (DA 111.8, 431b21-23).
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definitive of psychic parthood), and for what purpose (i.e., what role they play in the project of
DA). | contend that Aristotle treats psychic parts as the logically primary capacities of an
organism: the capacities that are, with respect to account, being, and definition, prior to and
independent of all other psychic capacities. These logically primary capacities, in turn,
differentiate the basic forms of life and organism (vegetative, perceptual, rational), and serve as
the explanatory foundations of accounts of all other psychic capacities and activities.

We begin with the results of §2. There are two kinds of psychic capacities: basic
capacities that define a psychic part, and non-basic capacities that are in one of these psychic
parts. The perceptual capacity defines the perceptual part of the soul, as that part’s most basic
and definitive capacity. In contrast, memory and phantasia are in that perceptual part. To
minimally qualify as a psychic part, then, a capacity must not be in another part. In §2.2, we saw
that a capacity is in a part if the capacity is logically posterior to the part (or, strictly speaking,
logically posterior to the capacity that defines that part). Hence, a psychic part is not logically
posterior to any other capacity. Put crudely, psychic parts would be the most prior capacities,
sitting at the top of a hierarchy of priority. In Aristotelian terminology, this means that psychic
parts are logically first or “primary in account” (rp@dtov Loy®). To be logically primary,
something would be either logically prior to or logically independent of everything else, and
logically posterior to nothing. We could give a definition of that thing that makes no reference to
anything else, while everything else will have definitions that refer to and depend on it.

Perhaps the most explicit and consequential case of logical primacy in the Aristotelian
corpus is the primacy of “substance” (ovoin):

(t4) There are several senses in which a thing is said to be primary; but substance is
primary in every sense—in account, in knowledge, in time...In account, [substance] is
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primary; for in the account of each [category] the account of a substance must be
present.’t

In the account of a particular quality, or the category Quality, one always describes it as the
quality of some substance.”? Health is the good physiological state of a substance (an organism);
the category Quality is the quality of a substance. Hence, quality is logically posterior to and
depends on substance (just as with all other non-substance categories). Although non-substance
categories are logically prior to many things (e.g., the category of quality is prior to any
particular quality), they are not logically primary. Each is posterior to substance. In contrast,
substance is the most basic sense of being because it is primary. Substance is logically prior to all
the categories, while no category is logically prior to it.

Psychic parts for Aristotle are similarly logically primary; parthood arguments seek to
establish this logical primacy. Memory, like Quality, is not logically primary. The definition of
memory ultimately refers to perception, and so memory is logically posterior to perception. Yet
perception is not posterior to any other capacity, and so is logically primary. On the one hand, it
is prior to all those capacities that are, broadly speaking, “perceptual” (phantasia, memory,
dreaming, etc.). Perception is used, directly or indirectly, to define every perceptual capacity, as
substance is used to define quality. On the other, perception is neither logically posterior or prior
to non-perceptual capacities and parts, but simply logically independent of them. We can give a

definition of perception that makes no reference to any nutritive or intellectual capacities—i.e.,

" morhoy@de Pev ovv Aéyetar 1O TPOTOV: SHMG 88 TAVTOC 1 0VGIa TP@DTOV, Kod AOY® Kol YVHGEL

Kol YPOVE...T® AdY® 6& TODTO TPATOV (AVAYKN YO €V T® £KAGTOV AOY® TOV TH|G 0VGI0G
évomapyew,” (Meta. Z.1, 1028a32-36).

72 <Al other things [in the categories] are said to be because they are...quantities of that which is
in this primary sense [i.e., substance], others qualities of it, others affections of it, and others
another determination of it,” (Meta. Z.1, 1028a17-19).
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“what is capable of receiving perceptible forms without the matter.””® Hence, like substance,
perception is logically primary.

Before progressing, an initial objection should be addressed. The claim that something is
logically primary amounts to the claim that it is most logically independent and prior. Yet clearly
psychic parts cannot be absolutely logically independent (as perhaps substance is). Because
perception logically depends on various abstract concepts—e.g., reception, form—we might
conclude that perception is ultimately not logically primary. This would, however, severely
restrict the scope of the notion of logical primacy. Alternatively, and in a more Aristotelian spirit,
we can maintain a more viable notion of logical primacy by treating it as domain-relative. On
this usage something is logically primary in a given science or inquiry insofar as it makes no
reference to the objects, definitions, or principles within that science. A point is logically primary
within geometry, even if its definition depends on concepts beyond geometry (e.g., parthood).’
It serves as one of the basic entities of geometry and its definition makes no reference to other
geometric objects. Likewise, although the definition of perception refers to other concepts, its
definition does not refer to other capacities or activities of an organism—the objects that make
up psychology. The things on which perception definitionally depends are general concepts,
borrowed from more universal domains. Thus, psychic parts are logically primary within
psychology, and serve as psychology’s basic principles.

Logical primacy is effectively established in the positive parthood argument described in
83.1 by showing the logical independence of two capacities. Intellect defines a distinct psychic

part precisely because it is neither logically identical with nor posterior to perception, but

73 “aioONoic £0T1 TO SexTicdV TAV 0icONTAOV £idMV dvev Tiic VAne,” (DA 11.12, 424a18-19).

74 «“A point is that which has no part,” (Euclid, Elements, Bk.1, Def.1).
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logically independent of it. This independence is established because the objects of perception
(the material features of a thing) and the objects of intellect (a thing’s being, essence, or form)
are themselves logically independent. The objects of vision and hearing, and so the
corresponding capacities, both logically depend on something within psychology (perception as
such), and so are not logically primary. In contrast, Aristotle explicitly affirms that perceptible
matter and intelligible form are logically independent—the material features of bronze (or wood
or steel) can be articulated independently of what it is to be a sphere (or a cube or a pyramid).”
The objects of perception and of intellect are logically independent, and so the capacities
responsible for grasping those objects—intellect and perception—are likewise logically
independent.

As stated earlier, logical primacy consists not just in independence, but also in priority.
Intellect is not merely independent of perceptual or nutritive capacities, but is also prior to all
intellectual capacities. The work of actually showing how intellect is prior to intellectual
capacities, like capacities for demonstrating or calculating, would be the work of further
dependency arguments.’® As noted above with knowledge, Aristotle maintains that most other
kinds of intellectual activities are discursive—in Aristotelian terminology, involving
combination and separation of intelligible objects or propositions. In contrast, intellect is, in its

most basic form, responsible for the direct grasp of simple intelligible objects (essences,

> E.g., Meta. H.1, 1042a26-31. These issues, however, are more complicated, as we will see in
Chapters 5 and 6. Elsewhere, Aristotle argues that any given instance of matter is logically
posterior to its form. To understand an organism’s body, for example, we must essentially refer
to its function and form (i.e., its soul).

76 See PA, 11.19 (esp. 100010).
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intelligible forms).”” These discursive acts, in turn, depend on the grasp of simples that is
performed by intellect; the capacities for these acts are logically posterior to intellect.

Before moving on, we should consider further objections to this picture of psychic
parthood. First, Aristotle consistently uses psychic parts to explain other psychic parts in DA.
Nutrition helps explain how perceiving is “like by like”;’® perceiving illustrates how thinking is a
kind of affection by and the reception of form;’ thinking illuminates how perception
discriminates differences.® This might suggest that psychic parts are not, after all, logically
independent: in accounting for each psychic part, Aristotle makes explicit reference to other
parts. Yet their logical independence need not prevent significant analogies between psychic
parts, or even conceptual overlap between their accounts. The definitions of intellect and
perception, for example, both might involve “reception” or “form”. These analogies and overlaps
might aid in understanding psychic parts. Such analogies, however, do not imply actual
dependency or inseparability. Ultimately, we can still provide independent definitions of the
psychic parts, as Aristotle himself does. These analogies should rather be read as heuristic—in
principle unnecessary, but useful in giving explanations of psychic parts.

Second, we can acknowledge other significant dependencies between psychic capacities,
and yet still see them as logically independent. My ability to think or perceive depends on having

a functioning body, and so on nutrition. Intellect likewise needs appearances, in which it grasps

" See DA 111.6 (esp. 430a26-30).
8 DA 11.4, 416a29-b8; 11.5, 417a18-21.

79 “If thinking is like perceiving, it would consist in being somehow affected by the object of

intellect...1t is necessary, therefore, that it be unaffected, yet capable of receiving the form; that it
be of this sort potentially but not be this; and that it be such that just as the perceptual capacity is
to the objects of perception, so intellect will be to the objects of intellect,” (DA 111.4, 429a13-17).

80 DA 1.2, 426b17-427a14 (esp. 426022-23).
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essences, and so depends on phantasia and perception.?! Yet, as we noted with memory and
nutrition, this requires no logical dependency or priority, but rather only material dependency.
These dependencies do not involve the definition, nature, or being of intellect or perception, but
rather the material conditions for the exercise of these capacities. When we articulate what it is to
be intellect—intellect’s essence—Wwe need not make any reference to nutrition or perception.

As another contrast case, we can consider the relationship between the various perceptual
capacities. We again find a kind of priority, but not one sufficient for psychic partitioning.
Aristotle thinks that touch is, in some sense, prior to all the other perceptual capacities: “some
animals have them all, others have some of them, and others have one, the most necessary
[avaykototétny, touch.”®? Nonetheless, Aristotle denies that the other senses are logically
dependent on touch, or that touch constitutes a distinct psychic part. This is exhibited in the
various definitions of the other senses that he offers throughout DA and DS, none of which refer
to touch. Although the senses must ultimately be unified in a single perceptual capacity,® their
definitions do not need to make any explicit reference to touch or to each other. In fact, Aristotle

directly criticizes those who attempt to reduce all perceptual capacities to touch, calling on a

81 «Since there is nothing beyond perceptible magnitudes, as it seems, nothing separate, the
objects of intellect are in perceptible forms, both those spoken of in abstraction and all those
which are states and affections belonging to the objects of perception. And because of this, one
who did not perceive anything would neither learn nor understand anything, and whenever one
contemplates, one necessarily at the same time contemplates a sort of image; for images are just
as perceptions are, except without matter,” (DA 111.8, 432a4-9).

82 101 pév yap Exel moag, Té 8& TVAG, T 8& pioy TV dvaykatotdty, apny,” (DA 11.2, 414a2-4).

Touch is the most basic and necessary perceptual capacity because touch has a special
relationship to nutrition (the latter being the basic prerequisite for sublunary life): “touch is
perception of nourishment, since all living things are nourished by dry, wet, hot, and cold things,
and touch is perception of these,” (DA 11.3, 414b7-9).

8 See DS 7, 449a13-18.
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theorist of perception to respect the real differences between the different senses.®* Instead, the
various senses only logically depend on the primary or central perceptual capacity itself, and are

in the perceptual part of the soul.

3.3 Relation to Previous Conceptions of Psychic Parthood

We can also get into view why Aristotle adopts logical primacy as the defining mark of
psychic parthood by considering how this conception succeeds where previous conceptions of
psychic parthood fail. As noted previously, Aristotle articulates in DA 11.2 three possible marks
of psychic parthood: that psychic parts are separable in place (ywpiotov tOn®), different in
account (§tepa AOywm), OF separable in account (ywpiotdov Adym).8 As | argued in Chapters 2 and
3, it is precisely the first two conceptions of psychic parthood that Aristotle criticizes and rejects
in DA’s critical remarks about psychic parthood. If Aristotle rejects the first two possibilities, we
have further reason to think that he accepts the third. Although we will shortly note important
differences between logical separability and logical primacy (83.4), we can for the moment take
these two notions to be equivalent. Hence, this argument is, effectively, a further argument for
logical primacy.®

In Chapter 2, I argued that Aristotle rejects a ‘physiological’ conception of psychic

parthood, according to which psychic parts are spatially distributed throughout the body and are

8 «“Democritus and most of the natural philosophers who treat of perception proceed quite
irrationally, for they represent all objects of sense as objects of touch. Yet, if this is really so, it
clearly follows that each of the other senses is a mode of touch; but one can see at a glance that
this is impossible,” (DS 4, 442a29-442b3)

8 DA 11.2, 413b14-15; 413b29; 413b14-15.
8 A similar argument was first explicitly formulated by Corcilius and Gregoric (2010, especially
102).
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separable in place.8” We find such a conception in the tripartition of Plato’s Timaeus, which
assigns a rational part of soul to the head, a spirited part to the chest, and an appetitive part to the
belly. Aristotle criticizes this theory for two central reasons. First, it bears an extremely heavy
explanatory burden: how is the belly exclusively appetitive? How can you place reason within
any particular part of the body? Not only had no contemporary theory provided a satisfactory
answer to such questions, but it is reasonable to think that such answers were in principle
difficult or impossible to formulate. Second, this picture of psychic parthood is empirically false
or unverifiable. Because some insects survive dissection, they promise to provide the only
empirical confirmation of this conception, in which two psychic parts (e.g., perception and
nutrition) are spatially separated. Observation shows, however, that psychic parts cannot be
spatially separable. In contrast, Aristotle seeks a logical conception of psychic parts, and not a
spatial or material conception. Psychic parts neither are nor correspond to distinct spatial parts;
rather psychic parthood centrally explains the formal and logical structure of the soul. It is
precisely such a structure that a notion like logical primacy seeks to illuminate.

In Chapter 3, | argued that Aristotle rejects Platonic ethical partitions: a tripartition
(appetitive, spirited, and rational parts) and bipartition (rational and nonrational parts).2® Because
such partitions lack a consistent principle by which they divide the soul, they are compelled to
recognize all indefinitely many psychic capacities (to smell, to dream, to walk) as psychic parts.
The only requirement for psychic parthood would be that a capacity is “different in account”. A
capacity would qualify as a part if its definition differs, even slightly, from those of other

capacities. Because all capacities would be parts, we thereby lose any distinction between basic

8" DA 1.5, 411b14-27; 11.2, 413b16-24.
8 DA 111.9, 432a23-b7; 111.10, 433b1-4.
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parts and non-basic capacities—a distinction, as we saw in 81, that is crucial to the very idea of
partitioning the soul. In contrast, Aristotle seeks a uniform principle by which to partition the
soul and to distinguish psychic part and capacity. Logical primacy provides such a principle. All
and only those capacities that are logically primary are parts; all those capacities that are
logically posterior to another capacity are mere capacities within those parts. Unlike logical
difference, logical primacy thereby is able to present a principled, scientific, and hierarchical
picture of the soul. As a principle, logical primacy allows the psychologist to systematically
identify a finite set of fundamental capacities as its ground, and can, in principle, locate all other

capacities in relation to those basic capacities.®

3.4 Logical Separability and Logical Primacy

Before moving on, it is important to distinguish logical primacy from logical separability.
The interpretation | have defended bears a resemblance to a recent interpretation of Aristotle’s
conception of psychic parthood in DA, proposed by Corcilius and Gregoric (2010) and Johansen

(2012). This conception identifies the criterion for psychic parthood as logical separability.®® On

8 This also allows us to clarify a bit of terminology used in DA to describe the relationship
between capacities. Like with other entities that populate the Aristotelian cosmos (e.g., Phys.
202a32-4; 210a15-19), Aristotle at times claims that two capacities are the same simpliciter or in
number, though they differ in being or account. He maintains, for example, “the capacity for
desire and the capacity for avoidance do not differ either from one another or from the perceptual
capacity, though they do differ in being,” (DA 111.7, 431a12-15; see also Appendix 2). In
claiming that two capacities are the same, Aristotle affirms that they are in or constitute aspects
of the same part. In claiming that they differ in being or account, he affirms that they constitute
distinct aspects of that part.

% Canonical examples of logically separable entities are mathematical objects and their material
substrate (Phys 11.2, 193b32-4). Although Aristotle denies that the circle and its matter are
spatially or ontologically separable (as a Platonist might affirm), they nonetheless remain
logically separable. The accounts of circle and bronze (in which a circle might adhere) not only
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this view, a psychic part is (or is defined by) a capacity whose definition can be formulated
independently and separately of the other capacities of an organism. Perception is a part
precisely because its definition makes no reference to any other psychic capacity. This notion is
closely related to logical primacy, serving as a necessary condition of logical primacy: anything
that is logically primary must be logically independent of all other entities in the relevant
domain.

Nonetheless, logical primacy is distinct from logical separability, and so we should reject
the latter as a comprehensive interpretation of Aristotelian psychic parthood. Logical primacy
builds on and expands this interpretation. Logical separability indeed captures some of
Aristotle’s conception of psychic parthood. Taken on its own, however, it is not sufficiently rich
as an interpretation. Although logical primacy includes and requires logical separability, the
former is stronger than the latter. In particular, logical separability does not address the first
crucial characteristic of logical primacy described above. Psychic parts are not merely separable
or independent from other psychic parts, but are also prior to the capacities which are in them.
Perception is not merely logically independent of nutrition and intellect, but also prior to
capacities like phantasia or memory.

While this might seem to be a relatively insignificant point, it is consequential for psychic
parthood’s place in Aristotle’s psychology. It is precisely the aspect that logical separability
ignores—psychic parts as logically prior to capacities within them—that secures psychic
parthood’s indispensable role in Aristotle’s methodology in psychology. Psychic parts are not

merely conceptually distinct from each other, but play essential roles in explaining all other

differ, but can be “separated” from each other—each make no explicit or implicit reference to
each other.
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psychic capacities. In the language developed earlier in this chapter, they are the indispensable
components of dependency arguments. That perception is a psychic part, for example, does not
merely tell us that perception is definitionally independent of other capacities, as logical
separability requires. It tells us in addition that perception is essential to the explanation of all
other perceptual capacities, like memory. When we concretely turn to these perceptual
capacities, as we saw in 82.1, we must employ our understanding of perception to explain these
capacities. Because such dependency arguments are crucial to understanding psychic capacities,
and understanding these capacities is crucial to Aristotelian psychology in general, seeing
psychic parts as logically prior and primary is necessary. On this front, then, the interpretation of
psychic parts as logically separable fails.

Consequently, if we focus exclusively on logical separability, our understanding of
psychic parthood is incomplete. We lose sight of the central role of psychic parthood within

Aristotle’s psychology and his explanation of the wide variety of psychic powers.

84  The Mapping of the Soul

Now we are in a position to step back and appreciate this central role of psychic parthood
within Aristotle’s psychology. To summarize: in DA, Aristotle seeks to explain life and the
various activities that define it, as well as life’s cause—the soul—and the capacities that define
it. One initial obstacle in this project is a commitment to the ‘homonymy of life’: organisms
carry out fundamentally and irreducibly different sorts of lives, characterized by distinct vital
activities—nutrition, perceiving, thinking. Hence, Aristotle’s conception of psychic parthood
serves to explain this irreducible difference between ways of living. This difference is explained

by a distinction between capacities that differ in kind (psychic parts). We have come to describe
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this irreducible heterogeneity as the logical independence of those capacities. In turn, the various
non-basic activities within those lives are explained by capacities that are in, logically posterior
to, and dependent on those parts. We can explain these non-basic activities and capacities
through reference to those parts. In sum, then, psychic parts are logically primary.

This conception of psychic parthood subsequently shapes the structure and methodology
of DA and PN, insofar as these works pursue a logical map of the soul. In DA, we do not find a
single monolithic positive theory of soul. Although he provides a common definition of soul in
DA 11.1, most of the treatise is devoted to a sequential treatment of the three parts of soul. After
introducing the homonymy of life (DA 11.2-3), Aristotle questions the appropriateness of a
general account of soul,®* and instead tasks himself with articulating accounts of the basic forms
of life. Accordingly, we find self-contained accounts of the various parts of the soul. He treats
psychic parts in order from most to least common—nutrition (DA 11.4), perception (I11.5-111.2),
intellect (111.4-8). Given their logical primacy, each section treats its psychic part without
reference to other psychic parts, except within analogies or contrasts. Aristotle thereby articulates
the basic principles of his psychology—the discrete continents in his map of the soul.

Much of the rest of Aristotle’s psychology consists in beginning to fill in this map:
explanations of other capacities through their connection to each other and to these basic psychic
parts. Dependency arguments establish how particular capacities logically depend on these
foundations. Each capacity of an organism—its capacity to sing, to jog, to digest, to slither—will
logically depend on the basic capacities that define psychic parts. Each will have a definition
that, either directly or indirectly, refers to one or more of these parts. In PN (e.g., DM, Insomn.),

and at certain moments in DA (e.g., his treatment of phantasia or locomotion) Aristotle explicitly

%1 See DA 11.2, 414b25-8. This is a central theme of Chapter 6.
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argues for or posits these logical dependencies. This often consists in showing that a particular
capacity is in the perceptual part of the soul, and so a capacity distinct from reason and found in
nonhuman animals. By formulating these logical dependencies and relationships to psychic parts,
Aristotle captures the nature of these capacities (at least in part). He begins to fill out a network
in which each capacity is given a particular location in a logical hierarchy of capacities.

The picture of Aristotle’s psychological project that | have offered in this chapter might
appear to be a severe exaggeration. This picture depicts psychic parthood and related concepts as
extremely systematic, consistent, and precise. We find in Aristotle’s scientific psychology,
however, no complete or rigid map of the soul, but instead a much looser collection of treatments
of various capacities. This might suggest that the interpretation of Aristotle’s conception of
psychic parthood given above, or indeed any interpretation that attributes to Aristotle a fixed and
consistent conception, is incorrect.

Nonetheless, the relative looseness of Aristotle’s psychology does not threaten his
psychological project. Foremost, the pursuit of a genuinely exhaustive map of the soul should
seem ridiculous, even if one were possible. There are plenty, indeed indefinitely many, capacities
for which we have no real need to explicitly show in what parts they reside, either because their
account is relatively obvious, or they hold no philosophical weight. For what purpose do we need
to show the dependencies of the capacity to see a particular shade of red, to grow nails on index
fingers, or to think of the Eifel tower? Such inquiries would amount to an extreme form of
scholasticism, antithetical to Aristotle’s more synoptic treatments of psychological phenomena.
Instead, we find in his psychology accounts of a selection of a few important capacities, like
sleeping, memory, or dreaming. Aristotle pursues such accounts, presumably, because these

capacities are theoretically interesting: they help to explain many other capacities, are exercised
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frequently in everyday life, or were already the subject of controversy or lively debate (e.g.,
whether they are exercises of reason or not). Hence, while a dependency argument about any
given capacity is possible in principle, they are pursued only insofar as they answer pressing
demands or questions.

Accordingly, Aristotle has no need for a complete map of the soul. Instead, it is the
promise of such a map that informs his psychology. Beyond the particular details of Aristotle’s
partition in DA, and his usual preferred list of psychic parts (nutrition, perception, intellect),
then, Aristotle provides something more significant: the conceptual framework for a logical map
of the soul, at least within the theoretical framework of DA and PN. Aristotle provides such a
map in outline—its foundation (psychic parts and their accounts), a few central examples of
logically posterior psychic capacities (e.g., locomotion, memory), and, indirectly, the
methodology and framework (logical primacy and priority) to expand such a map in any

direction and to incorporate any new psychic capacity into a general map of the soul.
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CHAPTER V

ARISTOTLE’S UNIFIED SOUL: THE FIGURE-SOUL
ANALOGY AND ITS CONTEXT

We now turn to the second part of our original dilemma about psychic structure: the unity

of the soul, the soul status as a form, and the Problem of Psychic Unity (PPU).

It is distinctive of Aristotle’s conception of the natural world that living organisms “are
substances most of all”!—the basic, determinate individuals that populate the cosmos. This is in
part because substances are, among other things, genuinely one. Substances, and so organisms,
are paradigm cases of unity. Yet surely organisms have parts (limbs, organs, etc.), and so need
something to unify them. This is accomplished by the organism’s soul, which serves as a unified
form that determines, actualizes, and unifies an organism’s matter (its organic body). Aristotle
thinks that a soul, like any other form, accomplishes this unifying task by itself constituting a
unity. This, on its face, seems like a plausible position. Yet, as we have seen in detail over the
past four chapters, Aristotle also thinks that the soul has distinct parts (and for good reason). This
prompts a worry analogous to that about organisms and their parts: because we have reason to
think that the soul itself has parts, what accounts for the soul’s unity? | argued in Chapter 1 that
this question (PPU), and the various particular worries it prompts, constitutes a serious problem
for Aristotle, which he tasks himself with resolving.

Even though this tension seems so basic to Aristotelian psychology, interpreters have

failed to formulate a satisfactory account of it. As noted in Chapter 1, most interpreters suggest

Le 8 8n péhioto Aéyopey ovoiog sivar,” (Meta. Z.7, 1032a20).
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explicitly or implicitly that Aristotle simply rejects or ignores the existence of either psychic
parthood or psychic unity, so that he can continue to affirm the existence of the other.? Others
claim that Aristotle attempts to affirm both, but is simply unsuccessful in his attempt.® In what
follows, I argue that Aristotle addresses and resolves PPU, and so provides a sophisticated
account of the structure of the soul, allowing him to explain how the soul both is authentically
unified and has parts.

In 81, | summarize the reasons for thinking that PPU constitutes a genuine and
compelling problem. The problem emerges from a tension between foundational claims of
Avristotelian psychology: that the soul both (c1) has parts and (c2) serves as the form and
principle of unity for the organism. In DA 1.5, Aristotle appears to argue that (c3) something
cannot both have parts and constitute a principle of unity, so that (c1) and (c2) are incompatible.
The apparent conclusion, then, is that any conception of soul that recognizes psychic parts is
unable to account for the soul’s unity—Avristotle either has an incoherent account of soul, or
must give up one of these foundational claims. In contrast, | contend that DA 1.5’s argument, and
so PPU, ultimately depends on a problematic picture of parthood: ‘mereological actualism’.
Actualism takes parts (e.g., psychic parts) to be actually distinct, and prior to the relevant whole.
A whole comprised of such parts is a sum or aggregate of those parts. If we endorse actualism,

we are compelled to search for a principle of unity that is external to the parts—a search that

2 Koslicki (2006) and Hicks (1907) argue that Aristotle rejects the existence of psychic parts in
order to preserve psychic unity. Corcilius and Gregoric (2010), Johansen (2012), and Whiting
(2002) largely ignore PPU, and so do not incorporate a response to PPU into their interpretations
of Aristotelian psychic parthood.

3 Ward (1996) and Kahn (1992) suggest that, while Aristotle recognizes the existence of psychic
parts, he fails to explain how the soul could also simultaneously constitute a unity.
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Aristotle argues is ultimately futile. This futile search, which depends on assuming mereological
actualism, in turn gives rise to PPU.

In 82, | argue that Aristotle rejects mereological actualism and outlines an alternative
conception of parthood in DA 11.3’s infamous analogy between souls and geometric figures
(oynuata). As more simple figures (e.g., triangles) are present potentially within more complex
ones (quadrilaterals), so lower souls (e.g., the nutritive soul) are present potentially within higher
ones (the perceptual soul). Aristotle thereby introduces a notion of ‘potential parthood’, treating
psychic parts not as actually distinct, but as potentially present and posterior to the whole soul.
Because the whole is prior to its potential parts, the parts do not stand in need of an external
cause of unity—they always already constitute a unity. In thereby undermining actualism,
Aristotle effectively dissolves and deflates PPU, and so provides the framework of an account of
psychic unity that also acknowledges the existence of psychic parts.

In 83, | argue that this figure analogy fits within and should be read against the backdrop
of Aristotle’s general approach to form and unity. Because a soul is a form, an account of
psychic unity is a particular instance of an account of the unity of form as such. In Meta. H.6, |
contend, Aristotle offers a ‘hylomorphic’ account of the unity of forms, according to which
forms themselves can be divided into material and formal elements. As in DA 1.3, Aristotle
offers a deflationary account of hylomorphic unity, according to which a proper understanding of
matter and form dispels any worries about their unity. If one correctly understands matter as
potentiality and form as actuality, one sees that material and formal elements require no external
unifying cause. Because we can conceive of the parts of soul as standing to each other as matter

to form, these parts likewise require no external unifying cause.
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81 The Problem of Psychic Unity

1.1  An Inconsistent Triad about the Soul

First, we return to PPU in more detail, to review its origin in Aristotle’s thinking more
generally, and why it constitutes such a compelling and stubborn problem. Aristotle’s concern
with psychic unity emerges out of a tension between three claims grounded in Aristotelian
psychology and metaphysics:

(c1) The soul is composite and has parts.

(c2) The soul is the ultimate principle of unity for an organism.

(c3) If something is an ultimate principle of unity, it cannot have parts.

Avistotle clearly accepts the first two claims, and, as | suggest, gives a plausible argument for the
third. Yet, at least in their current form, they constitute an inconsistent triad. Hence, Aristotle’s
conception of soul seems to contain a basic and intractable contradiction. If he is to avoid
inconsistency, he must give up one of (c1), (c2), or (c3); yet, because each claim has both textual
and philosophical grounding, they appear to form an insurmountable problem for Aristotelian
psychology.

As | argued in Chapter 1, given his commitment to the homonymy of life,* Aristotle is
compelled to admit the existence of psychic parts. Because living comes in irreducibly many
forms, and ‘life’ is homonymous, the capacities that make up animal and human souls also come
in irreducibly many forms. Aristotle acknowledges this by calling such capacities ‘parts’, into
which the soul is divisible (c1). Yet Aristotle also maintains that the organism is a hylomorphic

compound, in which the “form” (i50c) and “first actuality” is the soul, and the matter is the

4 See DA 11.2, 413a22-25; b11-13.
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organic “natural body potentially having life.”® In general, form unifies its corresponding matter,
distinguishing a determinate unity from matter considered as a mere heap or chunk of material
stuff.® As a house’s form explains how a heap of bricks and stones could constitute a unified
dwelling, so a cat’s form, its soul, explains how a heap of flesh and bones constitutes a single
living cat (c2).’

Finally, in DA 1.5, Aristotle provisionally suggests that the soul cannot simultaneously be
both a composite and an ultimate principle of unity.® For every whole with parts, there must be a
cause of that whole’s unity (oitiov tod &v eivar).® If the soul has parts the soul itself would
appear to stand in need of a principle of unity—something to ‘hold together’ (cuvéyewv) the parts
of soul. Yet, as we covered in detail in Chapter 1,'° all candidates for this principle and cause of
unity for the soul ultimately fail: neither the body nor some external formal principle could hold
together the parts of the soul in a unity.

This argument provisionally suggests a more general conclusion: anything that has parts,
like a soul, cannot serve as an ultimate cause of unity (c3). Consequently, there appears to be a
profound tension between the soul being a form and having parts. Aristotle’s apparent
commitment to (c3) only allows him to maintain that either the soul has parts (c1), or that it is a

form and ultimate principle of unity (c2), but not both.

® “chpatog puowkod duvapet {ony Eovrog,” (DA 1.1, 412a19-20).
® See DA 11.1 412a9-22; 11.4, 41615-18.

’ See Meta. Z.17, 1041b5-9.

8 DA 1.5, 411a26-411b13.

% See Meta. H.7, 1045a7-9.

10 Chapter 1, §2.
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Ignoring the dialectical context of Aristotle’s argument for (c3), and Aristotle’s further
remarks on psychic unity and parthood throughout DA, some interpreters have claimed that its
apparent conclusion—that the soul cannot both have parts and cause unity—indicates Aristotle’s
considered position.!! They maintain that Aristotle’s strong commitment to hylomorphism (c2)
suggests that he ultimately thinks that souls absolutely lack parts (except, perhaps, in a purely
metaphorical sense). Hence, they take Aristotle to simply deny (c1)—a position I call ‘psychic
simplicity’. As we will see in 83, analogous issues about the unity of form lead others to claim
that forms in general lack parts (‘formal simplicity’). Alternatively, others argue that Aristotle
indeed endorses (c1) and (c2), but is simply unsuccessful in his attempt to make them
compatible.*? In what follows, | offer an account of psychic unity, arguing that PPU should not
compel one to reject the existence of psychic parts and that Aristotle in fact diffuses the conflict
between (c1) and (c2). On my reading, he does not accept or reject (c3) absolutely, but rejects it
as a universal claim that applies to all unities. He affirms that at least some composite things, like

souls, can both have parts and serve as ultimate principles of unity.

1.2  The Actualist Assumption

Aristotle does not provide an account of psychic simplicity by locating some hidden deeper
cause that unifies the parts of the soul. Instead, he gives a deflationary answer, contending that if
we give up problematic assumptions about parthood, we see that PPU no longer poses a threat.
Accordingly, before moving to Aristotle’s positive response to PPU, it is necessary to specify the

crucial assumption dialectically presupposed in DA 1.5 and PPU: the ‘actualist’ conception of

11 E.g., Koslicki (2006, 732); Hicks (1907, 299).
12 £ g. Ward (1996, 126-127); Kahn (1992, 362).
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parthood, or ‘mereological actualism’.*®> According to mereological actualism, parts are actually
present in a whole. Each part is actually complete and distinct both from the other parts and from
the whole. A whole would then be an aggregate or sum of such parts. Accordingly, these parts
are also prior to the whole. They exist before the whole and persist as distinct while parts of the
whole; to understand such parts requires no essential reference to the whole. Yet the whole, in
contrast, is understood precisely as a sum of those parts. Because the parts are, on their own,
naturally separate, their unity in a whole must be explained by something beyond them: an
external cause or principle. This conception of parthood is, on its surface, not implausible. It
most naturally applies to and accurately represents the structure of a “heap” (cwp6g). A pile of
stones is comprised of many distinct stones, which both pre-exist and persist through their
placement in the pile, as actually distinct stones.

In DA 1.5, Aristotle concerns himself with actualism about psychic parts. On such a view,
psychic parts are actually distinct and prior to the whole soul; the soul itself is an aggregate or
heap of psychic parts. Such actualism is crucial for PPU to get going. Recall the general
principle encountered earlier—that all composite wholes, like souls, require a cause for their
unity. If we assume mereological actualism, this cause must be external to psychic parts. There is
no reason why psychic parts should come together to form a single soul, when those parts are
considered purely on their own. Given their priority to the whole soul, the natural state of those
parts is disunity. Hence, if psychic parts are to form a single whole, there must be a unifying

cause and principle that is external to them. This requirement, in turn, gives rise to PPU.

13 This terminology comes from Pasnau (2011, 612), who uses “actualism” to describe a position
that arises in medieval and early modern debates about parthood (largely descending from the
Avristotelian texts now under consideration). He attributes the strongest version of actualism to
Descartes and Gassendi, and a weaker version to Ockham.
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Aristotle argues in DA 1.5 that no such external cause can be found; (c3) asserts that, because
souls are composite, this search is futile in principle. In both claims, an actualist conception of
psychic parts is essential.

As we will see in more detail in Chapter 6,'* Some recent interpreters effectively attribute
to Aristotle such actualism.'® Johansen, for example, explicitly argues that psychic parts are
definitionally or logically separable, and so, as he explicitly affirms, prior to the whole soul: “the
parts of the soul... enjoy definitional priority over the whole.”*® On this picture, which I will
later call a “‘disjunctive picture’ of the soul, the soul is a logical sum or aggregate of psychic
parts. Each part is actually present and prior to the whole. The soul is made up from distinct
psychic principles, each of which can be understood distinctly from the rest. As we have seen,
such a picture leaves Aristotle without the resources to explain the unity of the soul.
Accordingly, such interpreters effectively ignore the question of psychic unity.

Of course, mereological actualism might obtain in some cases of parthood and not in
others. On my reading, Aristotle ultimately endorses actualism about some parts (e.g., parts of
heaps), but rejects it about others (e.g., parts of souls). In DA I1.3’s figure analogy, Aristotle
attacks actualism about psychic parts by introducing an alternative conception of parthood:
‘potential parthood’. On this picture, psychic parts are not actually present in, distinct from, or
prior to the whole soul. Because it rejects these central aspects of the actualist position, Aristotle

also in effect dissolves PPU. Moreover, | argue in 83 that Aristotle rejects a more general form

14 Chapter 6, §1.1.
15 Johansen (2012); Corcilius and Gregoric (2010).

16 Johansen (2012, 71). Admittedly, Johansen acknowledges a version of PPU (see Chapter 6,
81.4), and looks to the figure analogy of DA 11.3 to resolve it. Nonetheless, he maintains that DA
I1.3 does not present Aristotle’s primary perspective on the soul.
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of actualism in his account of hylomorphic unity in the central books of the Metaphysics.
Aristotle provides an anti-actualist account of the unity of form, which expands and

contextualizes the figure analogy’s picture of psychic unity.

§2  Psychic Unity in De Anima

2.1 The Figure Analogy

DA 11.3 explores a set of related questions about the unity of the soul. In the first half of
the chapter, Aristotle describes how capacities are distributed throughout different organisms:
how some capacities are more common (nutrition), some always occur together (perception and
appetite), and some are rare (intellect). This uneven distribution of capacities seems to challenge
the possibility of both unified souls and a unified theory of soul. This anxiety prompts Aristotle’s
turn to the figure analogy:

(t2) It is clear, then, that in the same way there could be one account for both soul and
figure. For in the one case a figure is nothing beyond a triangle and the others following
in a series, and in the other a soul is nothing beyond the things mentioned. There could,
however, in the case of figures be a common account which fits them all, though it will
be peculiar to none; and the same holds in the case of the souls mentioned. For this
reason, it is absurd to seek a common account in these cases, or in other cases, an
account which is not peculiar to anything which exists, and which does not correspond
to any proper and indivisible species, while neglecting what is of this sort.
Consequently, one must ask individually what the soul of each is, for example, what the
soul of a plant is, and what the soul of a man or a beast is.

(t2) What holds concerning the soul is very close to what holds concerning figures: in
the case of both figures and ensouled things, what is prior is always present potentially
in what follows in a series—for example, the triangle in the quadrilateral, and the
nutritive in the perceptual.*’

17 «&fihov oDV 811 TOV adTOV TPOTOV €1¢ v €1 AOYOC Woyfic Te Koi oyipatog: obte yap kel
oyfua Tapd To Tpiymvov €ott Kod T EpeEng, oVT’ évtadBa yoyn mapd Tag elpnuévag. yévoito o’
av kol €ml T@V oYNUAT®V AOYOG KOWOG, O¢ EapuocEl LEV Aoy, 1010¢ 6’ 00deVOg EoTat
OYNULOTOG. OpoimG 08 Kol &mi TG eipnuévarg yoyoic. 510 yeaoiov {nTelv TOV KOOV Adyov kai &ml
TOVTOV Kol €0’ £TEP®V, 0G 000eVOG 0Tl TAV OVT®V 1010¢ AdY0G, 0VOE KaTh TO OiKeToV Kol
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In (t1), which will be central focus of Chapter 6, Aristotle reflects on how there could be one
“account” (Aoyoq) of soul, and so a unified science of soul. He contends that, just as there is a
single science of figure (geometry), even in the face of the diversity of kinds of figures, so there
can be a single science of soul, even in the face of the diversity of kinds of souls.*® In (t2),
Avristotle uses the same figure analogy to treat our present topic: the internal unity of particular
souls, even in the face of complexity and division within those souls. He contends that, just as
more simple geometrical figures are present “potentially” within more complex figures, so lower
souls are present potentially within higher souls. In both cases, the former is a ‘potential part’ of
the latter. This analogy, | argue, thereby undermines both the actualist conception of parthood
and dissolves PPU.

Avristotle maintains that both souls and geometrical figures are “things in a series” (ta.
€pe&iic), in which prior members are “present in” (dmdpyewv €v) posterior members. Whole
integers form such a series, in which the lesser is always contained in the greater (e.g., three is
present in four). As whole integers characterize figures (three-sided triangles, four-sided
quadrilaterals, etc.), figures form a parallel series. A quadrilateral contains and can be divided
into a triangle; a pentagon contains and can be divided into a quadrilateral. Generally, then, the
earlier figure is part of the later figure. Moreover, the earlier is substantially prior to the later: “a

thing is prior in nature and substance [rpotepa...katd OV kai ovciov] when it is possible for

dropov €160¢, Apévtag TOV To1odTOV. (Tapamincing 8 Exst 1d mepl THV oyMUATOVY Koi Té KoTd,
Yoynv: det yap &v @ £peENg LLAPYEL OLVALEL TO TPHTEPOV EML TE TAV CYNUATOV KOl ETTL TOV
guyOyV, olov 8V TETPayOVe L&V Tpiymvov, &v oicnTikd 8& 1O Opentikoy.) dote Kad’ EKacTov
{nntéov, Tig £kdoTOVL Yoyy, olov Tig puTod Koi Tig dvOpdmov f{ Onpiov,” (DA 11.3, 414b20-32).

18 These claims carry its own peculiar difficulties (concerning, for example, the nature of
Avristotelian definition), to which we turn in Chapter 6. For a detailed discussion of this and
related issues, see Bolton (1978).
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it to be without other things but not them without it.””*®* Whenever there are four sides, there are
always also three sides (i.e., just take one side away). Yet the reverse is not true: there can be
three sides without there being four, as in the triangle.?’ Therefore, the number three and the
triangle are prior in substance to the number four and the quadrilateral, respectively. In general,
numbers and figures form a series in which earlier members are parts of and prior in substance to
later members (this picture, however, will be qualified in 82.2 when we introduce Aristotle’s
distinction between actual and potential priority).

As his reflections on the distribution of capacities show, Aristotle maintains that psychic
capacities and souls possess a similar ordered structure.?! Psychic capacities are clearly
distributed unevenly: “Among the capacities of the soul, all belong to some [humans], to others
some of them belong [animals], and to still others only one belongs [plants, gods].”?? Yet this
distribution is not simply random, but forms a sequence from more common and prior to less

common and posterior.?® Nutrition is more common and substantially prior to perception: “the

19 Meta. A.13, 1019a1-4.

20 «“One is prior to two because, if there are two, it follows at once that there is one, whereas if
there is one, there are not necessarily two; so the implication of the other’s existence does not
hold reciprocally from one; that from which the implication of existence does not hold
reciprocally is thought to be prior,” (Cat. 12, 14a30-34).

21 This is limited to the souls of mortal creatures. Aristotle’s God, who has a purely intellectual
soul, does not fall within this order of priority. Accordingly, at DA 11.2, 413a32 Aristotle
explicitly restricts his focus to “mortal” creatures.

22 “Tév §& duvapueov TS Yyoyic ai Aexbsicon Toig pév HIapyovct Ticot, Kaddmep sImopLEe, TOIG
8& TvEC avTdV, £violg 6 pio uovn,” (DA 11.3, 414a29-31).

23 In DA 11.3, Aristotle merely states that souls fall in such a series. He then formulates a self-
imposed challenge at DA 11.3, 414b34-415al to “investigate why they are thus in a series,” (see
also DA 11.2 413b9-10, b33-a3). In DA 111.12, he provides a teleological justification of this
seriality. In brief, he argues that nutrition is teleologically necessary to all mortal life, and
perception is teleologically necessary to animal and human life. With the former, Aristotle
argues that “it is necessary that whatever is generated have growth and also maturity and decline,
and these are impossible without nutrition; consequently, it is necessary that the nutritive soul be
present in all things which grow naturally and decline,” (DA 111.12, 434a23-26). With the latter,
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perceptual is not without the nutritive, though the nutritive capacity is separated from the
perceptual in plants.”?* This same priority, Aristotle holds, obtains at each stage along the
hierarchy of souls—from plant or nutritive souls, to animal or perceptual souls, to human or
intellectual souls.®

Crucially, the triangle is not only prior, but also present in the quadrilateral. By analogy,
we should say that nutrition is present in perception, as Aristotle appears to affirm. Yet, we
might think, it would seem more natural to say that nutrition is present alongside perception in
an animal soul, not that nutrition is a part of perception. Aristotle’s formulation, then, would be
at best misleading, or at worst plainly false. Indeed, this is not a fault found only in the present
passage—consistently, Aristotle uses expressions like ‘perceptual capacity, ‘perceptual part’, or
‘perceptual soul” ambiguously. Sometimes they refer to (1) the perceptual aspect, capacity, or
part of a more complex soul (e.g., a human’s perceptual power), and sometimes to (2) the whole
soul distinguished by its ‘highest’ capacity (an animal or perceptual soul).2® At times, he

distinguishes carefully between the two senses: “In some cases, it is not difficult to see whether

he argues that perception is required for locomotion: “Any body capable of going anywhere and
yet lacking perception would perish and not reach its end, which is the work of nature,” (DA
111.12, 434a33-b1).

24 «gvev pév yap tod Openticod 10 0icOnTikdv 00K EoTv: Tod & aicONTiKod YopileTar T

OpenTicov év toig putoig,” (DA 11.3, 415al1-2).

2% This priority or seriality is not, strictly speaking, required for Aristotle’s theory of potential
presence, which | describe in the following section. If Aristotle’s particular hierarchical picture
of life turns out to be false (as perhaps contemporary biology suggests it is), this would not yet
mean the downfall of Aristotle’s picture of psychic unity. As we will shortly see, there are
examples of potential presence (e.g., elements within mixtures) that do not have this priority or
seriality. Nonetheless, DA 1.3, among many other passages, clearly indicates that Aristotle
endorses some version of this hierarchy of souls and lends support to his theory of the potential
presence of psychic parts.

26 See Lear, 2004, 192 n.34.
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each of these [capacities] is a soul or a part of a soul.”?’ Yet more often, Aristotle ignores this
distinction, when, strictly speaking, he should not.?® In the current passage, if we take a literal
reading, Aristotle strangely claims that a nutritive capacity is ‘in’ a perceptual capacity.
Aristotle’s ambiguity also affords us some interpretive wiggle room. In line with use (2),
certain activities and capacities are characteristic or definitive of particular sorts of souls and
lives. Because the characteristic part of a plant’s soul is nutrition, plants live a “nutritive and
growing life [tAv...0pentuctv kai Thv adéntikiv {onv].”?° Although an animal also performs
nutritive activities, it “is an animal primarily because of perception,” and so lives a “perceptual
life” (aiocOntucy Cwny).2° An animal lives a life distinguished and infused by its ability to respond
to the world perceptually (a topic | return to in Chapter 6, §1.3). Similarly, the characteristic part
of a human soul is intellect, and so humans live “according to reason.”®! Since these
characteristic capacities distinguish the three basic kinds of organisms, Aristotle calls them
“differences of the soul” (Stapopai Tiic woyxfc).>? Moreover, because such capacities are
characteristic of a given soul, we can effectively identify a soul with its distinctive capacity. Just
as an animal lives a perceptual life, the animal soul is a perceptual soul. The highest and least
common part characterizes a given soul. When Aristotle claims that nutrition is present in

perception, we should hear him as asserting that the nutritive part is present within the

2T DA 11.2, 413b12-15.

28 Aristotle uses “nutritive soul” (Bpemtuct) yoy), for example, to refer to an aspect of other
souls (DA 11.4, 415a23-4; 111.11, 434a22-3).

29 NE 1.7, 1097b33.
30 <10 8¢ Lov S v aicOnow Tpdtwg,” (DA 11.2, 413b2); NE 1.7, 1098a1.
31 NE 1.7 1098a3.

32 DA 11.2, 413b20 (see also DA 11.2, 413b33; 111.9, 427a17). Nutrition distinguishes plants from
the non-living, perception distinguishes animals from plants, and intellect distinguishes humans
from animals.
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characteristically perceptual soul—the animal soul. 33 Likewise, both perception and nutrition in

humans can be said to be in intellect, insofar as they are parts of an intellectual or human soul.

2.2 Potential Presence

Avristotle claims that souls and figures form a series in which the prior is not merely present
in the posterior, but can be said “to be present potentially ” (brapyewv év duvapet). The former is a
‘potential part’ of the latter.

Before turning to its appearance in the figure analogy, it will be helpful to get Aristotle’s
general use of potential parthood in view. Aristotle maintains that things that are actually one
(e.g., substances, numbers) are never also actually two, but only potentially two:

(t3) It is impossible for a substance to be composed of substances present in it in

actuality. For what is in actuality two things cannot also be in actuality one thing,

though a thing may be one and at the same time potentially two. For instance, a line that

is double another line is composed of two halves, but only potentially; for the actuality

of the two halves separates them from each other. Therefore, if a substance is one thing,

it cannot be composed of substances present in it for this reason also, as Democritus

rightly says. Evidently the same will also hold for number, if a number is a combination

of units, as some say. For either the number two is not one, or there is no unit present in

it in actuality.®*

A line is not merely a heap of two actually distinct, but connected half-lines. Instead, the line is a

single whole line with no actual divisions. The line, of course, can be divided, and so the halves

33 See Johansen (2012), 68-69.

34 «a3OvaTov yop ovcioy €& oDCIBY slvar EVOTapyovc@dv Mg vieheyeia: T yop 300 obTmC

gviedeyeio 00démote Ev dvredeysiq, GAL’ Sav Suvapet Svo 1, Eoton &v (olov 1) dimhocio éx dHo
nuicemv duvapet ye: 1 yap évieléyeilo xopilel), ot €l ovoia &v, ovk Eotat £ 0VGLDY
EVOTTOPYOVG®Y Kal KT ToDTOV TOV TpOTOV, dv Aéyet Anpdkpirog 0podc: adbvatov yap sivad
eNov €k dVO &V 1j €€ €vOg dVo yevésBat: Td yop peyéln td dtopa TS ovciag motel. Opoiwg Toivuv
dfrov &t kal €n” apBuod E&et, eimep €otiv O Ap1OUOG cHVOESIS pLovadwv, Bomep Aéyetat VIO
TWVOV: 1| YOp ovy €v 1 dvag 1} ok 0Tt povag v avth) évieieyeiq,” (Meta. Z.13, 1039a3-
1039a13).
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are potentially present in the whole. If the two parts become actual, and so become distinct lines,
the original whole line will actually be divided. The original line then ceases to exist actually as a
whole line; the actualization of the halves requires their separation and the dissolution of the
original line. Likewise, a substance does not contain multiple actual substances, but only
potential substances.® An animal is not a set of independently subsisting body parts or elements,
but is actually only one substance. The animal’s parts and elements are present only potentially.*
If a substance actually becomes many, this requires the actualization and separation of its parts,
and the subsequent dissolution of the whole (e.g., the disintegration of an animal’s body).
Avristotle employs the notion of potential parthood throughout his corpus. An informative

example comes in his theory of mixture (ni€ig). A mixture, like bronze, is a uniform and single-
natured body, in which its elemental parts are fully integrated. He denies that a mixture is a heap
of actually distinct elements (e.g., water, earth), but also denies that these elements simply
disappear or are destroyed when mixed into the whole. The notion of potential presence provides
a middle path between both extremes:

(t4) Since some things exist potentially while others are actually, the constituents can

both be and yet not-be. The compound may be actually other than the constituents from

which it has resulted; nevertheless, each of them may still be potentially what it was

before they were combined, and both [of the constituents] may survive undestroyed.

(For this was the difficulty that emerged in the previous argument; and it is evident that
the combining constituents not only coalesce, having formerly existed in separation, but

% See Meta. Z.16, 1041a4-5: “no substance whatever is composed of substances.” This doctrine
is gradually abandoned even in the Aristotelian tradition (see Pasnau, 2011, 607), prompted
perhaps by Aristotle’s own occasional willingness to describe parts of substances as substances
(e.g., “a head or a hand or any such substance,” Cat. 7, 8015).

36 “It is clear that even of the things that are commonly thought to be substances the majority are
potentialities. This applies both to the parts of animals, since none of them exists when separated
(and when they are separated then too they are all as matter), and to each and fire and air. For
none of these is a unity, but as it were a heap, until they are concocted and some unity is formed
from them...they are all only potentially—that is, when they form a continuous unity by nature;
when they are unified by force or by growing together that is simply an abnormality.” (Meta.
Z.16, 1040b5-16)
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also can again be separated out from the compound.) The constituents, therefore, neither

persist actually, as body and white persist; nor are they destroyed (either one of them or

both), for their potentiality is preserved.®’
When mixture occurs, the compound comes to exist actually, as a distinct entity with a single
nature. The elements, which before were actual and separate, are absorbed and cease to have
independent existence. Although they continue to exist, these elements are now present only
potentially. If the mixture is disintegrated, they can resume this separate and actual existence.
Consequently, while the mixture actually exists, the elements are only present potentially. The
only actual existing thing is the uniform mixture.

Perhaps the most significant consequence of this conception of potential parthood is the

priority of the whole to the part:

(t5) According as potentiality or actuality is taken into account, different things are

prior, for some things are prior in respect of potentiality, others in respect of actuality,

e.g., in potentiality the half line is prior to the whole line and the part to the whole and

the matter to the substance, but in actuality these are posterior; for it is only when the

whole is dissolved that they will exist in actuality.3®
Claims about priority and posteriority must be understood relative to actuality and potentiality.
When considered according to actuality, Aristotle maintains, the half-line and the part are

posterior. They can become actual only through the dissolution of their respective wholes. The

actuality of the wholes must precede the actuality of the parts. Such parts, qua parts, are

87« Eneil §” goti 1L pév Suvapel T 8’ Evepysio TOV Sviav, viéxetar o pydévta stvai Tog Kol
| elvar, vepyeia P&V £Tépov Evtog Tod YeyovoTog &E antdv, Suvauet §° Ett Exatépov Emep oav
Tpiv pydfivor, kol ovk AmoAoAoTo: ToUTo Yap 6 Adyog dmdpel TPOTEPOV: PaiveTar 68 Ta
HyvOpEVa TPATEPOV TE €K KEYMPIOUEVOV GLVIOVTO Kol duvdpeva yowpilesOot T obte
Srapévovsty odv vepyeig domep O odpa kol T Aevkdy, odte peipovtar, odte Odtepov 0T’
auoewn- omletar yap 1 dovapg avtav,” (GC 1.10, 327b22-31).

38« Emerra SAA®C TO KaTd SUVOLY Kod KOT' EVIEAEYEI0V: TO HEV YO KoTd SHVapLY TPOTEPG.

80Tt TO 88 KoTdl EVTEAEYELLY, 010V KOTd Suvapty név 1 uiceta Tfig GANG kai To poplov Tod HAov
Kai 1] VAN thg ovoiag, kot viedéyelav & Votepov: dlaAvBévtog yap Kot €viedéyelav Eotat,”
(Meta. A.13, 1019a6-11).
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identifiable and can exist actually only through some prior activity upon the whole. Yet, one
might object, the half-line can precede the whole line (e.g., as | am drawing the whole line),
suggesting that instead the half-line is actually prior. This suggestion, however, does not consider
the half-line insofar as it is a part. Although a line equal in length to the half-line can pre-exist
the whole, the half-line, qua half-line, is actual and intelligible only through the whole line and
its dissolution. For similar reasons, Aristotle maintains that “the semicircle is defined by means
of the circle.”®® Moreover, as will become crucial in §3, Aristotle thinks this priority also holds
of hylomorphic composites in general (i.e., matter is posterior in actuality to form).

In identifying such wholes as actually prior to their potential parts, Aristotle treats these
wholes as non-aggregative. The actualist picture of parthood, we saw, most naturally applies to
aggregates or heaps. A pile of pebbles is an aggregate of parts: a loose unity composed of
actually existing parts, brought together through external means, like juxtaposition or contact.
Given the distinctness of its parts, an aggregate has a minimal amount of unity. Its parts pre-exist
the whole and survive its destruction. In contrast, wholes with potential parts do not contain such
distinct parts, and so are not mere aggregates of actually existing parts. Lines are not juxtaposed
half-lines; numbers are not heaps of units; substances are not aggregates of smaller substances.
They are more fully and fundamentally unified wholes, whose parts depend on and can only be

understood through the whole.

2.3  Potential Presence in the Figure Analogy
Aristotle contends in the figure analogy that this same potential presence characterizes

figures and souls. Again, the case of figures is relatively clear. Although the quadrilateral

39 <10 yap MuuvrAoy Td koK@ Opileton kai 6 SdkTvrog T Shw,” (Meta. Z.10, 1035b9-10).
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contains the triangle, this triangle is not present actually—there is not yet any determinate, actual
triangle within the quadrilateral. The triangle is present only potentially, and so constitutes a
‘potential part’ of the quadrilateral. When the triangle becomes actual and distinct (e.g., a
diagonal is drawn), we no longer have a quadrilateral, but instead have two adjacent triangles.
Just as a single line is not two connected half-lines, so the original quadrilateral is not two
juxtaposed triangles. Hence, when the quadrilateral exists actually, the triangle exists potentially;
when the triangle exists actually, the quadrilateral exists potentially. Finally, insofar as that
triangle, qua part, exists and can be understood actually only through the destruction of the
quadrilateral, the quadrilateral is prior in actuality to that triangle.

By analogy, we have the following picture of psychic parts. The nutritive part exists
potentially in the perceptual soul. When perception (i.e., the animal soul) actually exists, the
nutritive part only exists potentially. The animal soul, then, is actually perceptual, whereas the
nutritive part exists only potentially. Moreover, just as the quadrilateral is prior to the triangle, or
the line to the half, so the animal soul is not an aggregate of psychic parts, but is actually prior to
the nutritive part. The animal’s nutritive part can be understood only within the context of the
animal’s entire perceptual soul. The same obtains within the human soul, which is actually only
intellectual, and contains potentially present perceptual and nutritive parts. The latter two parts
are actually posterior to the intellectual soul.

This picture of the soul prompts a clear worry. The claim that lower parts are present only
potentially might suggest that they are not active in any sense. Yet animals and humans
obviously eat and reproduce; humans perceive and move locally. Such phenomena suggest that
an animal’s nutritive part or a human’s perceptual part are fully active and not merely potentially

present. This apparent contradiction, however, depends on a misunderstanding of actual and
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potential presence.*® The half-line AB’s potential presence in ABC does not require that the
distance from A to B is no longer actually covered by a line. Rather, it suggests that while ABC
is actually a distinct and complete line, AB does not exist as its own actual entity (i.e., as an
independent line), at least until an actual division is made. Likewise, the potential presence of an
animal’s nutritive part does not imply that the animal does not perform nutritive activities. To be
sure, the animal does have a nutritive part or capacity—this trivially follows from the fact that it
performs nutritive activities. Yet, unlike the animal soul as a whole, an animal’s nutritive part
does not actually exist as an independent and complete principle—i.e., as a form and a whole
soul that entirely determines and shapes the life of an organism. In general, the potential
presence of the lower soul does not require that the lower soul is inactive, but only that it is not

an actually distinct principle and form.

2.4  Embryology and the Temporal Priority of Psychic Parts

In 82.2, we encountered an objection stating that wholes could not be prior to their parts
because their parts appear to actually exist before the whole—e.g., that line ABC could not be
prior to AB because AB must be drawn before ABC can be drawn. A similar objection could be
raised for the picture of psychic unity I have just outlined, and its commitment to the priority of
the whole to the part. This objection would focus on the apparent temporal priority of lower
souls (e.g., the nutritive part) to higher souls. Responding to this ‘embryological objection’ will
require a slight tangent from our central argument; still, because the objection has some apparent
textual and philosophical support, and its resolution enriches Aristotle’s picture of psychic unity,

it will be helpful to dwell on it in some detail.

40 See Johansen (2012, 68-9).
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This objection arises most acutely from the observation that there seems to be a period in
the development of an animal where that animal effectively is a plant. Within his account of the
animal embryo in GA 11.3, Aristotle suggests there is a moment in which the embryo only has a
nutritive principle. It does not perceive or think—it lacks any of the required organs or
experience. Rather, the embryo at that point only consumes nutriment and grows, and so seems
to have a purely nutritive or plant soul: “all [organisms] at first seem to live the life of a plant.”*!
This initial nutritive principle appears to be the full and actual soul that determines the activity of
the embryo, just as the nutritive soul does so for mature plants. This suggests, both as a matter of
empirical observation and of interpretation of GA 11.3, that the nutritive principle of an animal or
human is wholly actual, identical in nature with that of a plant, and effectively the whole soul of
the organism—at least while in the embryonic stage.

This description of the embryo in turn provides the basis of an objection to the picture of
psychic unity offered above. Most immediately, it portrays one concrete sense in which a psychic
part (nutrition) appears to be prior to the whole soul, existing before that whole animal soul even
comes on the scene. Further, this description might be taken to capture the organism not only
during a particular period in its development, but also while it is fully grown: that animal and

human nutritive principles are, in fact, present actually, not merely potentially. The higher soul

would be the result of adding additional parts or powers to an already- and actually-existing

4 “rp@dtov pév yap dmave’ Eotke CRjv té Totodta gutod Biov,” (GA 11.3, 736ab12-13). See also:

“if it is a living animal, it must also live; therefore, when it is necessary for it to accomplish the
function of that which has life, it unites and copulates, becoming like a plant [yiyveton domep dv
€l euTOV], as we said before,” (GA 1.23, 731b5-7); “if it is necessary that the animal should have
perception and if it is then first an animal when it has acquired perception, we ought to consider
the original condition to be not sleep, but only something resembling sleep, such a condition as
we find also in plants, for indeed at this time animals do actually live the life of a plant
[ooupéPnke kata todTtov OV Ypdvov ta {da putod Piov Civ],” (GA V.1, 779b32-7799a2).
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nutritive soul. The mature animal’s nutritive part would be the same nutritive part it possessed as
an embryo, now set alongside and obscured by a perceptual part. The nutritive part would then
endure as actually present, distinct, and prior to the whole animal or human soul. In sum, this
would directly contradict the claims that | have attributed to Aristotle—that lower parts of the
soul are posterior to, subordinated to, and only potentially present in higher souls. To see this,
consider again the analogous picture described in 82.2: that the generation of a whole line ABC
is the product of two line segments—AB and BC—coming together. On this picture, AB and BC
are actual, precede ABC, and join together to form ABC. This would suggest that ABC is
ultimately just the sum of two actually present segments, just as the embryological objection
suggests that an animal soul is a product of actual nutritive and perceptual parts.

Such an objection, however, does not accurately capture Aristotle’s considered views of
embryological development. While the details of Aristotle’s embryology are complicated, even
an initial reading of the relevant passage from GA 11.3 shows that Aristotle’s views are more
sophisticated and interesting than the above objection suggests:

(t6) Concerning the soul in virtue of which an animal is so called (and this is in virtue of
the perceptual part of the soul [to uopov tiig Woyig 10 aicOntikov])—does this exist
originally in the semen and in the embryo or not, and if it does whence does it come?
Nobody would put down the embryo as soulless or in every sense bereft of life (since
both the semen and the embryo of an animal have every bit as much life as a plant), and
it is productive up to a certain point. That then they possess the nutritive soul [tnv
OpemTucnv...youynv] is plain (and plain is it from the discussions elsewhere about soul
why this soul must be acquired first). As they develop, they also acquire the perceptual
soul [tnv aicOntknv] in virtue of which an animal is an animal. For e.g., an animal
does not become at the same time an animal and a man or a horse or any other particular
animal. For the end is developed last, and the peculiar character of the species is the end
of the generation in each individual. Hence arises a question of the greatest difficulty,
which we must strive to solve to the best of our ability and as far as possible. When and
how and whence is a share in intellect acquired by those animals that participate in this
principle? It is plain that the semen and the embryo, while not yet separate, must be
assumed to have the nutritive soul potentially, but not actually, until (like those embryos
that are separated from the mother) it absorbs nourishment and performs the function of
the nutritive soul. For at first all such embryos seem to live the life of a plant. And it is
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clear that we must be guided by this in speaking of the perceptual and the intellectual

soul. For all three kinds of soul, not only the nutritive, must be possessed potentially

before they are possessed in actuality [rdoag yop dvaykaiov duvapetl Tpdtepov Exev 1

gvepyeio].*?
Aristotle’s central worry in (t6) is from where perceptual and intellectual souls come. Aristotle
rightly denies that the perceptual principle arrives wholly ex nihilo into an inanimate embryo, yet
also denies that the embryo or sperm already has this principle in actuality (i.e., can actually
perceive). His strategy is to model the emergence of the perceptual soul on the emergence of the
embryo’s nutritive principle. He again makes use of the notion of potential presence, though in a
manner that differs from DA 11.3’s figure analogy. He claims that as the animal embryo
potentially has a nutritive soul before it becomes a self-sufficient organism, so that same embryo
also from the beginning potentially has a perceptual soul before it can actively perceive. This
claim, | argue, effectively deflates the embryological objection raised above.

Before the embryo is “separated from the mother”,*® and so becomes a discrete, self-

sustaining organism, it lacks its own distinct nutritive principle. Initially, the embryo grows and

42 “xai epl yoxdg ka®’ fiv Aéyeton {dov ((Dov &’ £0Ti KaTd TO POPLOV TS YuxHg TO 0icONTIKOV)

TOTEPOV EVOTAPYEL TM GTEPLOTL KOl TG KVNUATL | 0D, Kol wOOeV 0bTE YOp MG dyvuyov v Bgin Tic
70 KOMUa Ko ThvTo TpodToV dotepnuévov (ofic: 00V Yap NTToV T4 Te GMéPaT Koi To
ronuota tdv {Gov (i Tdv puTdY, Kl Yovipa péypt Tvog 6Ty, Tt uév 0OV TV OpenTichv
Exovat yuynv eavepdv (U &t 6& TaDTNV TPOTOV AvVayKoIOV £6TL AAPETV €k TV TePl YuyTig
dwplopévav &v GAAOLG PavepoV), Tpoidvia € Kai TV aicOntikny kab’ fjv {dov... oV yap dua
yiyveron {Dov kai GvBpwmog 00dE (Dov Kai inmog, opoing 6¢ Kol €mi Tdv dAlmv (dov: YoTaTov
yOp yiyvetor 10 110G, 10 8’ 1010V £0TL TO £KAGTOV THC YeVEGE®G TELOG. d10 Kal TEPL VO, TOTE Kol
A petahapPaver kol modev ta petéyovra ToTnG THS ApxNs, Exel T dmopiov mAeiotnVv Kol O&l
npoBupsicOar kot Suvapy AaPeiv koi kad’ dcov Evaéystat. TRV pév ovv Opemticv yoynyv té
OTEPUATO, KO TO KVAULOTO, TO LTT® YOPLoTd OOV OTL duvapetl puev Exovta Betéov, évepyeiq o’
oVK &yovta mpiv 1 Kabdmep T yoPlOUEVA TV KUNUAT®V EAKEL TV TPOPTNV Kol TOLET TO THG
TOTNG YLYTG Epyov: mpdTOV LEV Yop dravt’ Eoike (v T Totadta gutod Pilov. Emopévamg 68
dfrov &ti kol mept TG aicOnTIKTg AeKTEOV YoM Kol TEPL THG VONTIKNG: TAGOS YOp AvayKoiov
duvauetl Tpotepov Exewv 1 Evepyeiq,” (GA 11.3 736a29-b14).

43 GA 11.3, 736b10.
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so participates in nutritive activity: it is not wholly “soulless or in every sense bereft of life.”*

Still, it does not yet do so through its own nature and soul. Initially, the embryo remains
dependent and attached, and so grows in a way that more closely approximates the growth of a
mature animal’s limbs. Nonetheless, the embryo is still the sort of thing that will, in the right
conditions, perform its own nutritive activities, possess a nutritive soul, and become a self-
sustaining organism. Indeed, it is such a thing essentially and from the very beginning: the
animal embryo, qua living organism, is defined by the fact that it will come to self-preserve and
self-sustain. Hence, before being separated, it has a nutritive soul potentially. This nutritive soul
becomes actually present when the embryo actually separates, and so begins to perform its own
nutritive activities—consume nutriment and grow through its own nature. The claim that the
embryo potentially has a nutritive soul, then, explains both why the embryo is not yet a genuine
living substance (it has an unactualized potentiality), and why it is still essentially on its way to
becoming such a living substance (it has that potentiality from the beginning).

Aristotle’s central move is to claim that “we must be guided by this [account of the
generation of the nutritive principle] in speaking of the perceptual and the intellectual soul.”*
Just as we utilize potential presence to describe the emergence of the nutritive soul, so too can
we utilize it to describe the emergence of the perceptual soul. While the embryo lacks any
perceptual capacities or organs, and remains unable to perform any perceptual acts, it appears to
wholly lack a perceptual soul. Nonetheless, the embryo always is, by its nature, destined to
become a mature animal that possesses a perceptual soul and perceptual organs, living a

perceptual life. Accordingly, the initial nutritive soul in the embryo is potentially a perceptual

* GA 11.3 736a30-31

5 “gropévac 8¢ Sfjlov &t Kol mepi THG oot AekTéov Yuyfic kai mepi tiic vonticiic,” (GA

1.3 736b13-14).
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soul; a perceptual principle is present potentially in the embryo. This perceptual principle
becomes actual, and the embryo gains an actual perceptual soul, when the embryo possesses the
organs and capacities that allow it to perceive; it then begins to actually perceive and live a life
that is infused with that perceiving. Hence, the animal soul is already present potentially in the
embryo, from the beginning.

On its surface, this conclusion might appear to be merely a terminological solution to
Aristotle’s worries about the origin of the perceptual soul, and one that does not yet answer the
embryological objection formulated above. Even if the perceptual soul is present potentially, we
still seem compelled to recognize a stage in which the animal only has a fully actual nutritive
soul, identical to a plant’s nutritive soul. What remains is to see how this conclusion does, in
fact, provide the basis of a response to the embryological objection raised above.

That the perceptual soul is always potentially present in the embryo betrays a
fundamental difference between the initial nutritive principle in the embryo, and the plant’s
wholly actual nutritive soul. Although animal embryos initially only perform nutritive activities,
they are still always, from the beginning, the sorts of things that will become animals. Although
the stage in which the embryo actively perceives is temporally posterior, it is not just some
irrelevant future state of affairs. The fully mature, perceiving animal is the embryo’s end (téAog).
It is a frequent claim that the inhabitants of Aristotle’s cosmos are each defined by their
respective ends. The building of a house is defined by the finished dwelling that it aims to
produce and towards which the housebuilder strives. Likewise, Aristotle maintains an analogous
commitment in his biology and zoology: that the seed or embryo is defined by the fully

functioning, mature organism it is naturally destined to become.*®

% E.g., PALL 639b11-21.
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Accordingly, an animal’s nutritive principle is—from the beginning—characterized by
being an animal nutritive principle.*’ This, Aristotle explicitly acknowledges in (t6), is the
“end”*® of the embryo’s nutritive principle: to be a fully functional animal soul. Hence, the
embryo and its nutritive principle are likewise defined with reference to the fully mature animal
and its perceptual soul. This, then, presents a sense in which even the initial, embryonic nutritive
principle is posterior to and depends on the whole animal soul: we can only understand the initial
nutritive principle in an embryo in light of what it characteristically will become. This as well
indicates a fundamental distinction between the initial animal nutritive principle and the nutritive
soul of a plant. The end of the animal’s nutritive soul is to become a fully actual perceptual soul.
The nutritive soul of a plant, in contrast, necessarily will never become a perceptual soul. From
the beginning, it is always and only a nutritive soul. This is the sort of thought that leads
Aristotle to qualify his attribution of a plant’s life to animal embryos: they only “seem” (8o1ke) to
live the life of a plant.

In sum, the apparent temporal priority of the animal’s nutritive principle to its perceptual
soul does not challenge the picture of psychic unity presented above. Aristotle’s account of the
emergence of the perceptual soul rejects the suggestion that the animal’s nutritive principle is
actually prior to and independent of that perceptual soul. The animal embryo potentially has,
from the beginning, an animal soul; it is defined by its development towards becoming a mature
animal, with a wholly actual animal soul. Hence, the animal’s perceptual soul remains prior to its

nutritive soul, even in the face of this embryological objection.

4" In agreement Varmalova: “This ‘plant,’ i.e., the embryo living as a plant, [differs] from the
real plant in that it is an animal or human being in potentiality,” (2019, 102).

48 GA 11.3, 736b4.
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This also suggests a stronger, but admittedly more speculative, claim: that the animal
embryo in fact always has, from the very beginning, an animal soul, and so its nutritive principle
is not even really temporally prior. Initially, this animal soul is present only potentially. This is
not because it lacks a perceptual soul, but only because the embryo lacks the proper material
conditions and organs to carry out perceptual activities. Although Aristotle never explicitly
affirms such a claim, the remarks that follow (t6) suggest sympathies towards it. If an organic
activity is bodily, it must involve an appropriate organ: “plainly those principles whose activity
is bodily cannot exist without a body, e.g., walking cannot exist without feet.”*® An animal
cannot perceive without the appropriate perceptual organs, like eyes or hearts. Without these
organs, the animal can only potentially manifest perceptual capacities. Animals come to actually
possess such capacities as they come to actually possess the corresponding organs: “Nature gives
both the capacity and the organ to each individual at the same time...the capacity of sight is not

completed without the eye, nor the eye without the capacity of sight.”*® The embryo can perform

49«56V Yap 0TV ApydV 1] EVEPYELD COUATIKY, SHAOV ETL TADTOG Bvey GOUTOC AdVHVATOV

vrapysv, olov Badile dvev moddv,” (GA 11.3, 736b22-24). For this reason, intellect presents a
more difficult case—as Aristotle says, the origin of intellect and reason is “a question of the
greatest difficulty [anopiav mAeiomv],” (GA 11.3, 736b6-7). Intellect is not the actualization of a
body, like perception is. Hence, we are unable to give the same account that we do about the
development of perceptual organs and the perceptual soul. Because intellect is not the activity of
a body (DA 11.1, 4136-8.), it does not develop in lockstep with organs, as perception does.
Aristotle maintains that “it remains for intellect alone so to enter [from the outside] and alone to
be divine, for no bodily activity has any connection with the activity of intellect,” (GA 11.3,
736b27-29). Intellect appears to enter from outside the human, and not through the gradual
development of its body. How, when, and why intellect emerges here remains a question. Even
without working out the details of this suggestion, however, the same point remains: the initial
human embryo, which lacks intellect, is defined in terms of its end—to ultimately actualize its
intellectual principle and so possess a full human soul.

S0 “gua 8’ 1) eUoIC THY Te dHvaUY Amodidmoty £kAoTe Kol TO dpyavov: PELTIOV Yap oDT™G. §10

€K0oTol 0l TOTOL Gpa Taig EKkpioest yiyvovtot kol Taig duvdpesty, domep 00T’ dyig dvev
0BoAL®DY 0VT’ dPOaANOG TELEIODTOL BveD dyemS, Kol KOl Kol KOGTIS dpa T dvvacHar Ta
neprrtopota yiyveoar,” (GA V.1, 766a5-10).
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perceptual acts only as it gains the requisite perceptual organs. Inversely, an animal becomes
unable to perform perceptual acts as it loses the requisite organs.®® In both cases, the animal
continuously and always possesses an animal soul, and only acquires or loses the material
conditions for its expression. Hence, the animal embryo always possesses a whole animal soul,

but simply lacks the organs to perform those perceptual acts that it eventually will.

2.5  Against the Actualist Assumption

We can now return to our main argument. With the figure analogy before us, we can
appreciate how it constitutes a response to PPU. The analogy most immediately aims to
undermine the actualist assumption, which maintains that parts (e.g., psychic parts, units, half-
lines) are actually distinct and prior to the whole (which is itself an aggregate of parts). Again,
PPU concerns how such distinct psychic parts could be held together in a single soul. Crucially,
the assumed independence of psychic parts requires that there be some external principle to
cause their unity (e.g., as a rope holds together a heap of sticks). Without such a principle, we
could not explain why these distinct parts form a unity, rather than a disconnected heap. Because
no such principle can be found, mereological actualism fails to provide a plausible picture of

psychic unity.

51 This picture of development mirrors Aristotle’s account of aging, in which we appear to lose
perceptual capacities. “If an old man were to receive an eye of the sort which the young have, he
would see just as a young man sees. Consequently, old age occurs not because of the soul's
having been affected in a certain way, but rather because that in which it is has been affected,
just as in drunkenness and illness,” (DA 1.4 408b21-23). Although our organs might get
damaged, and so we can lose the ability to perceive, we do not thereby lose our perceptual soul.
We simply lose the ability to manifest that soul as the organs deteriorate.
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Without the actualist assumption, PPU loses its urgency. The point of the figure analogy
is to show that mereological actualism is not necessary.>> We can entertain a different notion of
parthood, in which some parts exist only potentially within a non-aggregative whole; if we wish
to maintain that the soul is genuinely unified, we should endorse this notion of parthood. Just as
we are not required to see a quadrilateral as two juxtaposed triangles, so we are not required to
think that an animal or human soul is an aggregate of capacities or parts. The figure analogy
portrays an animal soul as actually only one thing (a perceptual soul), but as containing a
potentially present nutritive part; it is actually one, but potentially many. Because psychic parts
are not actually distinct, we should no longer feel the same pressure to seek a post hoc, external
principle of unity. Within a non-aggregative unity like the soul, the parts are not prior to the
whole, but necessarily exist within that soul. As the half-line must originally and essentially exist
within the whole line, so an animal’s nutritive part originally and essentially exists within the
perceptual soul.>® We have no compulsion to locate a unifying cause external to the soul; the
parts, insofar as they exist at all, must essentially be unified within the soul. In the next chapter,>
| consider how this picture concretely works in Aristotle’s account of the various parts of the
soul, insofar as they are posterior to the whole souls in which they reside.

In sum, Aristotle can have his cake and eat it too. PPU need not compel one to hold that

souls wholly lack parts. Aristotle can claim that the soul has parts of a certain sort, even while

52 Aristotle often attributes this sort of mistake—an inability to distinguish between potentiality
and actuality—to his predecessors (e.g., the Megarians in Meta. ®.3, or the Protagoreans in
Meta. I'".5).

%3 Simplicius (On Aristotle On the Soul, 135): “For the soul of these others that have sensation is
a whole through the whole of itself, so that its nutritive element is, as it were, fused with the
sensitive.”

% Chapter 6, §1.3.
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maintaining both that its unity does not depend on any sort of external principle or cause, and

that the soul constitutes a basic unity and principle of unity for the living organism.

83  Hylomorphic Unity

3.1 Material and Formal Parts

There are also significant disanalogies between souls, figures, and most of the other
examples of potential parthood discussed above. Most crucially, the potential presence of figures
relies on the possibility of the actual division and separation of the whole into its potential parts.
The triangle can be actualized only when the quadrilateral passes away into the triangle (the
whole’s “having been dissolved”, Sixlv0évtoc).>® No analogous division or dissolution, however,
can occur with the soul.>® As we saw in chapter 2, Aristotle denies that psychic parts can be
spatially or numerically separated (as two triangles in the quadrilateral can). We cannot divide an
animal, for example, into a perceptual spatial chunk and a nutritive spatial chunk. Moreover,
Aristotle would deny that an organism could even lose a psychic part (e.g., that a human would

lose their perceptual part when it enters into a ‘vegetative state’).>’ Hence, there appears to be a

% This is made explicit with mixtures: “it is evident that the combining constituents not only
coalesce, having formerly existed in separation, but also can again be separated out from the
compound,” (GC 1.10, 327b27).

%6 Contra Hicks (1907, 33).

5" As Frey (2015) persuasively argues, when an animal or human goes into a so-called
‘vegetative’ state, Aristotle would not claim that the nutritive part is actualized, and the
perceptual or intellectual parts cease to be actual. The organism’s soul remains the same—it iS
still a human or an animal, and so continues to possess a human or animal soul. Instead, the
material conditions and organs that allow for particular activities change. It still has cognitive
capacities, even if they cannot currently be actualized. This is the sort of intuition behind
Aristotle’s claim that “if an old man were to receive an eye of the sort which the young have, he
would see just as a young man sees. Consequently, old age occurs not because of the soul's
having been affected in a certain way, but rather because that in which it is has been affected, just
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consequential disanalogy between figures and souls: within the former, but not the latter,
potential parts can be actualized through division.

That both triangles and psychic parts are potential parts, and so posterior to their wholes,
allows for the figure analogy to serve its purpose. Nonetheless, triangles and psychic parts are, in
other respects, different sorts of parts: “something is said to be a part in many ways.”>® Most
relevant for our purposes is Aristotle’s distinction in Meta. Z.10 between material and formal
parts. On the one hand, some things are “parts...as matter”, like a human’s finger or “bones,
sinews, and flesh.”®® Such material parts exist even in mathematical objects, such as the half-line
or the semicircle, into which the line and circle are divided.®° These are parts that the whole is
said “to pass away into” (pBsipecBou £ic).6* The line, for example, can be dissolved into smaller
lines. On the other hand, there are “parts in the sense of parts of the account [Adyov] and of the
substance according to the account, or parts “of the form...[and] essence.”®? Although form is, in
some sense, divisible into such parts, forms do not pass away into formal parts. Forms simply are
not the sorts of things that pass away or can be dissolved. This distinction, in turn, helps explain

the disanalogy above. The parts of a quadrilateral (triangles) are material parts. Because the soul

as in drunkenness and illness,” (DA 1.4 408b21-23). An apparent change in perceptual soul (e.g.,
a deterioration in the visual capacity) is explained as a change in that in which the soul resides
(e.g., the visual organ).

%8 “modhaydg Aéyetar o pépoc,” (Meta. Z.10, 1034b32).

%9 “népoc...tiic HPAng avtiic,” (Meta. Z.10, 1035b32-33; Z.10, 1035a19). Importantly, organic
matter, like bones and sinews, is functionally defined, and so is not genuine organic matter
unless present in a living, functioning body.

80 “For there will be matter even of some things that are not perceptible. . .there is one sort of
matter that is perceptible, [and] there is another that is intelligible.” (Meta. Z.11, 1036b25-
1037a4; see also Z.10, 1035b17).

61 See Meta. Z.10, 1035a17; 1035a24.

62 “doa 0¢ ®¢ 10D AOYOL Kai ThG ovciag THg Koo, TV Aoyov,” (Meta. Z.10, 1035b13); “uépog pev

oVv goti kol Tod £idovg (180¢ 8¢ Aéym 1o Ti v eiven),” (Meta. Z.10, 1035b31-32).
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is a form, the soul’s parts are formal parts. Hence, the soul does not pass away into its parts, as
the quadrilateral does into the triangle.

This does not suggest that the figure analogy is unsuccessful. The analogy works
because, regardless of these differences, both a triangle and a nutritive part are genuine examples
of potential parts. Because the aim of the analogy is relatively narrow—to introduce potential
parthood and to dissolve PPU—figures serve this purpose well: they present an especially
intuitive and clear example of potential parthood. Nonetheless, the difference between figures
and souls leaves an interesting gap in our account of psychic unity, which Aristotle himself never
fills in DA.

In the rest of this chapter, I argue that Aristotle’s general approach to form, especially
form’s unity and structure, can help us fill in this gap and provides a crucial background for our
understanding of the figure analogy. I proceed with a central working assumption: because soul’s
status as form originally leads to PPU (c2-3), so soul’s status as form can lead us to a more
complete picture of psychic unity. PPU should be seen as a particular version of a more general
worry, which we can call the ‘Problem of Formal Unity’ (PFU): if a form has parts, how could it
constitute a unity or function as a principle of unity? As PPU pushes some to hold that the soul
wholly lacks parts (psychic simplicity), so PFU leads some (e.g., Harte, Koslicki) to claim that
all forms lack parts (formal simplicity). Both psychic and formal simplicity arise from the
apparent tension between a thing both having parts and functioning as a principle of unity.
Moreover, Aristotle’s account of psychic unity, which rejects psychic simplicity, should be
understood as a particular example of his general account of the unity of form, which likewise
rejects formal simplicity. By considering the unity of form in general, we can achieve a richer

picture of the unity of soul than is explicitly provided in DA.
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Luckily, Aristotle has more to say about the unity of form than he does the unity of soul.
Because it parallels DA I1.3’s account of psychic unity (or so I argue), and consolidates results
reached in the Meta. Z and @, | focus on the treatment of form in Meta. H.6.%® Any
characterization of H.6 will be controversial, not only with respect to its doctrine, but even its
topic. Because a full defense of any interpretation would take us far afield, I offer here only a
reasonable interpretation, which has received a recent substantial defense.®* On this reading, we
find in Meta. H.6 a response to PFU similar to the response to PPU I described above: an
account of the unity of form that is both (1) hylomorphic and (2) deflationary. First, Aristotle
characterizes form in the hylomorphic terminology originally reserved for his account of sensible
substances, contending that form itself contains both material and formal elements or aspects.
Accordingly, at a sufficiently abstract level, the unity of matter and form in sensible substances
mirrors the unity of material and formal elements within form itself. Second, as in the figure
analogy, Aristotle deflates the impulse to identify an external cause of unity for matter and form,
claiming that material and formal elements are essentially the same thing, one potentially and the
other actually. Consequently, material and formal elements, in both sensible substances and
forms, require no further cause for their unity when properly understood—matter as potentiality

and form as actuality.

63 The other central text in which the structure of form is discussed is Meta. Z.10-12.

% There are two relevant disagreements about Meta. H.6. First, interpreters disagree about
whether Aristotle in H.6 addresses the unity of form, the unity of sensible substances, or both. I
opt for the third option, claiming that Aristotle simultaneously addresses both topics; for
defenses of this approach, see Burnyeat (1982); Harte (1996); Keeling (2012). Second,
interpreters disagree about whether Aristotle treats forms as simple or composite. | opt for the
latter option, claiming that Aristotle does think that forms are composite and have parts. Beyond
texts in the Metaphysics in which Aristotle attributes parts to forms, we have already seen that
Avristotle does accept that at least one kind of form—soul—has parts. For a reflection on these
debates and a sustained defense of a similar reading, see Keeling (2012).
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3.2  Matter and Form within Forms

Aristotle arrives at PFU by reflecting on the unity of definitions. His ultimate concern will
not be with definitions, however, but rather the kinds of conclusions about form that reflecting
on definitions prompt:

(t7) Let us now consider the problem we have already mentioned® concerning
definitions and numbers, namely: what is the cause of their unity? Whenever anything
which has several parts is such that the whole is something beyond its parts, and not just
the sum of them, like a heap, then it always has some cause [for its unity]. Indeed, even
in the case of bodies there is a cause of their unity—sometimes contact, sometimes
stickiness, or some other attribute of this sort. A definition, however, is a unitary
account, not by being fastened together (as the Iliad is) but because it is the account of a
unity. What is it that makes human a unity rather than a plurality—for instance animal
and two-footed? This problem is especially acute if, as some say, there is an Animal-
Itself and a Two-Footed-Itself. For then why is human not these two things, so that men
exist, not by participation in the one thing human but in the two things animal and two
footed? In short, on this view human is not one thing at all but two, namely animal and
two-footed.®®

As noted in §1.1, any unified composite requires a cause of its unity. Without this cause, the
composite would be a mere “plurality” (mAei®). Such a cause promises to differentiate a soul
from a group of psychic parts, or a number (a whole comprised of units) from a heap of units.

Similarly, a definition (0piopdg) is composite, as it necessarily involves multiple terms or parts

% This most immediately refers back to Meta H.3, 1044a3-6 (see also Meta. Z.11, 1037a18-20;
Meta. Z2.12, 1037b12-14: “Why on earth is something one when the account of it is what we call
a definition? For example, let the account of the human be the two-footed animal. Why, then, is
this one and not instead many—animal and two-footed?”

66 “nepi 8¢ Tiic dmopiog THC sipnuéVNG TEPT TE TOVC OPIGHOVE Kol TTEPL TOVG ApOpovG, Ti aiTiov

10D €V elvay;, Thvtov yop oo mheim puépn Exet kai pn €0t olov cwpdg TO AV AAA” €6TL TL TO
oMoV Tapa T uopta, E0TL TL 0iTIOV, EMEL KOl £V TOTC GMUOGL TOIG UEV d(pf] aitio Tod &v glvar Toic
0¢ YMoypoNg 1 n T na@og Etepov To100TOV. 0 0" OpLopOG AOYOG 0TIV €1C 0V m)véscum Koceomsp n
TAdg GG T@ EVOG v, T 0DV oTiv O TotEl &v TOV EvOpwmov, koi S1é Ti £v GAL’ 00 TOAAE, olov
10 1€ {Pov Kai 10 dimovv, GAAMGS Te oM Kai €l EoTtv, Bomep Qooi Tveg, avTd TL {DHoV Kol avTod
dimovv; S0 Ti yap ovK EKEIva anTa O AvOpmTOG £oTl, Kol EcovTon Katd pHebesv ol AvOpwmot ovK
AvOpOTOL 0VO™ £vOG AALL dvOTv, {MOL Kal 61Todog, Kai HA®S 01 0VK dv £in 0 dvOpwmoc v dALNL
m\eio, {(Dov kai dirovv;” (Meta. H.6, 1045a8-19).
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(e.g., agenus and differentia). A definition of human, for example, has two parts—-‘animal’ and
‘bipedal’ (or ‘rational’). Hence, a definition also requires a cause of its unity to distinguish it
from a mere heap of terms. Actualism about parts (e.g., parts of definitions) requires that all
composite wholes have such a cause, which is external to those parts. As with psychic unity in
DA 1.5, Aristotle asks in (t7) whether such an external cause of unity can be found for
definitions.

As we cannot explain psychic unity by reference to the unity of the body, so we cannot
explain a definition’s unity by its merely occurring in a single sentence (by “fastening”). Instead,
its unity depends on it having a single object (“by being of one thing [t &voc eivar]”). There is
an isomorphism between a definition and its object: “A definition is an account, and every
account has parts; further, as the account stands to the object, so do the parts of the account stand
to the parts of the object.”®” As most commentators agree (usually citing passages from Meta. Z
10-12), this object of definition is the form or essence of the relevant substance.®® Hence, the
unity of form serves as the basis for the unity of a corresponding definition, just as the unity of a
tragedy depends on the unity of the action it depicts,®® or the unity of the meaning of a word
depends on the unity of the thought it expresses.’™

As with definitions, Aristotle acknowledges that forms have parts and so are, in some
sense, composite. We have already seen that one kind of form—a soul—has parts.

Corresponding to the parts of its definition, the parts of the human form are animal and bipedal

67 «« .6 0p1opdc Aoyog £oti, Tac 8& Adyog népn Exel, (¢ 8& 6 Adyog TPOC TO Tpdypa, Kol TO PEPOG

10D AOYOL TPOG TO HEPOG TOD TPpaAypatog opoing &xet,” (Meta. Z.10, 1034b21-24; see also APo.
11.8, 93b35-7).

%8 E.g., Meta. Z.10, 1035a4.
69 Poet. 8, 1451a30-33.
0 Meta. T'.4, 1006b7-12.
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(or rational). The same threat returns with forms as with definitions: if a form has parts, there
must be some cause that explains its unity. If we endorse mereological actualism about forms,
and so the parts of form are actual and distinct, then they require some external cause of unity.
This actualist assumption is present, for example, in the sort of Platonism criticized in Meta. H.6,
which posits separate Forms (e.g., the Animal-ltself, Two-Footed-Itself, Human-Itself).”* On this
account, the Form of the Human would be an aggregate of separately existing Animal and Two-
Footed Forms, like a quadrilateral built up from two juxtaposed triangles. This actualism, in turn,
naturally prompts PFU: what unifies forms, if they have parts? How could a form both act as a
principle of unity (for a sensible substance or a definition) and also be a composite? What unifies
rationality and animality into a single human form?
Aristotle seeks “to dissolve the problem” (Aboat v dropiav), claiming that when form

and its constituents are properly understood, PFU no longer poses any threat:

(t8) It is clear that those who proceed with definitions and explanations in this way, as

they usually do, cannot give an account which solves the problem. If, as we say, there is

[in the form] on the one hand matter and on the other hand shape, and the one is

potentially while the other is actually, the question will no longer seem a difficulty

[ovKéTt dmopia 6Eg1ev Av etvon O {nrovuevov]. For this problem is the same as would

arise if the definition of a cloak were a round bronze. The word would be a sign of the

formula, and the question would be: what is the cause of the roundness and the bronze

being one? The difficulty has thus disappeared, since the one is matter and the other

form. What, then, is the cause of what is potentially being in actuality (discounting in

the case of a created thing, whatever produces it)? There is no further cause [aitiov

gtepov] of the potential sphere being actually a sphere; this is precisely what being is for
each of them [todt’ fjv 10 Ti {v elvan éxatépw].’

1 As Harte emphasizes, the argument of Meta. H6 arises in response to Platonist attempts to

explain unity: “the problem [of unity] is especially acute if, as some say, there is an Animal-itself
and a Two-Footed-itself,” (Meta. H.6, 1045a15-17)
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amododvor Kol Aboat Ty amopiov: €16 €otiv, domep AEyouey, TO PHEV VAN TO € Hopon, Kol TO
H&v duvapel to 8¢ vepyeiq, odréTt dmopia S6Egiev dv etvon 1O (nrovpevov. Eott yap obtn 1
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(t9) The reason for their difficulty [in explaining unity] is that they are seeking both a
unifying formula and a differentia for potentiality and actuality. But in fact, as has been
said, the final matter and the shape are one and the same thing, one potentially and the
other actually [tavto xai &v, duvaypetl, 10 8¢ Evepyeiq], SO that it is as if they were asking
what was the cause of the unity and of being one. For each thing is one, and the
potentiality and the actual are in a way one, so there is no other cause [aitiov o0&V
dAo] unless there be something which effects the change from potentiality to
actuality.”
We find two central claims in both (t8) and (t9), which we will treat in turn. Claim (1):
because form itself can be analyzed hylomorphically (i.e., we can distinguish between
material and formal elements within form itself), the problems of the unity of sensible
substances and of form are ultimately the same, at a sufficient level of abstraction. Claim
(2): because the unity of sensible substances and of form are both cases of the unity of the
potential and the actual, they require no further unifying cause, as their material and formal
components are the same thing—one potentially and one actually.

We begin with Claim (1). In both definitions and forms, we can distinguish between
material and formal elements. We must not, of course, construe these elements literally (e.g., as
some spatially extended stuff and its shape), but as picking up on more general features of matter
and form that also obtain with the elements of form. Characteristically, matter is determinable

and present potentially, while form determines and is present actually. In general, Aristotle

maintains that matter is what is potentially something—that which can become a determinate

gvepyeiq elvan, napa 10 motfjoay, £v 66015 £0TL ysvamg, ovbEv yap Eotiv aitiov Etepov Tod TV
Svuvapel cpaipav Evepyeia stvor opaipav, 6ALa oDt v 1O Ti Vv eivan Exatépe,” (Meta. H.6,
1045a19-32).

3 «qitiov & &1L Suvapeng kai evishexeiag (ntodot Adyov Evomotdy kol dtapopdyv. £6T1 8, domep

81pn1:0u 1 éoydrn BAn koi 1 popen tawTod Kai &v, duvapel, T 8¢ vepyeiq, dote Spotov T fntelv
10D £vog Ti aitiov kai Tod &v elvar: &v yap T1 EKacTov, Kol TO Suvapel kai O évepyeiq &v Thg
€otv, Bote aitiov ovoev dAlo ANV €l TL O¢ Kivijoav €k duvdpemg eig vépyetav. doa o8 pun Exet
VANV, Tavta anidg Omep &v 11,” (Meta. H.6, 1045b16-23).
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substance. Aristotle thereby identifies matter as a potentiality: “the matter...is not a ‘this’ in
actuality, but is a ‘this’ potentially.”’* Considered purely on its own, bronze is not yet actually a
determinate object, with a concrete shape, but can become one when acted on in the right way
(e.g., manipulated by a sculptor). As the matter of the bronze sphere, it is characterized by its
power to become a bronze sphere. On the other hand, form is what is actually something—that
which defines and determines a whole. This leads Aristotle to identify form as a particular sort of
actuality: “the substance and the form are actuality.”’® The sphere explains how and causes the
indeterminate bronze comes to be a determinate individual, with a determinate shape. The form,
then, is actually a ‘this’, and the matter is potentially a ‘this’.

As with sensible substances or definitions,”® forms also contain material and formal
components:

(t10) The form is out from the part, e.g., a human is out from the two-footed and a
syllable out of an element: this is different from the way in which the statue is out of

4 “BAnv 8& My i un) T68e T odoa dvepyein Suvapet éoti T6de 11, (Meta. H.1, 1042a26-27; see

also 1042b10-12).

7> “fy ovoia kai O £180¢ &vépyetd éotwv,” (Meta. ©.8, 105002-3).

76 Aristotle maintains that definitions also contain material and formal components: “the defining
account must predicate something of something, and there is a thing [functioning] as matter and a
thing [functioning] as form,” (Meta. H.3, 1043b30-2). Aristotle’s invocation of “something of
something” suggests that this matter/form distinction arises out of the very structure of an
account (AO0yog): “part of an account always is matter and part is actuality [1.e., form],” (Meta.
H.6, 1045a33-4). An account takes something indeterminate and gives it an actual determination.
The material element, the “of something”, is potentially, and not yet actually, a determinate this.
The formal element, the “something”, makes actual and specifies that indeterminate element-the
thing according to which something is a this. If we define the human as ‘rational animal’, we
take something general and indeterminate (‘animal), and determine it with a specification
(‘rational’). The former is a material element and the latter a formal element. Such a picture leads
to the traditional doctrine that the genus and differentia function as material and formal elements
within the definition (E.g., Rorty, 1973). Additionally, some (e.g., Keeling, 2012) argue that the
material component should be identified with the “intelligible matter” (1 HAn vontn) mentioned
at H.6, 1045a33.
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bronze; for a composite substance is out of perceptible matter, but a form is also out of
the matter of the form [tfi T0d &idovg HAng].”"”

Within form, we can distinguish a potential material element (“the matter of the form”) and an
actual formal element (‘the form of the form’). Within the human form there is both a material
component—animal—and a formal component—intellect, which together make the form human.
The latter determines and specifies the former, which is relatively general and indeterminate.
‘Animal’ is in itself no specific animal, but is rather potentially human. Rationality actually
makes the form a human form, determining animality so as to constitute a particular sort of
animal. The human form is a unity comprised of these two elements. To put this in the language
of psychic parthood: the human soul is divided into a relatively indeterminate and shared animal
part (nutritive and perceptual parts), and a characteristically human, determining part (intellect),
which together constitute a single soul—rational animal. In sum, forms are not simply
composite, but have elements which play two special roles—one as matter, one as form. Like
sensible substances, forms are hylomorphic composites.

This allows us to arrive at Claim (1). Because both a sensible substance and a form
contains material and formal elements, we can, at a sufficient level of abstraction, equate worries
about the unity of the former with those about the unity of the latter: “this problem [of the unity
of form] is the same as would arise if the definition of a cloak were a round bronze.”’® As Harte

rightly suggests, it would be misleading to say that Aristotle reduces the former problem to the

161 8¢ GG &k TOD PEPOLE TO €180¢, 0loV BVOpOTOC £k Tod Simodoc ko 1 GLALAPY £k ToD

ototyelov: AAA®G yap ToDTo Koi O Avoplag €k yalkod: €k THg aiotntiig yap VANG 1) cuvOet
ovoia, G kol TO £1d0¢ &k Tfig Tod £idovc HAng,” (Meta. A.24, 1023a35-b2).

78 “gom1yap ad 1 dmopio 1 b1 Kdv €1 6 Epog &N ipaTiov GTpoyyHAOg YoAkos,” (Meta. H.6,

1045a25-6).
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latter. This incorrectly treats the unity of sensible substances as “the easy case,”’® when the unity
of sensible substances has been a stubborn problem throughout Meta. Z-H. Instead, for his
immediate purposes, Aristotle equates the two problems and simultaneously addresses them.
Both are cases of hylomorphic compounds; with both, we must explain the unity of material
components (animal, bronze) and formal components (reason, sphere). As we will now see, the
explanations of both depend on seeing the material and formal elements as potentialities and
actualities. Therefore, however we end up explaining the unity of bronze and sphericity, we can

likewise explain the unity of animal and rational within the human soul.

3.3 The Unity of Actuality and Potentiality

This hylomorphic analysis of form, and the understanding of matter and form as potential
and actual, in turn set the stage for Aristotle’s deflationary account of the unity of form and
Claim (2): that the material and formal parts of form are, in a way, one.

Aristotle’s crucial move in (t8) and (t9) is to see matter and form as essentially the same
thing. Matter, we saw, is a potentiality, and form an actuality. The material and formal elements
of a hylomorphic compound are not an unrelated potentiality and actuality, but are potentially
and actually the same thing: “the final matter and the shape are one and the same thing, one
potentially and the other actually.”®® Something potentially X and something actually X are
intimately connected. They not only mutually imply each other, but are the very same thing, in

different manners. In general, matter and form or the potential and the actual “are in a way (n®¢)

7 Harte (1996, esp. 279).

80 <) goydTn HAN Kol 1 popen) TawTod Kai &v, duvapet, 1O 8¢ évepyeia,” (Meta. H.6, 1045b17-18).
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one.”® This sameness and interdefinability is part of the very essence (the “what it is to be”®?) of
the potential and actual. In a given hylomorphic compound, matter is potentially the same thing
that form is actually. To understand the bronze as the matter of the bronze sphere, we must see it
as potentially the bronze sphere (i.e., as the sort of thing that becomes the bronze sphere). To
understand the sphere as the form of the bronze sphere, we must see it as actually being the
bronze sphere. The bronze and the sphere are both the bronze sphere, in different ways; matter
and form generally are both substance, one potentially and the other actually.

This same logic applies as well to the material and formal elements of form—that they
are both the same thing, one potentially and the other actually. The material and formal elements
of the human form, animal and intellect, are both the human, one potentially and one actually.
What it is to be animal (within the human form) is to be potentially human.®® To understand
animality as the material element of the human form, we must see it as the sort of thing that
becomes the human form. What it is to be intellect (in the human form) is to be actually human.
To understand intellect as the formal element of the human form, we must see it as actually
defining the human form. Like the matter and form of sensible substances, these two components
are one, straightaway and essentially. Human intellect and animality are both the same thing—

the human form—one actually and the other potentially.

81 Meta. H.6, 1045b20-21.
82 Meta. H.6, 1045a32.

8 It might appear that ‘animal’ is not only potentially human, but is also potentially many other
sorts of things, like horse or dog (as bronze could be a bronze sphere, cube, pyramid, etc.). Yet
Aristotle contends the material element is transformed, insofar as it is part of a kind of form:
“this very ‘animal’ must also be different for each (e.g., in the one case horse, in the other
human), and therefore this common nature is specifically different for the two things,” (Meta.
1.8, 10583-5). The genus of a human is potentially a human, while the genus of a horse is
potentially a horse. | return to this theme in Chapter 6, §1.2-3
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This identity of matter/potentiality and form/actuality establishes and illuminates the
unity of hylomorphic compounds. As with the figure analogy, it does so by undermining any
actualist picture of hylomorphic compounds and deflating the apparent need to locate an external
cause of unity. In the present context, the actualist assumption would require that we have two
actually distinct parts of hylomorphic compounds, matter and form, which are prior to the whole
compound and stand in need of something to unify them. In response, Aristotle does not pinpoint
a previously unknown cause of unity for a hylomorphic compound, but contends that it has no
need for such a cause: “There is no further cause of the potential sphere being actually a sphere;
this is precisely what being is for each of them.”8* The essential identity of potentiality and
actuality, in both sensible substances and in forms, shows that actualism is misguided. The
material and formal elements of hylomorphic compounds do not constitute actually distinct
entities, but are the same thing in a different manner. Given that they are the same essentially,
they always already constitute a unity. We need not discover some further principle of unity that
brings them together: insofar as bronze and sphere are both the bronze sphere, or as animal and
intellect are both the human form, they are always already a unity. Insofar as these material and

formal elements exist, they are necessarily and essentially unified.®®

84 “ovbev yap Eotv aitiov £1epov TOD TNV SLVALEL GOATPOV EVEPYEIQ eivar opaipay, GALL ToDT

fv 10 i v etvon Ekotépo,” (Meta. H.6, 1045a31-32). A central interpretative disagreement
concerns the antecedent of “this” (todt’) in the last quoted line. Although significant to
interpreting Meta H.6 as a whole, it is not directly relevant to our current purposes.

8 There is still one sense in which we can talk about a unifying cause of matter and form—the
efficient cause (earlier in H.6 described as the “producer”, motfijcav): “each thing is one, and the
potential and the actual are in a way one, and so there is no other cause [of their being one],
unless there be something which effects the change from potentiality to actuality,” (Meta. H.6,
1045b20-3) We can ask how this bronze came to be made spherical (by the sculptor), or how this
animal came to be alive (by its parents). In such cases, however, we are identifying not the sort
of unifying cause sought in PPU or PFU.
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Aristotle exploits this same hylomorphic and deflationary approach to unity outside of
Meta. H.6, most infamously in DA I1.1°s account of the relationship between body and soul.
Because the soul is actuality and form, and the body is matter and potentiality, Aristotle claims
that we need not seek a unifying cause for body and soul: “For this reason it is unnecessary to
inquire whether the soul and body are one, just as it is unnecessary to ask this concerning the
wax and the shape, nor generally concerning the matter of each thing and that of which it is the
matter [i.e., form or actuality].”®® In Meta. H.6, Aristotle contends that the search for an
explanation of the unity of matter and form in general is unnecessary and misguided. In DA I1.1,
he maintains that we need not seek an external unifying cause for a particular example of matter
and form—body and soul. They are not merely closely related or interdefined, but are the same
thing—the living organism, one potentially and one actually. Hence, body and soul are
necessarily and always one, without any further unifying cause. Just as the identity of potentiality
and actuality guarantees the unity of matter and form generally, so it guarantees the unity of
body and soul in particular. In recognizing this identity, any compulsion to locate an external

principle of unity, and so the threat of PFU, dissolves away.

3.4  The Figure Analogy, Reconsidered

Now it remains to describe how this hylomorphic picture of the unity of form

complements and fills out DA I1.3’s figure analogy.®’ This picture stands as a substantial answer

86 <510 kai o0 ST (eiv £l &v 1 Woym Kad 1O o0, GoTEP 0VSE TOV KNPOV Kod TO oy, ovd’
BAmg TV £kdoTov BANY Kod 10 o 1) BAn,” (DA 1.1, 412b7-9). For a detailed assessment of this
passage, see Shields (2007).

87 Contra Harte: In Meta. H.6, “Aristotle may not have said everything he needs to say about the
unification of a hylomorphic compound, or indeed about the unity of a complex soul” (1996,
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to PPU and PFU, placing the more narrowly-focused results of the figure analogy within
Aristotle’s broader metaphysical picture of substance and form.

Because the soul is a form, psychic parts are parts of a form. It was precisely soul’s status
as form that gave rise to anxieties about psychic unity. The figure analogy indicates that a lower
psychic part is present potentially in a higher soul. In applying the picture of Meta. H.6 to
psychic parthood, we expand this same picture, now treating psychic parts as being related
hylomorphically. The lower soul is present potentially in the whole soul, as matter is present in
the whole substance; the higher soul is present actually in the whole soul, as form is present in
the whole substance. The higher and lower parts, then, stand to each other as matter to form, or
as potentiality to actuality.®® An animal’s nutritive part constitutes the potential element of the
animal soul—the determinable component, or the “matter of the form”®° for the animal. Just as
the animal body is potentially alive, or the bronze is potentially the bronze sphere, so the
animal’s nutritive part is potentially the animal soul. The perceptual part constitutes the actual
element of the animal soul—the determining component, or the ‘form of the form’ for the
animal. Likewise, within the human soul, the animal soul (itself the composite of two parts)
stands to intellect as matter to form. The former is only potentially a human soul, but made
actual and determined as such by the intellectual soul.

This hylomorphic picture of the soul, in turn, explains psychic unity. In general, material

and formal components are unified because they are essentially the same: the former is

303). The interpretation that | have offered here portrays Aristotle as offering such an account of
hylomorphic and psychic unity.

8 Johansen (2012, 70) makes a similar suggestion in passing, only to dismiss it as not being
Aristotle’s primary conception of soul.

8 Meta. A.24, 1023b2.
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potentially what the latter is actually. Given that the soul is also comprised of material and
formal elements, the same holds within the soul. In the animal soul, the material nutritive part is
potentially what the formal perceptual part is actually—the animal soul. Insofar as they are both
the animal soul, they are essentially the same and always already unified; insofar as they are the
animal soul in different ways (one potentially, the other actually), they constitute distinct parts
within the animal soul.

Finally, just as Aristotle provides a deflationary picture of hylomorphic unity in general,
we can also formulate a deflationary picture of psychic unity. With hylomorphic compounds in
general, a correct view of the relationships between potentiality and actuality shows that we need
not discover some hidden cause of unity. PPU arose because it appeared that we need to identify
some external cause of psychic unity; this picture shows that we have no such need. A proper
understanding of the parts of the soul—that they stand to each other as potential/matter to
actual/form, or that the lower souls are only potentially present—Ilikewise relieves us of the need
to find a cause of their unity. Because the lower part is potentially what the higher part is, they
are not two separate entities that must be unified; rather they are already essentially the same
thing, in different ways. The relationship between psychic parts mirrors the relationship between
body and soul—in both cases “it is unnecessary to inquire whether [they] are one.”%

In sum, PPU or PFU does not obligate us to deny that souls or forms can have parts.

Aristotle can maintain rightfully that the soul, form, or sensible substance (i.e., any hylomorphic

compound) can have parts of a certain sort, even while maintaining both that its unity does not

O DA 11.1, 412b7. Elsewhere, Aristotle compares the relationship between reason and our animal
or lower nature to the relationship between soul and body (e.g., Pol. 1.5, 1254a24-1255a3). In
such contexts, both relationships are understood as hierarchical, in which one element is higher
(reason, the soul) and should dominate the lower element (the animal soul, the body).
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depend on any sort of external cause. He can maintain, then, that a soul or a form can be divisible

into parts, even while constituting a basic unity and principle of unity.
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CHAPTER VI

DISJUNCTIVE AND HOLISTIC CONCEPTIONS OF
PSYCHIC STRUCTURE

We now have before us answers to the two questions we put to Aristotle in Chapter 1.
First, Aristotle’s commitment to the homonymy of life gives rise to the Problem of Psychic
Parthood (PPP): what are the psychic principles responsible for the irreducible, basic forms of
living, and how do they relate to each other? In Chapter 4, | argued that Aristotle treats psychic
parts as sets of capacities defined by logically primary capacities. All other capacities of an
organism are in psychic parts—logically posterior to and dependent on these parts. Second,
Aristotle’s commitment to the soul as a unifying and unified form gives rise to the Problem of
Psychic Unity (PPU): how could the soul have parts if it is also a genuine unity and principle of
unity? In Chapter 5, | argued that Aristotle gives an anti-actualist, hylomorphic account of
psychic unity: psychic parts are potentially present in the whole soul, with the lower parts
standing to the higher part as matter to form.

Nonetheless, it remains unclear how, or indeed whether, these two answers can
comfortably fit into a single picture of the soul. They are not simply distinct answers to distinct
questions, but imply distinct conceptions of psychic parthood and unity (or ‘psychic structure’).
The first answer (psychic parts as logically primary) portrays Aristotle as maintaining that the
whole soul is posterior to and a sum of independent parts. Given that this conception treats the
parts of the soul as adding up to a whole soul, I call this a ‘disjunctive conception’ of psychic
structure. The second answer (the soul as a hylomorphic unity) portrays Aristotle as maintaining
that the soul is actually a single entity, which is prior to its parts. Because of its emphasis on the

priority of the whole soul, I call this a ‘holistic conception’ of psychic structure.
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The tension between these two conceptions of psychic structure is immediate. They
contain contradictory views about the priority or posteriority of, and relationship between,
psychic parts: the disjunctive conception treats parts as prior and independent, while the holistic
conception treats parts as posterior and interdependent. Hence, although we have found answers
to our two central worries (PPP and PPU), crucial questions remain: how can Aristotle maintain
both conceptions within a single text (DA) and philosophical project (theoretical psychology)?
Does Avristotelian psychology simply contain a hidden, but deep contradiction? These questions
present themselves not just for Aristotle, but also for the interpretation of psychic parthood I
have offered in previous chapters: in Chapter 4, | defended a broadly disjunctive conception; in
Chapter 5, | defended a broadly holistic conception.

In what follows, | show how both conceptions of psychic structure do not stand in
contradiction or competition, but constitute complementary aspects of Aristotle’s theoretical
psychology. In brief, the disjunctive conception grounds a methodology for Aristotelian
psychology, leading to an efficient and general approach to describing the soul and its powers.
The holistic conception supports a sophisticated ontology of soul, which serves to incorporate
Aristotle’s psychology into his general metaphysics of substance.

After more precisely describing the distinction and conflict between disjunctive and
holistic conceptions (81), | make my central interpretive move (82): to argue that we can see how
disjunctive and holistic conceptions complement each other by drawing on a related distinction
between common and particular accounts of soul. Common accounts pick out shared features of
a generic class (e.g., souls in general), while particular accounts specify the essence of an
indivisible species (e.g., animal souls). Aristotle recognizes that common and particular accounts

of soul address different sorts of concerns, and so possess distinct and complementary
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explanatory roles. Disjunctive and holistic conceptions, | argue, require common and particular
accounts of psychic parts, respectively. Hence, disjunctive and holistic conceptions of psychic

structure likewise play distinct and complementary explanatory roles.

81 Disjunctive and Holistic Conceptions of Psychic Structure

First, | lay out in more detail the commitments of the disjunctive and holistic conceptions
of psychic structure, and the central evidence commonly given in their favor. This requires
consolidating and reviewing the results of the first five chapters, especially Chapters 4 and 5. |
argue for two central claims: (1) both conceptions accurately capture significant threads within
Aristotle’s treatment of psychic structure; (2) if taken to be addressing the same topic, these

conceptions genuinely stand in contradiction.

1.1 The Disjunctive Conception

We first turn to the disjunctive conception. This conception emphasizes the divisibility of
soul, and is defined by two complementary claims: (1) the soul is a sum or aggregate of parts; (2)
these parts are independent of each other and prior to the whole soul. On this conception, the
whole human soul is comprised of discrete psychic parts or principles—nutritive, perceptual, and
intellectual parts. Although they somehow make up one soul, these parts are each responsible for
their own distinct set of vital activities, which collectively make up the life of an organism. The
parts are conceptually prior to the whole soul, and conceptually independent of each other. We
would, for example, define and understand perception (and other perceptual capacities)
independently of its presence in human or animal souls, or alongside nutrition or intellect. We

can conceptually or definitionally ‘separate’ perception from the human soul and its other parts,
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just as we can separate it from the animal soul and its other part. The human soul itself, then, is
just an aggregate of its basic capacities (nutrition, perception, intellect), and the capacities that
are in or follow from them (e.g., as memory is in perception). When we give an account of the
human soul, we give discrete accounts of these distinct, basic capacities.

A central implication of this disjunctive conception is the uniformity of psychic parts: a
psychic part has a single shared nature, even while present in different kinds of soul.! Because,
this conception holds that the part is prior to the whole, our understanding of a part’s nature, and
so the nature of that part itself, is independent of the whole. Perception is a single principle
existing in both animals and humans. Each variety of perception (cat perception, human
perception, etc.,) shares a single nature—a capacity to receive perceptible forms. A single
account of that nature suffices to specify the essence of all of its varieties. This is not to deny
significant differences between varieties of a given psychic part. On the disjunctive conception,
this difference is not to be explained by any essential difference between perceptual principles.
Humans and animals share a single kind of perceptual principle, which manifests itself in
different ways (given their different physiological apparatuses, environments, etc.). We could
make similar claims when explaining the difference between the engines of motorcycles and
cars: both engines ultimately rely on the same principle and mechanism, but manifest themselves
differently given the material differences between cars and motorcycles. Admittedly, it is
logically possible, strictly speaking, to hold a disjunctive conception of parts within a soul, while
denying the uniformity of psychic parts across souls. Still, the latter is a central methodological
advantage of the former (as | argue in 82), and is endorsed by Aristotle when he endorses the

former. Hence, it is reasonable to group the two views together.

! See also Chapter 1, §1.3. on the “uniformity thesis’ and it’s role in PPP.
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A version of this disjunctive conception is explicitly defended by Johansen (2012, 2014),
and Corcilius and Gregoric (2010). As noted earlier,? they contend that psychic parts are the
“logically separable” (ympiotov Adyw)® capacities of an organism: those capacities whose
definitions can be formulated without reference to any other capacities. Johansen explicitly infers
the priority of the parts from their separability—*“the parts of the soul... enjoy definitional
priority over the whole.” He presents this claim as “an alternative to the holistic view,” according
to which “the parts of the soul are definitionally posterior to the whole soul...[and] each part can
only perform its proper function in relation to the whole.”* Moreover, the picture that | defended
in Chapter 4 shares central features with this picture. | argued for a conception of psychic parts
as defined by the logically primary (mp®dtov Ady®) capacities of an organism. Something is
logically primary when it is either logically independent of or prior to all other entities within a
given domain. Although I argued that this conception is richer than and expands on logical
separability, it shares with it a commitment to the logical independence of psychic parts.

This disjunctive conception is, in some sense, correct and captures crucial features of
Aristotle’s psychology. We can review two central pieces of evidence for this. First, a disjunctive
conception reflects Aristotle’s central motivation for positing psychic parts: the homonymy of
life. According to his doctrine, living is made up of multiple discrete, heterogeneous activities.
This heterogeneity is reflected in the soul, giving rise to the existence of discrete capacities and
psychic parts. This leads to his “disjunctive definition of life”® given just after the homonymy

doctrine: “Should even one of these belong to something, we say that it is alive: intellect,

2 Chapter 4, §3.4.

% See DA 11.2, 413b14-15.
4 Johansen (2012, 71-2).
® See Shields (2003, 180).
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perception, motion and rest with respect to place, and further the motion in relation to
nourishment, decay, and growth.”® ‘Living’ refers to a disjunctive set of activities. Alternatively,
living is itself a disjunctive activity, comprised of perceiving, thinking, and performing nutrition.
As Aristotle employs a disjunctive conception of life, so he would reasonably employ a
disjunctive conception of psychic structure: the soul as made up of a set of independent
capacities, each responsible for performing one of the basic activities of soul.

Second, the disjunctive conception captures how Aristotle in fact proceeds throughout
DA. Although Aristotle at moments puts forward general claims about the soul as a whole, a
majority of his positive theorizing in DA consists in sequential accounts of psychic capacities:
nutrition, perception, phantasia, intellect, locomotion, and desire. Within these sequential
accounts, Aristotle gives self-contained, distinct accounts of psychic parts. Crucially, each
psychic part is treated in abstraction from its place within particular sorts of souls, and so as prior
to whole souls. He gives, for example, a general account of nutrition as “a capacity of the sort
which preserves the thing which has it, as the sort of thing it is.”” This account seemingly ignores
any conceptual relationship it has to other psychic parts, like perception and intellect, or its place
within plant, animal, and human souls and lives. Nutrition is treated as a single uniform
principle, which can be present in different kinds of souls. A disjunctive conception would lead
one to expect such an account of soul—the soul as comprised of uniform, discrete parts, which

can each be given self-contained accounts.

6 “iettv Ev T1L TOOTOV EVvomapyn povov, v otd gopev, olov vodg, aichnoic, kivnolg kai 6Tdotc 1
KTl TOTOV, £T1 Kivnolg 1) katd tpo@nVv kai ¢bicig te kai abénoig,” (DA 11.2, 413a22-25).

T pév Totan THG woyfic apyn Sdvapic oty ola cdlev 1O Exov avtiv T Totodtov,” (DA 11.4

416b17-19).
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Hence, because of Aristotle’s commitment to the homonymy of life, and the sequential
structure of DA, we have good reason to believe that this disjunctive conception correctly

captures something significant about Aristotle’s conception of psychic structure.

1.2 The Holistic Conception

We now turn to the holistic conception of psychic structure. This conception emphasizes
the unity of the soul, and is defined by two central claims: (1) the whole soul is not an aggregate
of capacities or parts, but a single actual unity; (2) the parts of the soul are posterior to the whole
soul. On this conception, the whole soul is actually just one thing—a single soul, a single cause
of life, a single nature. While we might be able to conceptually distinguish between aspects
within it, the soul is actually first and foremost one unified being. The whole soul is more than
the sum of its parts—or, more precisely, is prior to its parts. A human is characterized by its
ability to perceive, move, take in nutriment, reproduce, and think, and so those capacities are, in
a sense, definitive of it.2 Yet its soul is not just a bundle, heap, or disjunct of these capacities; it is
a single human soul and nature, which is responsible for a single human life. A human soul is a
characteristically thinking soul, which is responsible for a characteristically thinking life. All of a
human’s activities are aspects of that human life and expressions of that single human soul.

A central claim related to this holistic conception is that a psychic part is ‘transformed’
by its presence within a given soul. If parts are posterior to the whole in which they are present,
their nature is determined by that whole. Although this is true of many part-whole relations, DA

itself provides an informative example in Aristotle’s theory of the organic body. The whole body

8 “The soul is the principle of the things mentioned and is delimited by them, namely,
nourishment, perception, thought, and motion,” (DA 11.2, 413b10-12).
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and organism are actually prior to the parts of the body, and so the whole functionally determines
their natures. An eye is not a genuine eye unless it is a working part of a whole animal body.
Though a dislodged eye and a functioning eye are the same in name and shape, they possess
different natures. The essence and nature of the functioning eye is genuine seeing;® in any other
context, the eye does not see, and so is no longer a real eye. The eye, then, is ‘transformed’ by its
presence in the whole body.

Likewise, a given psychic part is transformed by its presence in a particular soul. Because
they are posterior, lower psychic parts (nutrition, perception) differ when present in higher souls,
not just in their physiology, but in the essential ways in which they express themselves. Plant,
animal, and human nutrition differ in nature, as do animal and human perception. In the section
that follows (81.3), we will look more concretely at how this transformative character arises in
Aristotle’s accounts of nutrition and perception. As with the uniformity of psychic parts, it
appears at least possible for one affirming a holistic conception to deny this transformative
character. Still, because this transformative character is naturally connected to the priority of the
whole, and Aristotle’s own version of the holistic conception embraces it, it is reasonable to
group together the holistic and transformative conceptions.

In sum, the holistic conception conceives of souls as unified wholes, whose parts are
posterior to and transformed by those whole souls. A version of this holistic conception has been
defended recently by Frey:

(t1) When you gaze upon a living organism, what stands before you is not a multiplicity
of capacities each performing an autonomous function. Nor is it a...complex built up

% “If an eye were an animal, its soul would be sight, since this would be the substance of the eye
corresponding to the account. The eye is the matter of sight; if sight is lost, it is no longer an eye,
except homonymously, in the way that a stone eye or painted eye is,” (DA 1.1, 412b18-22).
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from these basic activities. An organism’s living is a single activity. A living organism
is a form being realized.'?

On Frey’s account, a soul is neither a disjunct nor composite of independent capacities. It is,
instead, a single unified form. Centrally, Frey arrives at this view through an emphasis on
thinking of “soul as nature.”! According to this conception, the soul is primarily to be
understood as a single internal cause of living things, their motions, and their lives. An animal,
for example, does not live distinct perceptual and nutritive lives, but lives a single perceptual life,
caused and defined by its single perceptual nature.
At times, Aristotle explicitly embraces such a picture, in which he affirms unambiguously
the unity of the soul. This perhaps most clear in the prelude of Juv. I:
(t2) As to being what is called an animal and a living thing, we find that in all beings
endowed with both characteristics (viz. being an animal and being alive) there must be a
single identical [psychic] part by which they live and are called animals; for an animal
gua animal cannot avoid being alive. But a thing need not, though alive, be an animal;
for plants live without having perception, and it is by perception that we distinguish an
animal from what is not an animal. This part, then, must be one and the same in number
[apOud. ..Ev ivar koi To antod] and yet multiple and different in being [givot mhsio kai
gtepal]; for being an animal [to {dw eivon] and living [t Cijv] are not the same.?
Aristotle recognizes that there must be some conceptual distinction in animals between their
“living” (here, performing nutritive and reproductive activities) and perceiving. These two

activities are distinct in being or account. Yet he also emphasizes that, because perception is that

by which “we distinguish” (Stopilopev) animals from all other natural beings, their living is

10 Frey (2015, 146).

11 Frey (2015, 137).

12 <560 58 Ca Aéyeton kai Civ, &v pev rmg GUPOTEPOY TOVTMV TETVYNKOGL (AEY® 8” AUPOTEPWV

10D 1€ {Pov sivar kai Tod {fjv) avérykn TodTov swou Kol &v popov ko’ 6 € (1) kol ka®’ 0
TPOGOyopeLOUEY aTO (DOV- 1O U&v yap {Hov 1 {dov dddvatov un Civ- 1) 82 (i, tavtn {dov
VILAPYEY OVK Avaykaiov: Ta yap eutd CTj uév, ovk &xel 8’ aicOnowv, T &’ aicBdvesOat to (PHov
npog 10 un {@ov dropilopev. dpOud pév obv dvaykaiov &v etvar koi o anTd TodTO TO LOPLOV, TH
&’ etvon mheio kai Etepar ov yap TodTod TO (D eivar kod T Cfiv,” (Juv. 1, 467b18-27).
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perceiving. The principle responsible for an animal’s living in general, and its perceiving in
particular, is not numerically many (as a disjunctive conception would suggest). It is a single
psychic principle, responsible for a single life. In general, although we might distinguish aspects
or ways of being of a given soul, that soul—as a cause both of an organism’s life and
characteristic vital activities—is a single principle.

In Chapter 5, | defended a holistic conception of Aristotle’s approach to psychic
structure. This emerges out of Aristotle’s basic metaphysical picture of the soul: psychological
hylomorphism, or the conception of soul as a form and the organic body as matter. As with all
forms of substances, the soul constitutes the unifying principle of an organism and its life. To
play this unifying role, the soul must itself be a genuine unity. If it were in fact the sum of
discrete parts, we run into DA 1.5’s PPU: if the soul had discrete parts, it could not constitute a
unity or unifying principle.® In response, | argued, Aristotle formulates a holistic picture of the
soul, which hinges on the notion of potential parthood. Just as triangles are present potentially
within quadrilaterals, so lower souls are contained potentially within higher souls. Lower souls
stand to higher souls as matter does to form, the former being potentially what the latter is
actually. An animal soul is a complete and actual unity. An animal’s nutritive principle is not an
actual—that is, genuinely separate or discrete—part of the animal soul. Instead, like the triangle
within the quadrilateral, the nutritive principle is only potentially present. This, in turn, shows
how the soul could have parts, yet still remain a real and actual unity.

This hylomorphic account of psychic parthood bears the characteristic marks of a holistic
conception of psychic structure. Wholes with potential parts are not mere aggregates of parts.

Just as a quadrilateral is not just two juxtaposed triangles, so an animal soul is not just adjacent

13 DA 1.5, 411a26-411b13.
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nutritive and perceptual principles. The quadrilateral and the animal soul are both, most
fundamentally, unities. Moreover, because they are only potential parts, such parts are “prior in
actuality” to the relevant whole: the parts can be actually understood and present only through
their presence in wholes. Just as the triangle in the quadrilateral can be made actual only through
dividing the quadrilateral, so the animal’s nutritive part can be actually intelligible only through
conceptually separating it from the whole animal soul. As we saw above, this priority of the
whole, in turn, suggests that the part is transformed by its presence in the whole, as the eye is by
its presence in the whole organic body. The fact that a plant’s nutritive principle is actual,
whereas the animal’s nutritive principle is only potential, marks this transformation.

Hence, because of Aristotle’s commitment to a hylomorphic conception of the organism,
and his reflections on psychic unity, this holistic conception accurately captures significant

aspects of Aristotle’s conception of psychic structure.

1.3 The Transformation of Lower Souls

Before turning to the tension between the holistic and disjunctive conceptions, we might
first wonder how this holistic conception, and specifically its ‘transformative character’, works
concretely: how the nutritive part in humans and animals, and the perceptual part in humans, is
present potentially, subordinated to, transformed by, and understood within the context of a
higher soul? It is hard to answer these questions in general, without falling into detailed
discussions of particular psychic parts. Moreover, Aristotle himself never explicitly spells out in
DA these important implications, as perhaps he should have. Hence, although a slight tangent, a

brief discussion of this transformative character is essential in filling out the holistic conception.
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The actual mechanics of reproduction and nutrition can vary narrowly (as between a
human and a chimpanzee) or widely (as between a sunflower and a chimpanzee). Nonetheless,
Aristotle’s account of psychic unity compels him to recognize fundamental differences between
plant, animal, and human nutrition. This emerges abstractly in Aristotle’s own accounts in DA of
reproduction and nutrition. Aristotle defines reproduction, for example, as “making another such
as itself, an animal an animal and a plant a plant.”** To define it simply as “the making of
another such as itself” would, for Aristotle, be too abstract. The relevant part is introduced by the
“such as itself,” an open phrase that must be filled in by the basic kind of organism that
reproduces and is reproduced—plant, animal, human. The reproduction of a plant and of an
animal differ, insofar as they are each defined with reference to their end: the sort of organism
and life that is reproduced. Given that an animal’s life is defined by perceiving, animal
reproduction should be understood in the context of the perceiving soul; a perceptual soul
reproduces, by definition, a perceptual soul. The same holds for animal or human digestion,
nutrition, and growth.®® In this sense, then, the animal or human soul is prior to its nutritive part.

There are also more concrete considerations that suggest that nutrition is transformed by
its presence in a human or animal soul. Plants are relatively passive in how they consume
nutriment and reproduce. In contrast, animals, with their locomotive and cognitive capacities,
have radically different nutritive and reproductive behavior, performing nutritive activities in a
characteristically animal way. At least with non-sessile animals, they must move throughout their

environment, and perceptually identify prey, predators, and potential mates. This is the thought,

14 DA 11.4 415a29-30.

15 Aristotle defines nutrition, for example, as the capacity for “preserving the thing which has it,
as the sort of thing it is,” (DA 11.4, 416b17-18). Again, this “sort of thing it is” must be filled in
by the particular kind of organism that is maintained: an animal preserves itself as an animal
(i.e., as a perceiving organism), while a plant preserves itself as a plant.
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for example, behind Aristotle’s argument for the necessity of perception for non-sessile
organisms: “Any body capable of going anywhere and yet lacking perception would perish and
not reach its end, which is the work of nature. For how will it be nourished?”’*® Perception, and
the end-directed locomotion that it allows for, form an essential and distinctive aspect of an
animal’s nutritive activities. Likewise, humans can rationally calculate about these same
activities, using their “practical intellect” (mpoxtikoc voic)’ to determine about what to eat,
what to avoid, and with whom to reproduce. Although Aristotle is acutely aware of our common
failure to achieve or embody practical rationality, this is still the standard to which we hold and
by which we judge human action. With both animals and humans, then, what it is to perform
nutritive activities—collect and consume nutriment, reproduce, grow—differs significantly from
the analogous activities in plants.

The most concrete version of this thought comes in Aristotle’s account of “touch” (apnm)
and “taste” (yeboig). These are the two basic perceptual capacities, shared by all animals,
including those who lack distal senses. This is because touch and taste have a special relationship
to nutrition—they are the perceptual capacities which allow an animal’s nutritive part to manifest
itself. First and foremost, they both discriminate the qualities of nourishment itself and give rise
to the appetitive pleasure on which the pursuit of nutriment depends:

(t3) That to which perception belongs, to this belongs both pleasure and pain, and both

the pleasurable and the painful; and to those things to which these belong also belongs

appetite, since appetite is a desire for what is pleasurable. Further, they have perception
of nourishment; for touch is perception of nourishment [ yap don thg TpoETic

aicOnoic], since all living things are nourished by dry, wet, hot, and cold things, and
touch is perception of these. Touch is perception of other sensibles co-incidentally. For

16 «£1 odV v odpa TOPELTIKOV, N Exov aicOnoty, pBsipotto dv kai £ig TEAoG ovK dv ELot, &

€o0TL OoEmG Epyov. mdS yap Opéyetar;,” (DA 111.12, 434a32-b2).
17 See, for example, DA I11.10, 433a16. This is “the intellect which engages in calculation for the

sake of something and is practical, and which differs from the contemplative reason with respect
to its goal,” (DA 111.10 433a14-15).
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neither sound nor color nor smell contributes anything to nourishment, whereas flavor is

among the objects of touch. Hunger and thirst are appetites—the first sort, hunger, for

the dry and the hot, and the second sort, thirst, for the wet and the cold. Flavor is a sort

of seasoning of these.'®
The qualities that distinguish the nutritional features of objects, like dryness or moistness, are
those same features that fall under the responsibility of touch and taste. They are necessary for
animal life, as they allow the animal to identify desirable sources of food—to avoid what is
painful and to pursue what is pleasurable. This, in turn, gives rise to hunger and thirst, as desires
for precisely those pleasures and pains connected intimately to nutrition.

For these reasons, Aristotle elsewhere describes taste as a kind of awareness of affections of
the nutritive part of the soul itself:

(t4) We may say that touch and taste necessarily appertain to all animals, touch, for the

reason given in On the Soul, and taste, because of nutrition. By taste one distinguishes

in food the pleasant from the unpleasant, so as to flee from the latter and pursue the

former; and generally flavor is an affection of the nutritive part [6Awc 6 yopudg €0t T0D

Openticod maboc].t
Perhaps to our surprise, Aristotle claims that a perceptible object—flavor, youdc—is an affection
of the nutritive part of the soul. For nutrition to function, it requires that the animal feels hunger,

desires a flavor, and perceives that flavor as pleasant. Through taste, the organism must feel the

need for food, and perceive the pleasure (i.e., good) of food through its flavor. Taste and touch

18 g §¢& 10 aicONTIKOV, Kai TO OpeKTIKOV: Spelig Pev yap émbupio kai Bupog koi BovAnoig, To 58

(o mavt’ Exovot piav ye TdV aicOfcev, THY aenv: @ & oichnoig Vapyet, TOVTE NSOV T Kai
AOmn xod 10 80 Te koi Avnpdv, oig 8¢ tadta, kai Embvuia: Tod yap 1déog dpelig abn. &1 8¢
TG TPOoQTig aicOnoy Eyovotv: 1 yap aen THe TPoeTic aictnoig: Enpoic yap kal Vypoic Kol
Beppoic kai yoypolc Tpépetor T COVTO TAVTA, TOVT®V O’ aictnoig aen, Tdv 6’ ALV aictnTtdv
Katd cvuPePnKoOc. 000EV yap 1g TPOPTV GUUPBAALETOL YOPOG OVIOE YPDLL) 0VOE OcuN, O 08
YOLOG &V TL TAV AnT®V €0TLv. TeTva 0 Kai dlya Embupia, kol 1 pev metva Enpod kol Beppod, 1 o6&
Styo vypod kai youyxpod- 6 8¢ yopdg olov fidvoud Tt oty Sotiv,” (DA 11.3, 414b1-14).
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436b13-18).
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are essential and necessary aspects of the nutritive activities of animals. Hence, the actual way in
which nutrition manifests itself is, from the beginning, inflected with perception. This pushes
Avristotle to blur the lines between the nutritive and perceptual parts of an animal’s soul, treating
something that is, strictly speaking, a perceptible quality as an affection of an animal’s nutritive
part. To understand how animals perform nutritive activities, then, we must make reference to
their perceptual capacities. Their nutritive parts are thoroughly interpenetrated by their
characteristically perceptual souls.

Considerations scattered throughout Aristotle’s reflections on perception likewise suggest
that perception is transformed by its presence in a human soul. Again, the mechanics of
perception need not differ widely between animals and humans. Still, on Aristotle’s view, one
must ultimately understand human perception through reference to the whole human soul: “one
could not easily set down [perception] as either nonrational or rational.”?° This signals, albeit
with some initial hesitancy, that Aristotle is open to the possibility that there are forms of
perception that are entirely nonrational (animal perception) and some that are thoroughly rational
(human perception).

Before examining this claim, it is important to note what is not being suggested. Aristotle
is clear that animal cognition is quite sophisticated—perhaps not to the extent that contemporary
biology has shown, but further than many of his contemporaries. In DA, for example, Aristotle
attributes to animal’s sophisticated perceptual activities, like perceptual “judgment” (kpioic),

perceptual self-awareness, and phantasia.?! This list expands in PN to include activities like

20 <5 obte (g Bhoyov obTe Mg Adyov Exov Bein &v Tic pading,” (DA 111.9, 432a30-31).

2L DA 111.2, 4260b8-427a14; 425b12-32; 111.3.
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memory, dreaming, and intentional locomotion.?? Especially compared to Plato, this is a
substantial expansion of the scope of animal perception.?® Likewise, in his biological treatises,
Aristotle takes pains to describe the surprising sophistication of animal behavior. HA IX is
especially direct in this regard: Aristotle there claims that, even though they are wholly
nonrational, animals can possess forms or analogues of “practical wisdom” (ppovnoic), “learning
and teaching” (uabnoig kai d10ackaria), and the ability “to distinguish between signs” (t@dv
onueiov Stouchivesdor Tag dlopopdc), i.e., to understand meaning.?* He provides throughout HA
IX concrete illustrations of sophisticated animal behavior.

This indicates that, whatever the difference is between animal and human cognition and
perception, animals are nonetheless quite intelligent. The difference between animal and human
perception must be of a fairly subtle sort. To see this born out concretely, one helpful approach is
to recognize that perception is, for Aristotle, the mode of cognition through which animals and
humans grasp concrete, material particular things. The presence of intellect and rationality allows
humans to cognize and apprehend particulars—that is, to perceive them—in ways that are
unavailable to animals.

This fact rears its head in multiple ways throughout the Aristotelian corpus. Perhaps the
most prominent way in DA is Aristotle’s treatment of “coincidental perceptibles” (aicOntov kata
ouuPePnkog), such as (for the human) that pale man as the son of Diares or (for the cat) that

kibble as food. The exact status of these objects—whether and how they are really

22 These are the topics of DM, Juv., and MA, respectively.

23 Sorabji maintains that this attribution of highly sophisticated perceptual behavior to animals

“gives to perceptual content one of the most massive expansions in the history of Greek
philosophy,” (Sorabji, 195, 1992; see also Gregoric, 2007, 5-6).

24 HA 1X.1, 608a13; 608a15; 608a18.
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perceptibles—remains controversial.?® Nonetheless, the fact that Aristotle unequivocally
recognizes them as perceptible objects is informative. It seems reasonable that we should take
Aristotle at his word when he claims that coincidental perceptibles are perceptibles. When we
apprehend them, we do so first and foremost through perception (and not through intellect).®

If this line is correct, this locates one way in which human perception is transformed. At
least some coincidental perceptibles are inaccessible to nonrational animals. For one to perceive
that pale blotch of color in the distance as the son of Diares,?’” one must at the very least have
access to features of the world, like ‘son’, that might be inaccessible to nonrational animals. I
perceive a chess player playing in the park, and identify her as a chess player. Again, | must have
access to concepts, like ‘chess’ and ‘player’, that nonhuman animals could never possess. In both
cases, humans perceive things, or perceive in ways, that are inaccessible to animals. Humans do
so, presumably, through some kind of reliance on their intellectual, rational, and conceptual
capacities. Consequently, our very activities of perceiving are inflected by our rational concepts
and capacities.

A particular class of such perceptible objects plays an important role in Aristotle’s
account of ethical cognition. He assigns to perception the apprehension of concrete moral

qualities and features, like blameworthiness.?® Aristotle maintains that | apprehend someone to

25 E.g., Cashdollar (1973); Kahn (1992); Modrak (1987); Rabinoff (2018, esp. 18-24), who offers
a sustained defense of the kind of interpretation that | here adopt.

26 This is confirmed in DA 111.3, where Aristotle claims that incidental perception (there
described as when “perception is of something's being an attribute of something”, DA 111.3,
428b19-20) produces a distinctive “motion effected by the actuality of perception,” (DA I11.3,
428b25-26), which in turn gives rise to a distinctive kind of perceptual phantasia.

2" DA 11.6, 418a21.

28 NE 11.9, 1109b24; V1.5, 1126b4. See Rabinoff (2018, 44 n.13) for an extended list of similar
claims.
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be blameworthy for a particular vicious action through perception. Further, I can perceive that a
particular person is blameworthy, in turn, because | have access to concepts like ‘blame’. Such

concepts are, presumably, not available for nonhuman animals. The same is true for most other
ethical features encountered in concrete practical situations.

We might think that Aristotle has made a mistake here—that features like
blameworthiness or chess are actually apprehended by some rational insight, and not by
perception. To combat such a worry, Aristotle emphasizes that practical situations, such as
ethical dilemmas or chess games, always concern concrete particulars, which “admit of being
otherwise.”?® Hence, we cannot apprehend these situations, and be attuned to their moral
features, through reason alone, which deals in universals. Instead, they must be cognized through
an unmediated grasp of particulars:

(t5) For...the ultimate [particulars] are objects of intellect and not of reason...in
practical reasonings [intellect] grasps the last and contingent fact...For these are the
starting-points of that for the sake of which, since the universals are reached from the
particulars; of these therefore we must have perception, and this [perception] is intellect
[tovTev obv &xswv Sl aioOnoy, o & Eoti vodg].®
A full appreciation of the details of this difficult passage would take us far afield. Indeed, we
have reason to worry that the meaning of “intellect” (votg) here in NE differs in significant ways
from its meaning in DA.3 Yet, even on an initial reading, this provides a suggestion about how

ethical perception is infused with intellect. In cases of action, we grasp the particular situation,

with particular objects and particular features. This much already guarantees that perception

29 NE VI.11, 1143b3.

30 kol yap T@V TPOTOV Spav Kol TV £6YATOV VoS £6TL Kod 00 LYo, Koi O eV KoTdl TG

amodeitelg TV AKWVITOV Op®V Kol TPAOT®V, 0 8’ €V T0i¢ TPUKTIKAIG ToD oydTov Kai

gvdeyopévou kol Tiig £Tépac mpotdoemc: apyol yap Tod oD Eveka adTal: &k TdV Kad’ EKacTa yop
10 KBOAOV " TOVTOV 0VV ExEV O€l aicOnoty, adtn &’ €oti vodg,” (NE VI1.11, 1143a36— b5).

31 See Lesher 1973, especially 46-47.
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must perform this cognition—perception is the cognitive capacity through which one grasps
particulars. Yet because these situations involve complex ethical features, and the universal
categories under which they fall, they also depend on our rational capacities and concepts.
Accordingly, in an enigmatic turn of phrase, Aristotle claims that these situations are grasped by
perception, which in this case is also an expression of intellect. With touch and nutrition,
Aristotle was pushed to blur the lines between the nutritive and perceptual parts. Likewise,
Aristotle is pushed to blur the boundaries between intellect and perception, when considering a
unified human soul and its engagement in concrete practical situations.

Finally, Aristotle maintains similar commitments even when he distinguishes intellect
and perception. In DA I11.4, discussed in more detail in Chapter 4,32 Aristotle distinguishes the
way in which the objects of perception, strictly construed, differ from those of intellect:

(t6) Since a magnitude and being a magnitude differ, as also water and being water

differ (and thus for many other cases, though not all, since in some cases they are the

same), one discriminates flesh and being flesh either by means of different things or by

means of something in a different condition. For flesh is not without matter, but is

rather just as the snub: a this in a this. One discerns by means of the perceptual capacity

the hot and the cold, those things of which flesh is a proportion. But it is by means of

something else...that one discerns being flesh...Generally as things are with respect to

things separate from matter, so too are they with respect to things concerning intellect.
On the one hand, perception grasps the proper and common sensibles (e.g., hot and cold), which

are the material features of particular objects. On the other, intellect grasps the being or essence

of those objects (as well as of nonmaterial objects). Perception proper gives us access to the

82| discuss the details of this passage, and its implications for Aristotle’s theory of psychic
parthood in Chapter 4, 83.1.
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capki eivar kpivet. . .6Aog Epa g ympioTd Té Tpdypota Thg HAng, obtw Kai & tepi TOV vodv,’
(DA 111.4, 429b10-22).
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material properties of flesh, while intellect gives us access to the essence of flesh. This exhibits
in a straightforward way how the presence of intellect alters our relationship to concrete
particulars. How | approach a particular apple is changed by the presence of intellect: I see it not
just as hot or cold, as bitter or sweet, as pleasant or painful (as animals do), but as falling under a
general category and having an essence. When we perceive a particular apple, we cognize it as
part of a natural kind, sharing features with other instances of apples or fruits. Our apprehension
of concrete examples of apples or flesh is transformed, so that humans perceive them in a
distinctively human manner.

In sum, the metaphysical conclusions that push Aristotle to treat the whole soul as prior
to its parts, and so embrace a holistic conception of psychic structure, emerge in concrete
doctrines about how particular psychic parts are transformed by their presence in particular souls.
We cannot understand the nutritive activities of animals and humans without reference to their
whole perceptual or intellectual souls; we cannot understand the perceptual activities of humans

without reference to their whole intellectual souls.

1.4 The Tension

We can now return to the main thread of our argument. We have settled our first claim:
evidence for both disjunctive and holistic conceptions of psychic structure can be found in
crucial moments throughout DA. The former presents a plausible picture of psychic parthood and
captures Aristotle’s presiding methodology in DA. The latter presents a plausible picture of
psychic unity and places Aristotle’s conception of soul within his broader metaphysics of
substance. The second claim that | proposed earlier remains to be shown: that, at least on their

surface, these disjunctive and holistic conceptions are incompatible or stand in direct
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contradiction. Moreover, because these claims are both crucial to Aristotle’s psychology,
Aristotelian psychology faces the threat of internal incoherence.

The tension between the two conceptions of psychic structure should by now be clear. At
bottom, they are symptomatic of different conceptions of soul, psychological inquiry, life, and
mereology. The disjunctive conception stresses the multiplicity and diversity of lives and souls,
while the holistic conception stresses their unity. The disjunctive conception treats the soul as an
aggregate of discrete and actual parts, while the holistic treats the soul as a single form and
nature. The disjunctive conception treats parts as prior to the whole, while the holistic treats the
whole as prior. The disjunctive conception suggests that we can understand a psychic part
independently and abstracted from its place in particular souls, while the holistic suggests that
we can only understand a psychic part in its relation to a whole soul. The disjunctive conception
maintains that a part is uniform when present in different souls, while the holistic maintains that
a part is transformed by its presence within a particular soul.

The conflict between these two conceptions arises within DA itself, as the arguments in
favor of one conception directly undermine the validity of the other conception. Aristotle’s
methodology, for example, appears to discredit any holistic interpretation. Aristotle proceeds
sequentially, treating each psychic part as uniform and without reference to the whole or other
parts. On a holistic account, in which parts are transformed by the whole, we would instead
expect distinct accounts of the distinct varieties of psychic parts (e.g., animal perception, human
perception). Hence, Aristotle’s sequential approach suggests that he would reject any holistic
conception.

In contrast, DA 1.5’s aporia about psychic unity appears to offer a refutation of any

disjunctive conception. Because a disjunctive conception treats parts as prior and actual, if these
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parts are to form a single soul, they need some external cause to unify them. Aristotle contends
that any attempt to identify such a unifying cause is, in principle, impossible. We are unable to
explain psychic unity if we conceive of psychic parts as actually discrete—that is, if we accept a
disjunctive conception of psychic structure. Hence, Aristotle’s anxieties about the unity of the
soul suggest that he should reject any disjunctive conception.

Consequently, we face a serious interpretive problem, and Aristotle a serious
philosophical problem. Aristotle employs two distinct conceptions of psychic structure in DA for
legitimate philosophical purposes. Yet those two conceptions, on their surface, stand in
contradiction. At moments, Aristotle himself seems to reject the holistic in favor of the
disjunctive; at others, he seems to reject the disjunctive in favor of the holistic. Because these
conceptions depend on commitments that lie at the heart of Aristotelian psychology, it appears
that Aristotle’s psychology itself contains a deep-rooted contradiction.

Although many interpreters have simply ignored this tension,** a few have explicitly

recognized it. The latter group has attempted to defuse the tension by suggesting that Aristotle

2935 s 36 If

has distinct “perspectives”> on the soul, or treats psychic parthood in distinct “contexts

true, this would neutralize the problem by assigning the different conceptions of psychic

34 Corcilius and Gregoric, for example, focus exclusively on the separability of psychic parts,
and so effectively ignore any holistic considerations. In contrast, Koslicki explicitly denies that
there are any parts in an Aristotelian soul, and so ignores Aristotle’s frequent references to
psychic parthood. Elsewhere, however, Corcilius (2015) entertains a view similar to the one |
defend: “Aristotle seems committed to something like the following: when considered in
abstraction from superordinate contexts, the faculties of the soul have essences that are
definitionally separable from each other...but as integral parts of functionally superordinate
contexts they are inseparable parts of a natural whole,” (2015, 43). As with Johansen and Frey,
Corcilius fails to specify more concretely what these contexts are, and why Aristotle would
choose to adopt one or the other in particular places.

3 Johansen (2012, 71).
% Corcilius (2015, 43).
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structure to different explanatory projects. For instance, although Johansen defends a disjunctive
conception, he acknowledges that Aristotle at times displays sympathies to a holistic conception.
Nonetheless, he maintains that Aristotle’s “primary perspective” in DA is disjunctive.?’
Similarly, although Frey advocates for a holistic conception, he acknowledges that Aristotle
proceeds at times as if he endorses a disjunctive conception. Again, instead of simply dismissing
the disjunctive conception, he argues that the holistic conception is “primary.””3®

While on the right track, these responses do not yet actually resolve the tension that these
interpreters attempt to resolve. It is not sufficient just to recognize and name a tension or
problem. The above responses fail to go beyond this initial recognition and naming, remaining
silent precisely on what it means for one conception to be primary, why Aristotle would adopt
both conceptions, and how they ultimately relate to each other. Crucial questions remain to be
answered, which these previous interpretations have left unresolved: how can Aristotle maintain
both perspectives on the soul, if they indeed contradict each other? What are the different
contexts that call for the different perspectives? How can both perspectives coexist within
Aristotle’s theoretical psychology? If we are to resolve this tension, we must specify the actual
relationship between the two conceptions, and why Aristotle would opt to employ both (when he
could, presumably, have just employed one).

In what remains, | take up this challenge. First and foremost, | reject two related

assumptions shared by previous attempts to resolve the tension just described: (1) the two

conceptions of psychic parthood, in fact, contradict each other; (2) the two conceptions attempt

87 “It is clear that Aristotle wants ultimately to integrate the parts of soul ...However...this is not
Aristotle’s primary perspective on the definition of soul,” (Johansen 2012, 71).

% “It is my contention that the...conception of the soul according to which it is a unitary nature
is primary for Aristotle,” (Frey 2015, 174).
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to address the same sorts of questions. If an interpreter accepts both assumptions, one must show
either that one conception is false, or that one is somehow ‘more primary’ than the other. Both
approaches are misguided—not because the holistic and disjunctive theories are not actually to
be found in DA, or that they are not actually distinct conceptions. Instead, they are compatible
precisely because they neither attempt to describe the same phenomenon, nor are in competition
with each other. Because they are employed for different purposes and address different sets of

issues, they can both coexist happily within and contribute to a single science of soul.

§2 Common and Particular Accounts

Because Aristotle himself never self-consciously reflects on the relationship between these
two conceptions, there would appear to be no direct textual evidence to conclusively decide these
issues. Accordingly, we must turn to other aspects of his psychology and, in effect, reconstruct
an Aristotelian answer. | articulate an analogy between the distinction between disjunctive and
holistic conceptions of psychic structure, and another distinction central to DA: the distinction
between common and particular accounts of soul. Disjunctive and holistic conceptions of
psychic structure, | contend, require common and particular accounts of psychic parts,
respectively. Aristotle thinks that both common and particular accounts of soul are useful and
appropriate when understood correctly, accomplishing distinct tasks in response to distinct
theoretical worries. | argue that disjunctive and holistic conceptions of psychic structure likewise

form complementary aspects of Aristotelian psychology.
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2.1 A Threat to the Unity of Psychology

We can first get into view the distinction between common and particular accounts of soul.
Aristotle formulates this distinction in response to a specific problem about the nature of
psychological inquiry. Aristotle denies that there is a single genus Soul, or a single essence of all
souls, over and above the different species of soul. Aristotle here is not simply making, as some
have suggested, an anti-Platonist rejection of a separately existing Form of Soul. Because
Aristotle denies the independent existence of all universals, this point could be made about any
genus. Instead, we have a stronger denial of any kind of unified, determinate genus of soul.
There are merely distinct species of life-principles (plant, animal, and human souls).

We have seen how similar claims arose from the heterogeneity of life—the irreducible
diversity of vital activities implies the irreducible diversity of psychic principles. In DA 1.3,
Aristotle articulates this point by focusing on the sequential nature of souls—that they form an
ordered series from more basic (e.g., nutritive souls) to more complex (perceptual souls).>® As
Ward suggests,*® the members of a series can neither fall under a single genus nor share a single
univocal nature. Aristotle’s argument for this claim is perhaps needlessly complicated, and less
intuitive with some series (e.g., numbers) than others (souls). In brief, Aristotle argues that there
is an inconsistency between a uniform genus being prior to all its members* and the first

member in a series being prior to the other members.*? The argument itself, however, is not our

39 This is shown in Aristotle’s ordering of capacities according to their commonality (DA 111.2
414229-b19).

40 Ward (1996, esp. 114-117; 119-123); see also Frey (2015, 155-6); Meta. B.3, 999a6-16; EE
1.8, 1218a1-8; NE 1.6, 1096a17-35; Pol. 1275a34-38.

4L Cat. XIlI, 15a4-7; Top. V1.4, 141b28-9.

%2 Roughly, Aristotle holds that thinking of an ordered series as falling under a single genus
requires conflicting priority claims. In an ordered series, the first member is prior to all the other
subsequent members and to any common features they share. If there were no first member (a
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main concern; rather, it is Aristotle’s steadfast commitment to its conclusion: “with things where
the objects differ in species, and one of [the species] is first, another second, and another
subsequent to that, there is either nothing at all which is common to them, in so far as they are of
this sort, or barely.”* This is in contrast to kinds in which species are “simultaneous by nature”,
and so neither prior or posterior to each other.** Accordingly, given that souls form an ordered
series, and are prior or posterior to each other, there can be no genus Soul beyond the distinct
kinds (plant, animal, human souls) that we collectively refer to as ‘souls’. To use Aristotelian
terminology that we will shortly encounter, Soul is not an indivisible kind, but rather divisible
into plant, animal, and human souls.

Aristotle maintains that such claims also obtain, for example, with “citizen” (moAitng) and
“constitution” (moAtteia). Political constitutions, Aristotle thinks, come in an ordered series, and
the nature of a citizen is defined relative to the citizen’s constitution. Citizens, then, come in in a

similar ordered series: “the citizen corresponding to each form of constitution will also

unit, a triangle), there would be no subsequent members (numbers, figures). Yet a genus is also
prior to the species falling under it and their common features. Hence, the elimination of the
genus would require the elimination of things falling under it. If there is a first and most prior
member—a requirement for all ordered series recognized —then there can be no genus. This
point is made explicitly at EE 1.8, 1218a1-6: “In those cases where one is prior and another
posterior, there is not something common besides them and separable. For then there would be
something prior to the first [member]. For what is common and separable would be prior,
because if what is common is done away with, the first [member] is done away with.”

3 <16V TpayLdTOVY &V 0i¢ TO DIoKEipEVa S1pEpel T £1deL, Kol TO PEV ADT@V E6TL TPATOV TO 58

devTEPOV TO & EYOUEVOV, T TO TTOPATTAY OVOEV E0TLV, 1] TOlADTA, TO KOOV, T YAioypws.” Pol.
111.1, 1275a34-38

44 «Also, co-ordinate species of the same genus are called simultaneous by nature. It is those
resulting from the same division that are called co-ordinate, e.g., bird and beast and fish. For
these are of the same genus and co-ordinate, since animal is divided into these—into bird and
beast and fish. And none of them is prior or posterior, but things of this kind are thought to be
simultaneous by nature,” (Cat. 12, 14b33-15al).
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necessarily be different.”*® There is no genus Citizen, but varieties of different kinds of citizens
under different regimes. What it is to be a citizen—to “participate in deliberative and judicial
office”*®*—essentially differs for an American living in a 21% century capitalist republic and a
serf living in feudal medieval Europe.*’

In contrast, Aristotle thinks that some groupings of souls form genuine kinds: the three basic
kinds of soul are each “proper and indivisible species” (oikelov koi diropov €160c).*® There is, he
claims, a single, shared nature held by all plant souls, another by all animal souls, and another by
all human souls. For Aristotle, these souls are defined by their nutritive, perceptual, and
intellectual capacities, respectively. Although there are many kinds of animals, and no separately
existing Idea Animal, there still is a determinate class of animals. The class of animals are
indivisible insofar as they all share a single uniform perceptual capacity and nature, by which
they are defined, qua animals.*® The defense for such a claim, presumably, would be an
empirical verification of the actual similarities in the lives of animals. Nonetheless, the present
argument, and the worries that Aristotle attempts to address, do not depend on where exactly one
draws the line between divisible and indivisible species. Instead, they depend only on the claim
that Soul does not constitute an indivisible class, but can be divided into several indivisible

species. Aristotle is committed to plant, animal and human souls being indivisible species; yet

5 “Bote kol TOV moAMTV ETEpOV Gvarykaiov lvon TOV kaf xdotnv molteiav,” (Pol. 1.1,

127503-4).

46 Pol. 111.1, 1275b17-18.
47 See Shields (2016, 196).
“ DA 11.3, 414b27.

49 This claim is articulated, for example, in NE 1.7°s function argument, where the life of animals
is characterized as a “perceptual life” (NE 1.7 1097b21-1098a19).
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we can support his general conception of common and particular accounts of soul even if further
investigation shows that we should identify the indivisible species of soul differently.

The denial that Soul is a genus stands as a stubborn obstacle to Aristotelian psychology.
Psychology seeks to provide, amongst other things, an account of the soul that specifies its being
and nature,>® and so a genuine definition of the soul. As he maintains in his logical works, proper
definitions have single objects as their subjects—a single determinate class, which shares a
single essence. Hence, he maintains that “one science is of one genus” as its subject.>* Because
there is no single kind Soul, whose members share a single essence, there is likewise no proper
definition of soul as such. Because a science is characterized by an attempt to provide such an
essence-specifying definition of a given subject matter, this would mean that there is no single
science of psychology. We would instead, at best, have a set of discrete sciences (phytology,
zoology, anthropology), with only loose or nominal connections.

This anxiety is present from the very beginning of DA, where Aristotle registers this sort of
worry amongst the other agenda-setting questions in DA I.1:

(t7) One must take care not to overlook the question of whether there is one account of
soul, as there is of animal, or whether there is a different account for each type of soul
[koB’ Exactov Etepog], €.9., of horse, dog, man, god, while the universal animal is
either nothing or is posterior to these; and it would be the same if any other common
thing were being predicated.>

Aristotle expresses a worry in (t7) that universal categories like Soul do not exist, or are merely

post hoc groupings of actually distinct kinds. By DA 11.3, this fear appears to be confirmed: there

%0 “We aim to consider and ascertain [the soul’s] nature and essence,” (DA 1.1, 402a7-8).

i & émotun €otiv 1) vOc yévoue,” (Apo. 1.28, 87a38; see also Meta. H.6 (esp. 1045a8-19);
Apo. 11.6, 92a31-4; 11.10, 93b35-7).

52 “evhapntéov 8 dmmg pr AavBavn moTepov ¢ 6 Adyog avTiic éott, kabdmep hov, §i kad’

gkaotov Etepog, olov inmov, Kuvac, dvBpdmov, Beod, 10 0& (Hov 10 kKaBOAoL TjTol 0VBEY €0tV Ty
Votepov, Opoimg 8¢ kav &l Tt kowvov GAlo katnyopoito,” (DA 1.1, 402b5-8).
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IS no genus, no single account of soul, and so no science that treats all souls. The stated project of
DA—to provide a single science of soul, which specifies the nature and being of soul—appears
hopeless.

To preserve the plausibility of a unified psychology, Aristotle contends that psychology
treats the series of souls just as geometry treats the series of figures. Even without a single genus
of Soul or Figure, psychology and geometry can still treat all souls and figures:

(t8) It is clear, then, that in the same way there could be one account for both Soul and
Figure. For in the one case a figure is nothing beyond a triangle and the others
following in a series, and in the other a soul is nothing beyond the things mentioned.
There could, however, in the case of figures be a common account [Adyog kowog] which
fits them all, though it will be particular to none; and the same holds in the case of the
souls mentioned. For this reason, it is absurd to seek a common account in these cases,
or in other cases, an account which is not particular to anything which exists, and which
does not correspond to any proper and indivisible species, while neglecting what is of
this sort. Consequently, one must ask individually what the soul of each is, for example,
what the soul of a plant is, and what the soul of a human or a beast is.>
Both psychology and geometry traffic in two sorts of accounts: the “common account” (Adyog
kowdg) and the “particular account” (Aoyog id10¢). The former makes general claims about all
souls or figures; the latter makes claims only about particular sorts of souls or figures. The
former answers to the desire for a unified psychology; the latter answers to the denial that there
is a single genus Soul. Aristotle claims neither that either kind of account is impossible, nor that

either is preferable. Rather, he claims that it is ludicrous to pursue a common account without

care for particular accounts. Both common and particular accounts have their complementary

53 “§ihov 0DV 8Tt TOV adTOV TPOTOV €1 v £ AOYOC WuyHC T& Kal oyIaToc: obTe yop £Kel
oyxfua Tapd To Tpiymvov €ott Kol T EpeEng, oVt évtadBa yoyn mapd Tag eipnuévag. yévotto o’
av kol €ml T@V oYNUAT®V AOY0G KOWOG, O¢ Epapuocel LEV Aoy, 10106 6’ 00devOg EoTat
OYNLLOTOG. O poiwg 0¢ Ko émi Toic elpnuévaig yoyoic. 510 yehoiov {NTelv 1OV KOOV Adyov kai &ml
T00TOV Kai £¢” ETEPMV, G 008eVOG EoTaL TOV SVTmV (810 AdYOG, 005 KaTd TO OiKETOV KO
dropov gidog, Apévag TOV TotodToV...Hote kb’ Ekactov (ntéov, Tic £kdoTon Yyouyy, olov Tig
evTod Kol tig avOpmmov 1 Onpiov,” (DA 11.3, 414b20-32).
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roles, when properly understood; the same claim, I suggest, holds of disjunctive and holistic
conceptions. To prepare for this further claim, we will dwell on the common/particular
distinction in some detail: what each kind of account distinctively accomplishes, where each

comes up short, and how they complement each other.

2.2 The Common-Particular Distinction

Insofar as psychology or geometry genuinely treats all kinds of souls or figures, they
issue in common accounts—general claims that elucidate souls or figures as such. Given that
geometry is the science of figure, we should expect it to contain general descriptions of figures
(e.g., “a figure is that which is contained by any boundary or boundaries”).>* These descriptions
obtain whether we are considering any particular shape. Likewise, given that psychology is a
science of the soul, we should expect that it contains general descriptions of souls. In DA 1.1,
Aristotle gives a general metaphysics of soul, as the “first actuality...[of] an organic body
potentially having life.”® Aristotle explicitly characterizes this hylomorphic account as
“common to every soul,”*® in which “the soul...[is] defined in outline [Tone]...and sketched
out.”™’ It constitutes an explanation of the soul, or central features of it, that obtain with every
kind of soul.

Elsewnhere, he characterizes these “accounts in outline” as “general” (ka6Aov) accounts

or “foretastes” of a particular “exact account” (Adyog axpiprc). The former set the stage for

54 Euclid Elements, Bk. 1, Def. 1.

% DA 1.1, 412a20-21; 412a28-29.

%6 <11 kowvov émi maong woydic,” (DA 11.1, 412b4).

ST “rime pév odv TanTn Srwpicbo kai vroyeypapdm mepi yoydic,” (DA 11.1, 413a9-10).
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explanations that specify in detail the “causes” of its given subject. Even without the exactness,
accounts in outline do afford us some ability to “know” (yvwpilew).%® Such statements are said to
hold true of, or “fit” (¢papuolewv), every soul. They formulate features that hold universally of
souls. Whatever differences we wish to emphasize between the different kinds of soul, they all
are forms of functionally complex bodies, causes of life, etc. Hence, a common account of soul
demarcates the shared features of souls and the general domain into which all souls fall.

Insofar as psychology and geometry capture the natures of determinate kinds of souls or
figures, they issue in particular claims about particular kinds of souls or figures. As above, an
Aristotelian definition holds of a unified essence of a “proper and indivisible species.”*
Particular accounts offer “precise accounts” of such indivisible species: explanations of essential
features shared by all members of determinate classes, which thereby specify their being and
further necessary features. In geometry, for example, we give definitions of the various kinds of
figures (e.g., “a triangle is a figure contained by three straight lines”).%° In psychology, we give
definitions of the three basic indivisible species of souls: we “ask individually what the soul of
each is...what the soul of a plant is, and what the soul of a human or a beast is.”%! Aristotle does
so in DA by specifying the distinctive capacities and activities that characterize a given soul.
Perception characterizes and distinguishes the animal soul, and allows the animal to live a
distinctively animal life. In articulating the nature of an animal soul, we explain what it is to be a

perceptual principle, to be active perceptually, and to live a perceptual life. We find something

58 Top., 101a18-24; see also Bolton (1978, 259); NE 11.1, 1104al; Meta. Z.3, 1029a7; HA 491al.

59«19 oikelov Kkai dropov €idoc,” (DA 11.3, 414b27).

% See Euclid’s Elements, Bk.1, Def. 14, 19, 20
81 “Gote k0D’ EkacTov (NTNTEOV, TIC EKAGTOV Yoy, 010V TiC PLTOD Kai Tic avOpdmov | Onpiov,”
(DA 11.3, 414b32-3).
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like this in much of the rest of DA: sequential particular accounts of the kinds of soul, insofar as
they are determined by their distinctive capacities.

Both common and particular accounts of soul have explanatory value within psychology.
Two central advantages of common accounts present themselves. First, common accounts are
efficient, covering all members of a class with single descriptions, while avoiding repetitions. A
related anxiety about inefficiency and repetition arises, for example, in Aristotle’s reflections on
common and particular approaches to explaining animal life: “it is plain that if we deal with each
species independently of the rest, we shall frequently be obliged to repeat the same statements
over and over again.”® If we were to dwell only on indivisible species of soul, we would be
forced to repeat many claims—e.g., that animal souls are forms of animal bodies, that human
souls are forms of human bodies, etc. A common account allows us to make general statements
that cover all souls. The common account of soul of DA Il.1—that the soul is the form of the
organic body—describes all souls, avoiding having to repeat similar claims multiple times.

Second, and more importantly, common accounts provide a general orientation for
explaining particular kinds of soul, that displace tempting, but false general orientations.
Common accounts have a wide explanatory power, illuminating the shared character of an entire
class of things. The common account in DA 11.1 brings into view at once the whole total of
organic phenomena.®® All explanations of any particular souls must fit the outline that such a
common account provides. Explaining plant souls, in part, consists in explaining how it is a form
of the organism and cause of life; explaining animal souls also involves explaining how it, in its

distinct manner, is a form and cause of life. Accordingly, a common account provides a schema

er

62 “Davepov 8’ 6Tt Kal KaTd PEPOC PEV AéyovTeg Tepl TOAMY Epoduev moAldxic Tovtd,” (PA 1.1,
639a24-5).

63 See also Polansky (2010, 195).
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for subsequent detailed particular accounts of kinds of souls. A common account articulates a
cogent alternative to competing, but false common accounts of soul. If we begin from the false
assumption that the soul is a “self-moving number” or “harmony”,%* as some of Aristotle’s
predecessors did, any subsequent accounts of particular kinds of souls would be doomed to fail.
We would never be able to explain a plant soul, for example, if we began from the assumption
that it must be some sort of self-moving number. Aristotle’s psychological hylomorphism, as a
general account of soul, provides an alternative to these false accounts, and so a better basis for
particular accounts of particular kinds of souls: one pursues explanations of how plant, animal, or
human souls function as forms of organisms or causes of life.

Two central advantages of particular accounts present themselves. First, the articulation
of particular accounts of soul is, at bottom, a central aim of Aristotelian psychology. Particular
accounts constitute genuine definitions, and so provide precise essential and causal knowledge of
a subject.®® They specify single, univocal features that capture the essence of each member of a
given class. Through particular accounts, we come to know, or express our understanding of,
what something is—its essence, being, or nature. Aristotelian psychology aims to arrive at a
proper definition (i.e., a particular account) of soul, which encapsulates a genuine comprehension
of a particular sort of life and soul. Because he does so by specifying a soul’s distinctive

capacities and activities, Aristotle concludes at the end of DA 11.3 that “the account of each of

these [psychic parts] will also be the most appropriate [oikelotatoc] account concerning the

% DA 1.2, 404b30; 1.4, 407b30-31.
% DA 11.2, 413a19-20.
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soul.”®® To give a proper and genuine definition of soul, we give particular accounts of the
distinctive aspects of each basic indivisible species of soul.

Second, particular accounts of soul allow for the expansion of further demonstrative
knowledge about the soul. Genuine accounts of a thing’s essence allow one to infer other
necessary properties of that thing: “the principle of every demonstration is what a thing is, so that
those accounts which do not lead us to ascertain the properties of a substance...will clearly and
in every case be dialectical and vacuous.”®’ Definitions of geometrical objects (e.g., triangles,
lines, etc.,) allow the geometer to arrive at further geometrical truths (that a triangle’s interior
angles are equal to two right angles). Genuine definitions of souls (e.g., what an animal soul is)
allow the psychologist to arrive at further truths about life—e.g., the perceptual nature of dreams,
that all of an animal’s affections are both psychic and bodily. Hence, particular accounts and
definitions of souls not only capture the essence of particular kinds of souls, but allow the
psychologist to grow their knowledge of such souls and the lives for which they are responsible.

As each kind of account has distinctive explanatory value, so each has distinctive
drawbacks. In (t8), Aristotle chiefly focuses on the limits of common accounts of soul. Because
“a common account will be peculiar to no [figure or soul],” Aristotle concludes that “it is absurd
[yelolov] to seek a common account...while neglecting what is of this sort [i.e., particular

accounts].”%® Taken on their own, common accounts are empty. Because “there is nothing

66 ccer \ oo 1 /. e 7 )\'/ ¥ 2 7 3 N ~ 8~;\‘ 29 DA
BTL HEV 0LV O TEPL TOVTOV EKAGTOV AOYOG 0VTOC OIKEIOTOTOC Kol TTEPL Wuyfic, Sfikov,” (

1.3, 415a12-13).

87 “naiome yap amodeifewc apym T Ti £6TIV, HoTE KAO® BGOVE TOV OPIGUMY LT GLUPAIVEL T

ovuPepnrorta yvopilew...0nhov 1t StodekTikdg eipnvton kol kevdg dravteg,” (DA 1.1, 402b25-
403a2).

68 “vévorro & dv kai €Ml TV SYNUATOV AOYOG KOWOC, OC EPAPLOGEL eV THGLY, 1510¢ &° 00deVOG
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beyond”®° the three indivisible species of soul—i.e., no genus Soul—a common account lacks a
determinate subject on which to hold. Hence, a common account has no proper reference or
single nature to serve as its subject, and so, strictly speaking, fails to explain anything in
particular. Although it is true that all souls are causes of living, the ways in which plant and
animal souls cause life, and the sorts of lives they cause, differ. Any approach to soul that
focuses exclusively on such general, common accounts fails to recognize this essential
difference, and so fails to accomplish the central task of psychology—to specify the actual nature
of souls. Hence, the psychologist must also inquire “individually” (ka6’ é&kactov) about the
indivisible species of soul.”™

As the description of the advantages of common accounts suggest, there are also
drawbacks to an approach that focuses solely on particular accounts. There are more practical
drawbacks, such as the inefficiency of particular accounts. As we saw above, an approach that
treated indivisible species of souls independently would be obliged to laboriously and
unnecessarily repeat many claims about the soul (e.g., that each kind of soul is a form). More
crucially, a blind focus on particular accounts obscures the unity of psychology. We would not
seek a general psychology, but a series of individual discrete inquiries into distinct subjects.
There would be no single scientific psychology, which brings soul and life generally into view.
Given that Aristotle, his contemporaries, and predecessors alike seek such a general

understanding of soul and life, this would count as a major failure. In contemporary biology, the

EML TOVTOV Kol £° ETEP®V, OG 0VOEVOG EaTal TAV SVTV 1810¢ AOY0G, 0VOE KT TO oikeTov Kol
dropov €1d0g, dpévtag tov totodtov,” (DA 11.3, 414b22-28).

%9 “In the one case a figure is nothing beyond a triangle and the others following in a series, and
in the other a soul is nothing beyond the things mentioned,” (DA 11.3 414b21-22).

0k’ Exaotov {nmréov, Tic Ekdotov ywoyy,” (DA 111.2, 414b32).
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inability to provide a general definition of life has likewise been seen by some as a significant
failure.” Moreover, this would leave the psychologist at a loss about the general metaphysical
status of souls and the proper orientation that one should take to souls and life. When
investigating any indivisible species of soul, the psychologist would have to examine, from the
beginning, the metaphysical features of that species. It is precisely such a worry that Aristotle’s
common account of soul in DA 11.1 attempts to address.

In sum, Aristotelian psychology makes use of both common and particular accounts of
soul. Common accounts are responsive to the methodological needs of a general psychological
inquiry, providing comprehensive, accessible, and orienting accounts of the distinctive features
of the soul. They thereby set the stage for more detailed particular accounts of indivisible species
of souls. The latter are responsive to the actual metaphysical contours of living things, cutting at
the natural joints of the world, providing precise and essence-specifying definitions of the
natures of organisms and their souls. These definitions, in turn, serve as the basis for expanding
demonstrative knowledge about the necessary features of souls and living things. Accordingly,
common and particular accounts of soul do not stand in contradiction or competition with each
other. They serve distinct purposes, in response to distinct worries; in short, common and
particular accounts are responsive to methodological and metaphysical concerns, respectively. In

doing so, they complement each other, precisely making up for each other’s shortcomings.

2.3 Analogy to Holistic and Disjunctive Conceptions

My central contention is that this distinction between common and particular accounts

helps us to dissolve the tension between disjunctive and holistic conceptions of psychic structure.

"t E.g., Emmeche (1997). For a contrasting opinion, see Machery (2012).

260



A disjunctive conception, | argue, requires common accounts of psychic parts, while a holistic
conception requires multiple particular accounts of psychic parts. Common and particular
accounts of soul need not contradict each other, but accomplish distinct explanatory tasks and
make up for each other’s shortcomings. The same claims, in turn, obtain with disjunctive and
holistic conceptions of psychic structure. To show this, two tasks remain: to explain how (1) the
common-particular distinction, in fact, relates to and illuminates the disjunctive-holistic
distinction, and (2) that Aristotle has good reason to make use of this latter distinction, just as he
does with the former—that the two conceptions of psychic structure are complementary.

A disjunctive conception holds that psychic parts are prior to the whole soul. This
naturally leads to the claim that a given psychic part is uniform—the same in essence when
present in any soul. Perception possesses a single nature, regardless of whether it is present in a
human or animal soul. Accordingly, on a disjunctive conception, an account of perception aims
to specify that single nature common to all varieties of perception. Aristotle’s official account of
perception in DA fits this mold: a power to receive a perceptible form without matter. This is a
common account of perception, which ignores any distinction between varieties of perception. A
disjunctive conception also requires one to pursue similar accounts of nutrition (plant, animal,
human) and intellect (human, divine), which specifies the common features shared by all
varieties of nutrition or intellect. In general, because it treats psychic parts as prior to whole
souls, a disjunctive conception requires common accounts of these parts.

In contrast, a holistic conception maintains that the whole soul is prior to its parts. This
naturally leads to the claim that psychic parts differ in nature and are transformed when present
in different kinds of souls. Perceptual principles share no single, common nature, present in all

varieties of ‘perception’. Instead, the nature of a given perceptual capacity reflects the kind of
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soul in which it resides and the other psychic principles alongside which it is present.
Accordingly, there could be no single account of perception that specifies its single nature.
Instead, we would formulate multiple accounts that specify the various natures that perception
has. We would pursue distinct particular accounts of human perception and animal perception,
just as we would pursue particular accounts of the different kinds of soul. The same applies to
accounts of nutrition (plant, animal, human) and intellect (human, divine). In general, because it
treats whole souls as prior to their parts, a holistic conception requires particular accounts of
particular varieties of psychic parts.
Consequently, disjunctive and holistic conceptions require common and particular
accounts of psychic parts, respectively. Aristotle himself displays an awareness of these different
approaches to psychic principles, perhaps most clearly in his treatment of locomotion:
(t9) The movement of the animals that belong to each genus, and how these are
differentiated [tiveg dwagpopai], and what the reasons are for the accidental
characteristics of each—all this we have considered elsewhere. But now we must
consider in general [6Awc] the common cause [tii¢ kowf|g aitiog] for moving with any
movement whatever (for some animals move by flying, some by swimming, some by
stepping, some in other comparable ways).”?

MA contains a common account of locomotion that illuminates the “common cause” (kown

aitia) of any given locomotion: in brief, a psychic principle in the center of the body,” which

produces motion through a combination of desire and cognition (perception, phantasia,

2 “TIgpi 8¢ xvioemg THG TV {DmV, o0 LEV oTdY TEpl EKAGTOV DIAPYEL YEVOC, KoL TIVEG
drapopat, Kai Tives aition TV Ko’ Ekactov cupPefnkdtov avToig, EnEcKenToL TEPL AMAVIOV &V
ETépoig OAmG 8¢ mepl TG KOG aitiog Tod KvelichHat kivnow 6molavodv (T PEv yap TTHoEL
Kiveltan T 6& vevoel Ta 0€ mopeig TdV {Pwv, T 0 KoT™ AAOVG TPOTOVS TOOVTOVC) EMIGKENTEOV
viv,” (MA 1, 698al-7). See Nussbaum (1986, 274-278) for a discussion of this passage.

73 “The principle of the movement-imparting soul must necessarily be in the middle,” (MA 9,
702b15-16)
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thought).”* This explanation can apply equally to all intentional movement—a snake’s slithering,
a bird’s flying, or a human’s walking. Accordingly, he ignores the “differences” (Swapopoi)’
that obtain between these kinds of animal locomotion, such as the required sorts of capacities
(e.g., rational vs. nonrational) or physiology (e.g., wings vs. legs). He articulates a general
schema into which any account of the particular forms of locomotion fits. In (t9), he explicitly
distinguishes the pursuit of this common account from investigations into specific forms of
locomation (flying, walking, swimming), which are pursued elsewhere (presumably HA and IA).
These latter investigations produce particular accounts of locomotion, which specify the essential
features of particular forms of locomotion. MA’s common account effectively treats locomotion
as a single distinct principle, uniformly shared by all animals. The particular accounts treat
locomotion as a principle fundamentally embedded in a particular form of life and physiology.

Disjunctive and holistic conceptions share those advantages and shortcomings we
identified in common and particular accounts of soul. The disjunctive conception provides an
efficient methodology: sequential accounts of common features shared by all varieties of each
psychic part. A common account provides a single general description of a given psychic part,
avoiding unnecessary repetitions. Without such a common account, we would have to
repetitively specify how each kind of nutritive principle (plant, animal, human) is a capacity for
self-maintenance. With the common account required by a disjunctive conception, we could
articulate this claim in a single, abstract description of nutrition.

More crucially, such common accounts bring into view the significant similarities in all

cases of a given psychic part. In doing so, these accounts orient the psychologist and provide a

4 “Now we see that the movers of the animal are reasoning and phantasm and choice and wish
and appetite. And all of these can be reduced to thought and desire,” (MA 6, 700b17-19).

> MA 1, 698a2.
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general basis on which to explore particular varieties of a given psychic part. Any subsequent
account of a particular variety must “fit” the schema provided by these common accounts.
Seeing that perception is a power to receive perceptual forms will provide a schema through
which to investigate any variety of perception. Regardless of those unique aspects of human
perception we saw in 81.3, any account of human perception must see it as some sort of
reception of perceptible forms. Accordingly, as a common account of soul orients the
psychologist, so common accounts of psychic parts orient the investigator of a given psychic
part. This orientation, in turn, allows the psychologist to avoid false accounts of particular
varieties of psychic parts. As Aristotle’s hylomorphic account of soul allows the psychologist to
dismiss false general approaches to investigating the soul (e.g., as a self-moving number), so his
common accounts of perception or nutrition allows the psychologist to dismiss misleading
general theories of perception or nutrition (e.g., purely materialist theories).’®

Just as with common accounts of soul, there are drawbacks to a purely disjunctive
conception of psychic structure. Common accounts, of both soul and psychic parts, are ultimately
proper to nothing and empty. In understanding the part as prior to the whole, the disjunctive
conception ignores the real differences between varieties of psychic parts, treating each part as a
uniform, single principle. Yet, just as we found in (t8) that Aristotle sees fundamental differences
between kinds of souls and lives, so we found in §1.3 that Aristotle thinks that varieties of
psychic parts (e.g., human and animal perception) essentially differ and share no single uniform
nature. This transformative character of psychic parts arises from central commitments of his
psychology: his psychological hylomorphism and subsequent account of psychic unity. Hence,

as there is no Soul beyond the various basic kinds of soul, so also there is no Perception beyond

® E.g., DA 11.4, 415b29-416b19.
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the basic varieties of perceptual powers. Neither Soul nor Perception could function as a
determinate subject of a definition. Accordingly, the common accounts of a disjunctive
conception lack a determinate subject and the ability to specify essences of particular varieties of
psychic parts. Such common accounts only articulate shared features of psychic parts that “fit”
all these varieties.

The particular accounts of psychic parts required by a holistic conception also have
unique advantages. As just noted, Aristotle is ultimately committed to the existence of essential
differences between varieties of psychic parts. Particular accounts specify the essences of the
indivisible species of psychic parts, reflecting the essential difference between varieties of
psychic parts, seeing each as fundamentally embedded in a particular soul and life. On this
conception, we would not be content to describe the general character of perception or nutrition,
but always seek further detailed accounts of human perception or plant nutrition. Like particular
accounts of soul, these accounts constitute the full and concrete knowledge of the fundamental
powers that determine a particular form of life. They are proper definitions, that specify the
essence and nature of a particular variety of a psychic part.

Just as with any proper definitions, these particular accounts also allow the psychologist
to expand their demonstrative knowledge. They help directly with explaining all the various
subsequent features, activities, and capacities of a given life or soul. In giving a particular
account of human perception, for example, we formulate an understanding of one of the
fundamental aspects of human life. We can then use this understanding of human perception to
explain many other aspects of human life—action, virtue, concept formation, etc. Any other
particular account of a variety of a psychic part will allow us to similarly expand knowledge of

the necessary features of an organism and its life. Accordingly, a holistic conception, which
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requires particular accounts of psychic parts, allows the psychologist to provide essence-
specifying, metaphysically robust explanations of psychic parts.

When taken in isolation, these holistic particular accounts also have drawbacks, similar to
those of particular accounts of soul. Like all particular accounts, they are inefficient. They
require the psychologist, for example, to repeat claims (e.g., that human perception and animal
perception have their seats in the center of the body). Their central limitation, however, is their
inability to provide a general orientation to the varieties of a psychic power. They prevent us
from seeing the real connections or analogies between the lives of the different kinds of
organisms. Although, metaphysically speaking, we have strong reasons to distinguish between
varieties of nutrition, there are also deep continuities between them. The similarity between all
forms of reproduction and nutrition, for example, form the basis of seeing life as a single
fundamental activity.”” Without common accounts to articulate this continuity, the psychologist
would be at a loss in their general orientation towards a given psychic part.

DA’s treatment of nutrition provides a useful illustration for these claims. Aristotle
formulates a common account of nutrition that picks out a single central feature of all nutrition:
“this principle of the soul [i.e., nutrition] is a capacity of the sort which preserves the thing which
has it, as the sort of thing it is.”’® This general description is sufficient for the abstract purposes
of DA, establishing a general orientation towards analyzing nutritive activities as acts of self-
maintenance. Insofar as all earthly organisms perform this kind of activity, they can all be said to

live. Yet this general description of nutrition is also empty. It does not specify how nutrition, and

" “This is both the first and most common capacity of the soul, in virtue of which living belongs
to all living things, a capacity whose functions are generating and making use of nutrition,” (DA
11.4, 415a25-27).

78 “f név Tord THG Woytic apym SHvapic €otv oia chlev TO Exov avTv 1| TotodTov,” (DA 1.4,

416b17-19).
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the activities that follow from it, are performed within and shaped by an organism’s whole life—
e.g., how an animal’s nutritive and reproductive activities can only be understood by reference to
an animal’s perception, desire, and locomotion. This emptiness is made apparent in Aristotle’s
definition, where he leaves unspecified “the sort of thing the organism is” (1} toiodtov). A proper
definition of a particular variety of a nutritive principle would reflect the particular kind of
organism that maintains itself, as precisely the sort of organism that it is, and how or with what
capacities it maintains itself.

It remains to be established that these two approaches to conceptualizing the structure of
the soul are, in fact, compatible. Common and particular accounts of soul, we saw, stand in no
direct conflict. The former orients and unifies the project of the psychologist; the latter
constitutes the ultimate achievement of that project—detailed accounts of particular kinds of
souls and psychic principles. Likewise, disjunctive and holistic conceptions are not only
compatible, but each make up for the other’s respective shortcomings. Much of the heavy lifting
for this has already been accomplished in laying out the common-particular and disjunctive-
holistic analogy. Because disjunctive and holistic conceptions similarly respond to different
kinds of issues and pursue different aims, they ultimately are not in direct competition.

On the one hand, Aristotle is pushed to adopt a holistic picture based on ontological and
metaphysical considerations, centrally about the unity of the soul and its status as a form. He
wishes to describe how a soul could be a genuinely-unified principle, which is the form of a
single organism and cause of a unified life. This, in turn, requires seeing the parts as prior and
transformed by their presence in the whole. We must then seek particular, essence-specifying
definitions of the varieties of a given psychic principle, which reflect how that part is

transformed by and integrated into the relevant whole soul. Such accounts give metaphysically
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rich and concrete pictures of what souls are and how an organism’s various powers produce
unified lives.

On the other, Aristotle is pushed to adopt a disjunctive picture based centrally on
methodological considerations, which arise in the pursuit of a general, efficient, and far-ranging
theory of life and soul. Even though it produces accounts that are, strictly speaking, empty—they
specify no single shared essence—these accounts orient the psychologist, providing a general
schema in which to explain the nature of a given variety of a psychic part. They clear the way,
dismissing any misleading general theories of perception, nutrition, or thought. They do not fully
accomplish the expressed intentions of DA, never providing an explanation of the nature and
being of the soul, or its characteristic principles. Still, these common accounts do articulate
useful general outlines of psychic parts, which serve the immediate purposes of DA—to give
satisfactory accounts of the various central psychic parts and capacities of organisms.

In sum, Aristotle displays distinct conceptions of the structure of the soul. If taken as
attempting to accomplish the same task, they appear to oppose each other, and lead to a
contradiction within Aristotle’s psychology. Yet we need not take them as attempting to
accomplish the same task: one actually seeks metaphysically rich, essence-specifying accounts,
while the other seeks accounts that develop the methodology and inquiry initiated in DA.
Consequently, just as Aristotle explicitly endorses distinct approaches to explaining the soul as
such, so he employs distinct approaches to psychic parthood. And just as Aristotle’s two
approaches to the soul complement and make up for each other’s shortcomings, so too do his two

approaches to the structure of the soul.
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CONCLUSION

By way of conclusion, we can now take stock of what has been accomplished in the
preceding six chapters. We began with a relatively straightforward textual question. Through DA
and his biological texts, Aristotle employs, and at times explicitly reflects on, the term “part of
soul”. A question that naturally arises, then, is how and why does Aristotle use this particular
phrase? What philosophical and explanatory work does this phrase do and why would Aristotle
opt to use it? Throughout, | have provided a response to these questions, arguing that the notion
of psychic parthood plays a crucial role in Aristotle’s theoretical psychology, while also
constituting a stubborn problem for him. I claimed that Aristotle’s employment of psychic
parthood betrayed two further questions that lie at the heart of Aristotelian psychology. First, the
Problem of Psychic Parthood: (1) what are the basic psychic principles responsible for all vital
activities and how do they differ? Second, the Problem of Psychic Unity: (2) how can a soul be a
genuine unity, a form, and a principle of unity, while also having parts?

First, having recognized the sheer diversity of life and its manifestations, Aristotle is led
to endorse the “homonymy of life”—that living, and the psychic principles responsible for it,
come in heterogeneous forms. This compels Aristotle to recognize internal complexity within the
soul, which, I argued, ultimately amounted to a commitment to the existence of parts of the soul.
Much of Aristotle’s explicit reflections on psychic parthood come in the form of criticisms of
false conceptions of psychic parthood. He targets three central conceptions: the physiological
conception (Chapter 2), as in Plato’s Timaeus, in which psychic parts are distinguished by spatial
location and separability; Platonic tripartition and bipartition (Chapter 3), as in the Republic,
which present anthropomorphic, ethically focused pictures of the soul; any conception that

equates psychic part and psychic capacity (Chapter 3), as he argues Platonic tripartition and
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bipartition do. Although these pictures might have some utility, these conceptions ultimately fail
as scientifically, methodologically, and empirically viable pictures of the soul, and so cannot be
incorporated into the theoretical psychology of DA.

From the ashes of these rejected conceptions of psychic parthood, we came to see
Aristotle’s own conception of psychic parthood. For Aristotle, psychic parts serve as the
logically primitive and primary capacities of an organism, in which all the other capacities of an
organism are and on which they depend. These are the nutritive, perceptual, and intellectual
parts, which are defined by the basic nutritive, perceptual, and intellectual capacities. It is
through these basic psychic parts that we explain—in ‘dependency arguments’—all the other
innumerably many capacities of an organism. We use perception, for example, to explain the
nature of memory, dreaming, or phantasia. Through ‘parthood arguments’, Aristotle establishes
that psychic parts are genuinely distinct parts, and so can serve to distinguish the basic varieties
of life and organisms. Hence, psychic parts function as the fundamental explanatory building
blocks on which Aristotle’s entire capacity-based account of soul is built. With this conception
of psychic parthood, and its contrast with the failed Platonic conceptions, we thereby come to see
how and why the notion of psychic parthood can play a foundational role in a scientific
psychology.

Second, having articulated a hylomorphic conception of soul according to which the soul
is a unifying and unified form, Aristotle maintains the genuine unity of souls. Yet this
commitment to psychic unity, on its face, appears to stand in direct tension with Aristotle’s
commitment to the existence of psychic parts, as detailed in the first four chapters. To resolve
this tension, | detailed Aristotle’s sophisticated account of psychic unity. | argue that Aristotle

attacks an assumption at the heart of this tension, according to which parts are actually present,
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distinct, and prior to wholes. Such an assumption compels the psychologist to futilely search for
some external cause to bring together the parts of the soul into a single soul.

In contrast, we found that a soul is actually a single, genuine unity, which has within it
parts that are merely potentially present and posterior to the whole. In the first instance, this
potential presence is modeled on the series of geometric figures, in which an earlier member
(e.g., atriangle) is potentially present within an actually-unified higher member (e.g., a square).
Likewise, an animal’s nutritive part is potentially present within its actually-unified perceptual
soul. The viability of such a conception undermines the actualist assumption at the heart of
Aristotle’s worries about psychic unity. Moreover, this conception is at home in Aristotle’s
general metaphysics of form, according to which a form has both a material, potentially-present
aspect, and a formal, actually-present aspect. These two parts are, in fact, the same single thing
in different manners—one potentially and the other actually. In both the figure analogy and his
general conception of form, Aristotle details how an alternative conception of parthood—
potential parthood—can cure us of worries about psychic unity. Aristotle’s conception of psychic
unity is deflationary—when we properly understand the nature of psychic parthood and
structure, and their connection to potentiality and actuality, we no longer feel anxieties around
psychic unity and the pressure to identify some cause external to the soul to account for its unity.

Finally, these two problems and answers outlined above lead to two different conceptions
of the structure of the soul: (1) a ‘disjunctive’ conception, according to which the soul is an
aggregate of distinct, basic, and actually present principles, which are prior to the whole soul; (2)
a ‘holistic’ conception, according to which the soul is an actual, single unity, which is prior to its
parts. These two conceptions are distinct, but accomplish complementary explanatory tasks

within DA, much as Aristotle employs both common and particular accounts of the soul in
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general. Aristotle employs a disjunctive conception to give general, orienting accounts of a given
psychic part (e.g., perception), as well as to avoid unnecessary repetitions. He employs a holistic
conception to give precise, essential definitions of particular varieties of a given psychic part
(e.g., animal and human perception), that answer to the actual metaphysical contours of nature.
In sum, Aristotle has provided the basis, which we have mined and reconstructed, for a
substantial account of psychic structure. This account articulates how and why the soul can be a
single, unified, and unifying form, even while possessing internal complexity and differentiation
into parts. This account of psychic structure provides a methodological foundation for Aristotle’s
capacity-based inquiry into the soul, in which we seek precise accounts of the distinctive
capacities and activities that define the life of different organisms. It as well supports a
sophisticated metaphysical picture of the organism and its soul, relying on and emerging from
his hylomorphic conception of substance articulated in the central books of the Metaphysics. It
shows what central structural and metaphysical features the soul must have, if it is to genuinely
function as an Aristotelian form. This account of psychic structure thereby shows the legitimacy
and distinctive role that a notion of psychic parthood could and should have within a scientific
psychology. In sum, then, Aristotle’s conception of psychic structure, unity, and parthood
illuminate the foundations of his inquiry into life and soul, and the aims and achievements of his

De Anima.
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APPENDIX

1 Phantasia is in the Perceptual Part of the Soul

As with memory,* Aristotle gives in DA 111.3 a dependency argument about phantasia
(pavtacia, that capacity “in virtue of which we say that some appearance comes about for us™).?
DA 111.3 is both controversial in its interpretation and varied in its purposes, so | here give only a
schematic presentation of some aspects of its arguments. One of these purposes is, | contend, to
show how phantasia does or does not depend on other central cognitive capacities, especially the
perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul. He argues ultimately that phantasia bears a special
relationship to perception: phantasia is a “movement” derived from some actual act of
perceiving. Accordingly, phantasia is neither a distinct psychic part nor in the intellectual part,
but is properly located in and logically posterior to the perceptual part of the soul.

As with memory, Aristotle’s treatment of phantasia follows the general schema
articulated in Chapter 4, §2: (1) phantasia is not identical with any recognized psychic part (i.e.,
intellect or perception); (2) phantasia is not simply distinct from these parts, but bears some
more intimate relationship to perception; (3) phantasia is a perceptual capacity, is in the
perceptual part of the soul, and logically depends on perception.

First (DA 11.3, 427b16-428b9), Aristotle contends that phantasia cannot be identical with
perception and intellect: “phantasia is different from both perception and thinking.”® He

identifies, for example, a series of differences between perception, strictly understood, and

1 See Chapter 4, §2.1
2 “g{ &M goTv N pavTocio kad’ {v AEyopev QavTacpd TLHuiv yiyvesbou,” (DA 428al-2).
3 “pavtacio yap Erepov kai aicOioeng kai Stovoiag,” (DA 111.3 427b14-15).
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phantasia.* Perception of proper sensibles is always true, while phantasia can be, and often is,
false.® Perception is present uniformly in all animals, whereas phantasia is not present in some of
the most primitive animals (e.g., grubs), or present only in an indefinite way.® These
dissimilarities indicate that perception and phantasia cannot be simply identical, but must at least
differ in being and account: “it is clear then that [phantasia] is not perception.”’” Aristotle
likewise distinguishes phantasia from various intellectual capacities (intellect, conceiving,
knowledge, belief, understanding), listing immediate differences between them—e.g., that
phantasia and intellect are not coextensive. Again, this indicates that phantasia is not identical
with any intellectual capacity (vod¢ broadly, or dVméANW1G).

As with memory, if we take these arguments at face value and in a vacuum, they suggest
that phantasia should constitute a distinct psychic part, over and above intellect and perception.
Unlike with memory, Aristotle actually entertains this possibility in DA II1.9’s discussion of
psychic parthood, even if he does so with noticeable hesitancy:

(t1) There is the principle of phantasia [pavtactikdv], which differs from all [of the
other capacities] in being, though there is considerable difficulty in saying—if one is

4 Aristotle notes other differences: perception ceases in sleep, yet phantasia can be active during
sleep in dreams (DA 111.3, 428a8); we refer to things “appearing” (eaivesbor) for perception only
in cases of indistinctness, whereas all cases of phantasia (pavtacia) invite talk of appearing
(428a12-15); visual images (pavtdoporta) can appear to those with their eyes closed, even when
they are unable to see (428a15-16).

® “Perceptions are always true, whereas imaginings are for the most part false,” (DA 111.3,
428al11-12).

® Aristotle wavers on the question of whether phantasia and perception are genuinely
coextensive. In DA I11.3 he argues that “if [perception and phantasia] were the same in actuality,
phantasia could belong to all beasts; but this does not seem to be the case. For instance, it
belongs to the ant or the bee, but not to the grub.” (DA 111.3 428a9-13) Later, he qualifies this
position, claiming that phantasia is “present in [less developed animals], but present
indeterminately,” (DA 111.11, 434a4-5).

7 cesx

811 uév odv odk Eotiv oicOnoig, dfjdov...” (DA 111.3, 428a5).
8 “Among the beasts some have phantasia, but none has intellect,” (DA 111.3, 428a23-24).
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going to posit separate parts of the soul—with which of the others it will be the same or
from which of the others will it differ.®

Avristotle has shown that phantasia is, in fact, different from perception or intellect. It remains to
be seen in what way it differs, and whether this difference requires psychic partition and
separation. Nonetheless, it is striking that Aristotle here still leaves open the possibility that
phantasia could constitute a distinct part of the soul, treating this possibility as a serious
“difficulty” (dmopiav).

Second, Aristotle contends that this initial picture of the status of phantasia is
incomplete. While phantasia can be said to differ from both perception or intellect, it bears a
more notable and intimate connection to perception: “phantasia seems...not to occur without
perception, but rather to occur in things which are perceiving and to be of those things of which
perception is.”% Just as he notes a series of differences between phantasia and perception, he
notes a counterbalancing series of connections: all acts of phantasia occur with or follow acts of
perception, all organisms that have phantasia also have perception, and perception is a necessary
condition of phantasia. Most crucially, the objects of phantasia are, in a broad sense, perceptible
objects. What appears to an animal in phantasia—appearances”—are previous objects of
perception that are retained in the soul, even if significantly distorted, altered, or rearranged. Just
as we saw that the objects of memory are, in a sense, perceptible, so too are the objects of
phantasia. As with memory, these connections indicate that an adequate account of phantasia

must specify phantasia’s relation to perception—how phantasia is, in some broad sense, a

9 “¥11 88 10 PaVTACTIKOV, O T® P&V slval TAVTOV ETEPOV, TivL 8€ TOVTMV TADTOV §j ETepoV Exst

TOAAV amopiav, €1 Tig Oncel keyopiopéva popia e yoyic,” (DA 111.9, 432a31-432b3). This
passage is treated in detail in Chapter 3, 81.5.

10 < 8¢ pavracia...5okel elvon kai ovk dvev aichioeng yivesbon GAL” aicBovouévolg kai (v

aicOnoic £otv,” (DA 111.2, 428b11-13; see also DA 111.3, 427b15).
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perceptual activity. This conclusion invites Aristotle to investigate in more detail the connection
between phantasia and the perceptual part of the soul.

Third, Aristotle gives in DA 111.3 an account of phantasia precisely in terms of its
relationship to perception: “phantasia [is] a motion effected by actual perception.”** Tabling
questions about whether this amounts to a genuine definition of phantasia,*? this statement
clearly constitutes an account of phantasia. Phantasia, Aristotle claims, is a “motion by”
(xivnotig v7o) or resultant afterbirth of previous acts of perception. As perception is a motion in
the perceiver caused by some perceptible object,*® so phantasia is a motion, which is itself
caused by a motion of perception (i.e., “actual perceiving”): “it is possible for something being
moved [i.e., perception] that another thing [i.e., phantasia] be moved by it.”** As we saw in
treating memory,*® phantasia is the capacity to possess and comprehend appearances that arise
from previous acts of perceiving. This possession or comprehension is now cast as a kind of
movement within the soul, which arises through an original perceptual motion.

There is substantial interpretive disagreement about the nature of phantasia’s precise
causal genealogy, which sophisticated activities phantasia causes, and how phantasia
accomplishes these activities. Yet even without addressing any of these worries, we can see that
Aristotle establishes a determinate relationship between phantasia and perception. To understand

what phantasia is, to elucidate its nature, Aristotle invokes perception (and not intellect or any

11 eq pavracia dv in kivoic Vo THG 0icOPcenC Tic Kat’ évépysiay yryvopévn,” (DA 111.2,

429al-2; see also Insomn. 1, 459al7).
12 See Shields (2016, 291).

13 E.g., DA 111.2, 427a1-3: “If something is sweet, it moves perception...in a certain way, while
what is bitter moves these in an opposite way, and what is white differently again.”

14 «¢5111cvnBévTog Tovdi KiveicOou Etepov Vo tovtov,” (DA 111.3, 428b10-11).

15 Chapter 4, §2.1.
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intellectual capacities). Just as memory is an “affection” of the perceptual part, so phantasia is a
“movement” of the perceptual part. Just as we must refer to perception to understand memory, so
too we must refer to perception to understand phantasia. In its essence, then, phantasia is
perceptual; in the language developed in Chapter 4,'® phantasia is logically posterior to and
dependent on perception.

We might worry that at least some acts of phantasia have a more intimate relationship
with intellect than the above account suggests. The Rhetoric, for example, employs phantasia to
describe sophisticated, uniquely-human cognitive or emotional activities. “Shame [aioyOvn],” for
example, “is phantasia of disgrace,”!’ and is defined by a grasp of the “opinion” (§6&a) of
people “who matter to us”.!® Likewise, phantasia serves a central role in our rational activities,
supplying the matter through which intellect thinks.'® Such claims might be taken to suggest that,
in these cases, phantasia is properly intellectual, and not perceptual. A similar worry was raised
about whether the memory of intelligible objects (e.g., remembering a geometrical theorem)
could be construed as a properly perceptual act, and not an act of the intellectual part of the soul.

Our response to such worries should mirror Aristotle’s response to analogous worries

about memory in DM 1: that phantasia, like memory, is intellectual or related to intellect, but

16 See Chapter 4, §2.2

1 nepi adoEiac pavracio éotiv 1y aicydvn,” (Rhet. 111.6, 1384a22).

18 «grvérykm TovToug aicyvvesBor Gv Adyov Exet,” (Rhet. 111.6, 1384a24-25).

19 See, for example, DA 111.8, 432a4-9: “Since there is nothing beyond perceptible magnitudes,
as it seems, nothing separate, the objects of reason are in perceptible forms, both those spoken of
in abstraction and all those which are states and affections belonging to the objects of perception.
And because of this, one who did not perceive anything would neither learn nor understand
anything, and whenever one contemplates, one necessarily at the same time contemplates a sort
of image; for images are just as perceptions are, except without matter.”
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only “indirectly” (xotd copBepnkoc).° Phantasia, like memory, is “essentially” or “in itself”
(xaf’ ant0)?! perceptual and in the perceptual part. We remember intelligible objects through a
perceptual capacity (memory) and such objects’ connections to perceptual experiences. We also
“imagine” intelligible objects (i.e., supply images for intellect) through a perceptual capacity
(phantasia) and those objects’ connections to previous perceptual experiences. While phantasia
maintains a significant relationship to intellect, phantasia is, in its nature, perceptual.

This is confirmed by Aristotle’s frequent and explicit insistence that phantasia falls
within the perceptual part of the soul. In DM 1, for example, Aristotle claims that, because

memory “belongs to the same part as phantasia,”??

memory “belongs to the primary perceptual
capacity.”?® This inference—from memory and phantasia being in identical parts to memory
being in the perceptual part—requires that phantasia itself belongs to the perceptual part. He
puts similar conclusions in different language in Insomn. I, which explicitly refers to the
argument of DA II1.3: “we have, in our work On the Soul, treated of phantasia, and the principle
of phantasia [pavtactikdv] is identical with the perceptual [part], though being for the principle

of phantasia and the perceptual part are different.”?* Although perception and phantasia differ

logically and definitionally (i.e., they have distinct definitions), they constitute or are aspects of a

20 DM 1, 450a13.

1 DM I, 450a14.

22 “1iyog u&v 0OV TV THC YuyiG £0TL LVAUY, Qovepdy, 6Tt odmep koi 1 pavracia,” (DM |

450a22-24).

23 ¢ 8¢ pviAun, Kad 1) TdY vOnT@V, 00K GVEL QOVTACHOTOC £6TLY, KoL TO GAVTOGIA TTiG KO

aicOnoemg mabog Eotiv: dote ToD vod pev katd cvuPepnkog dv &in, kad’ adtod 8¢ 10D TPpMTOL
aicOnrtucod,” (DM | 450a12-14).

24 «smel 8¢ mepi povraciag év Toic Iepi yoyfic sipntol, koi £6Tt Pev T adTd 16 aicTIK® TO

(QOVTOOTIKOV, TO &’ €lval PavVTaoTIK® Kol aicOntikd Erepov,” (Insomn. 1. 459a14-18; see also
Nussbaum 1986, 234-6).
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single part of the soul. Because perception is the more basic of the two aspects, and phantasia is
defined in terms of it, this psychic part is the perceptual part. In Insomn. I, Aristotle uses this fact
(taken to already have been established in DA 111.3) to infer that, because dreaming is an exercise
of phantasia (dreams are “of images™), so dreaming is in the perceptual part.?®

Hence, Aristotle in general thinks that phantasia is in the perceptual part of the soul.
Aristotle shows that phantasia logically depends on perception, thereby giving an account of the
former in terms of the latter. Any explanation of the nature and essence of phantasia must
articulate its relationship to perception. This conclusion is significant not just because it provides
another example of a dependency argument. Phantasia as well is the central bridge in explaining
how so many other cognitive capacities, like memory or dreaming, are also in the perceptual part
and arise with previous acts of perception. Especially in PN, Aristotle uses phantasia to explain
how organisms who can perceive can perform other cognitive and locomotive activities, and how

their perceptual powers constitute the basis of all their other cognitive powers.

25 “It manifestly follows that dreaming is an activity of the capacity of perception, but belongs to
this capacity qua imaginative,” (Insomn. I, 459a20-22).
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2 Locomotion and Desire are Not Parts of the Soul

The most explicit parthood argument in DA is a negative parthood argument, asserting
that the capacity responsible for locomotion, “the locomotive capacity” (10 Kivodv Kotd TOToV),
does not constitute a distinct psychic part. In the course of this argument, Aristotle concludes that
“the desiderative capacity” (10 opextikov) is responsible for locomotion, and subsequently
argues that this desiring capacity also does not constitute a distinct psychic part. His argument
follows the inverse of the outline for parthood arguments given in Chapter 4, §3: (1) Aristotle
initially entertains reasons to think that either desire or locomotion is a distinct psychic part, over
and above perception and intellect; (2) contrary to those initial appearances, he argues that desire
and locomotion logically depend on both perception and intellect, and so are in both the
perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul (is a “common form” of both).! Throughout, | make
use of my treatment in Chapter 3 of DA 111.9-10’s account of locomotion and desire.

At the start of his account of locomotion in DA 111.9-11, Aristotle explicitly raises the
question of whether the locomotive capacity should be considered to be or define a distinct part
of the soul:

(t1) It is necessary to inquire into whatever it is in the soul which moves [the animal]:

whether [1] it is just some one part of the soul, being separate in either magnitude or
account, or [2] the whole soul; and if it is some one part, whether [a] it is something

! In agreement with Whiting (at least with respect to nonrational desire and locomotion): “What
we have here is ultimately a single unified part of soul which—because it is the part responsible
for moving the animal—I shall call the ‘locomotive’ part, though Aristotle’s canonical term for it
is 10 aiocOnTov [i.e., the perceptual part]...these capacities constitute a single, functionally
integrated part of the soul that has two aspects—one an internal, representational aspect, and the
other an external, behavioral aspect—each aspect being inseparable from the other insofar as an
animal’s behavior is for the most part an expression of its representational states (including
perceptual appearances, beliefs, and desires),” (Whiting 2002, 142).
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special, beyond those customarily mentioned and already discussed, or [b] whether it is
some one of them.?

Avristotle lays out three possibilities for how the soul brings about locomotion: either (1) the
whole soul, as a single principle, causes locomotion or (2) one or more psychic parts causes
locomotion. Aristotle rejects (1) without immediate argument, presumably because some
elements of the animal or human soul (e.g., nutrition) play no direct part in locomotion.? Hence,
(2) must be correct, so that one or more parts of the soul are responsible for locomotion. The
parthood argument that follows, then, considers whether (2a) there is a distinct locomotive part
of the soul or (2b) locomotion is caused by one or more of the psychic parts already discussed in
DA (i.e., the perceptual and intellectual parts). Although he initially entertains (2a), Aristotle
ultimately affirms (2b), contending that locomotion (and, by extension, desire) does not
constitute a distinct psychic part; it is logically posterior to and dependent on both perception and
intellect.

First, Aristotle entertains reasons for (2a)—i.e., for thinking that the locomotive capacity
constitutes a psychic part, distinct from the three parts already encountered in DA 11.4-111.8
(nutrition, perception, intellect). Aristotle repeatedly notes throughout DA | that self-movement
and locomotion was traditionally seen as characteristic and definitive of life. Aristotle himself

endorses this claim, albeit with qualification.* This leads Aristotle in DA 11.2 to provisionally

2 “mepi 8& TOD KIVODVTOC, T TOTE £0TL THC WVYTic, OKEMTEOV, TOTEPOV &V TL HOPLOV ODTHS YOPLETOV
OV 1} peyébet | Adyw, §j mdoo 1) yoyn, Koi &l popidv 1, détepov 1010v 1L Tapd ta elmbBoTa AdyesOon
Kai Ta gipnuéva, fj tovtov &v t,” (DA 111.9, 432a18-22).

8 See DA 111.9, 432b14-18

* E.g., “What is ensouled seems to differ from what is not ensouled chiefly in two respects:
motion and perception,” (DA 1.2, 403b24-26) He repeats this claim at the beginning of DA I11.9:
“the soul of animals has been defined in respect of two capacities, first the capacity of
discrimination, which is the work of intellect and perception, and further by its performing
locomotion,” (DA 111.9, 432al5).
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describe locomotion as one of the basic constitutive vital activities, and one of the discrete senses
of “life”.> This initially suggests that Aristotle considers locomotion to be a part of the soul, as he
does with the capacities for the three other constitutive vital activities given in DA I1.2 (nutrition,
perception, and intellect).

When he actually turns to locomotion in DA 111.9, Aristotle entertains more explicit
arguments for this claim. Initially, he contends that no single psychic part could lay claim to
being the cause for and “authoritative” (kvptoc)® over locomotion. Hence, it would appear that
we must posit another principle that is responsible for locomotion—i.e., a locomotive part of the
soul. Locomotion is not coextensive with perception (as shown by sessile animals, who perceive
but do not locomote), and so cannot be caused by perception alone.” Likewise, as | discuss in
more detail in Appendix 3, the examples of the enkratic and akratic purportedly show that
neither desire nor intellect could be authoritative over locomotion (though Aristotle shortly
denies this claim about desire in DA 111.10). In following their intellect in action, the enkratic
does not appear to follow their desire. In following their desire in action, the akratic does not
follow their intellect. In sum, because locomotion cannot be explained by any other capacity, it
appears that we must posit a distinct locomotive part of the soul (2a).

Avristotle changes course in DA 111.10, concluding that desire (properly understood) is, in
fact, responsible for and authoritative over locomotion: “desire is the sort of capacity in the soul

that moves [the animal].”® Desire is uniquely responsible for all cases of locomotion, even that of

SDA 1.2, 413a22-25.
® DA 111.9, 433a5-6.
"DA111.9, 432b19-26.

8 «“d11 pgv odv 1 TordT™ SHvag Kvel THG Woxdic, 1| kakovpévn dpefic, pavepdy,” (DA 111.10,

433a31-b1).
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the enkratic and their rational desires. It is always an organism’s desire (e.g., for food, for health)
that determines to what and how the organism moves (e.g., towards prey, away from sweets). To
understand locomotion, then, we must invoke desire. Locomotion is causally and logically
posterior to desire, just as memory is to perception. Accordingly, this suggests a variation on
(2a): that the desiderative capacity, not the locomotive, is a distinct psychic part, over and above
perception and intellect. Aristotle skeptically countenances this possibility: at least according to
some divisions of the soul (but not his own), “parts of the soul...[would be] very many: the
nutritive [capacity], perceptual, intellectual, deliberative, and, further, desiderative.”® More
directly, in NE 1.13’s division of the soul, Aristotle explicitly recognizes within the nonrational
part of the soul a distinct “appetitive part (indeed, a desiring part as a whole).”? This, in sum,
suggests that desire is a distinct psychic part.

Nonetheless, there is clear evidence that, at least in DA, Aristotle denies that desire is a
distinct psychic part. As we saw in detail Chapter 3, he expresses in DA 111.9-10 fears around the
irresolvable methodological problems with treating desire (or phantasia or deliberation) as a
distinct psychic part. When, in the passage just quoted, he entertains the possibility of a
desiderative part, he suggests that such a part would initiate an indefinite proliferation of psychic
parts, of the sort he attributes in DA 111.9 to Platonic bipartition and tripartition:

(t2) For those who distinguish parts of the soul, there will turn out to be very many, if

they distinguish and separate them in accordance with capacities: the nutritive
[capacity], perceptual, intellectual, deliberative, and, further, desiderative.

9 1d puépn THC YOG .. mpmodho yivetar, BpemTicoV, aicONTIKOV, vOnTIKoV, BovAevTikdy, £t

opextikov,” (DA 111.10, 433b1-3).

10 <1y & EmBopMTCoV Koi Shog dpekticov,” (NE 1.13, 1102b29).

11 «10ic 8¢ Sropodot Té PéPN THS YOG, S0V KA TS SVVALELS Stapdot Kol yopiloot,

nhpmorda yivetral, Opentikdv, aicOntikdv, vontikdv, Bovievticov, €1t opektikdv,” (DA 111.10,
433b1-4). For a more detailed discussion, see Chapter 3, 81.
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As | argued in Chapter 3, a central lesson of Aristotle’s general reflections on psychic parthood
is that we must, as far as possible, consistently seek to limit the number of psychic parts.
Recognizing desire as a distinct psychic part, Aristotle fears, is a symptom of or would lead to an
uncontrollable increase in psychic parts.

More positively, Aristotle consistently recognizes a close connection between the
cognitive psychic parts—intellect or perception—and desire. | argued for this claim in Chapter 3
82.2, as a background for Aristotle’s response to the Platonic Argument from Opposites. We can
briefly return to this close connection between cognition and desire, now using it to see why
Avristotle would deny that desire constitutes a distinct psychic part. This close connection, I
argue, shows that desire is logically posterior to and dependent on, and so ‘in’, the perceptual
and intellectual parts of the soul.

As a start, cognition is a necessary condition of desire (i.e., it allows one to apprehend
and represent the object of desire): “the object of desire...moves...by being thought of or
[perceptually] imagined.”*? Yet this fact is not yet sufficient for showing that some capacity is
not a distinct psychic part. Although phantasia (and so perception) is a necessary condition for
intellect, intellect is a psychic part distinct from phantasia and perception.*® Likewise, just
because desire requires perception or intellect does not yet show that it cannot constitute a
distinct desiderative part. If we are right to think that desire does not constitute a distinct psychic

part, we must see that desire has a more intimate relationship to perception and intellect.

12 <1 dpektov...KIvel. .. Td vonOijvor fj pavracOivor,” (DA 111.10, 433b11-12).

13 Chapter 4, §2.1.
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Cognition is not just a prerequisite for desire, but is itself involved in the very act of
desiring. In general, desire is always for “the good or the apparent good.”** An animal or human,
by definition, pursues what is or appears good, and avoids what is or appears bad. Crucially, we
apprehend that an object is good, and so pursue that object in locomotion, by means of our
cognitive powers. We do not merely apprehend through perception that coffee is brown, bitter,
etc., or through intellect that it falls under generic categories (roasted bean, beverage, etc.,). We
also apprehend by perception and intellect that the coffee is good or bad—e.g., that it is or would
be pleasant or painful, healthy or unhealthy, useful or useless, etc.

This is clearest in the case of perception. By definition, appetitive desire has as its object
pleasure; pleasure is appetite’s good.'® Aristotle maintains that it is through perception that we
apprehend that something is pleasant or painful. He sees “experiencing pleasure” as “the
actualization of the mean of the perceptual [principle] in relation to what is good or bad insofar
as they are such.”*® Accordingly, it is through perception that we apprehend something as good
or bad, and so as an object to be desired and pursued: “whenever there is something pleasant or
painful, [perception], by, so to speak, affirming or denying, pursues or avoids.”*’ Although he
devotes less attention to it in DA, he suggests that the same kind of analysis also applies to

intellect: “whenever [intellect] affirms or denies that something is good or bad, it pursues or

14 <} 10 dyafov i) o pawvopevov ayadov,” (DA 111.10, 433a27-28).

15 See DA 111.10, 433b7-9.
16 ki o011 TO §OecOAL Kod AvTEIcOAL TO Evepyeiv TH| aicOTIKT| PEGHTNTL TPOC TO dyadov f
Kakdv, 1 towadte,” (DA 111.7, 10-11).

I «grav 8& 16V i Aommpdv, olov katapdco i arogdca Sidket fi pevyet,” (DA 111.7, 431a9-10).

285



avoids.”*® Practical intellect apprehends the goodness of an object, and thereby prompts
locomotion to pursue it.

In both cases, a cognitive part is said to “affirm or deny” (kotoagdvar or dmogdvar) that
something is good or bad. This is presented as broadly similar to how perception would affirm
that some coffee is dark, or intellect would affirm that it falls under the class of coffee (whether
all these cognitive affirmations are identical in nature is a further question). As noted above,
insofar as the object is good or bad, that object is desirable or undesirable. In apprehending an
object as good, intellect or perception then affirms that the object is desirable. This, in turn, gives
rise to a desire for that object, which prompts the organism to pursue it. If intellect or perception
apprehends the object as bad, the opposite occurs: there is an aversion to the object, which
prompts the organism to avoid it or “encourages a pulling back.”*°

Accordingly, to understand desire or locomotion, one must refer to the way in which an
organism apprehends whether an object is good or bad, and so something to be desired and
pursued. This cognition forms not just a prerequisite to desire, but a crucial aspect of desire
itself. Abstractly, this mirrors the relationship between memory and perception. To understand
desire, one must refer to perception; perception is not just a prerequisite to memory, but is part of
the very nature and being of memory itself. As memory is in the perceptual part of the soul, so
desire is in the perceptual and intellectual parts. Desire is a capacity of an organism to be
responsive to objects apprehended as good by perception or intellect. Accordingly, with
perception, Aristotle maintains generally that “the capacity for desire and the capacity for

avoidance do not differ either from one another or from the perceptual capacity, though they do

18 “grov 8¢ dyaBoviy kakdv eron i amoeron, pedyst | dibket,” (431a15-16).

19« avOéhke kelever,” (DA T11.10, 433b7).
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differ in being.”?° Such claims affirm that, though desire differs in being (i.e., possesses a distinct
definition) from perception, it is not a separate psychic part, over and above perception.
Perception and desire are conceptually distinct aspects of a single part of soul. Desire is logically
posterior to perception, and so can be said to be in the perceptual part of the soul. Though less
thematized, the same sorts of claims are suggested with practical intellect, and the sorts of
desires characteristic of the rational apprehension of the good. Hence, desire is likewise an aspect
of and posterior to the intellectual part of the soul.

In sum, we would be unable to understand desire or locomotion without reference to
perception or intellect. Desire and locomotion are both logically posterior to and dependent on
perception and intellect. Our perceptual and intellectual apprehension of the world forms a
crucial aspect of the nature of desire itself. Hence, neither desire nor locomotion is a distinct
psychic part, over and above perception and intellect. Like memory or phantasia, desire and
locomotion are not psychic parts, but must be understood and defined in relation to more basic
psychic parts.

There is, however, a crucial difference between the cases of phantasia or memory, and
those of desire or locomotion: Aristotle thinks that the latter, but not the former, are in both the
perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul. It remains unclear how desire could simultaneously
be in both parts. This is especially pressing because Aristotle maintains that desire, as the
principle for locomotion, is a single principle (and not, for example, split into multiple

intellectual and perceptual desiderative principles). In Appendix 3, I discuss how Aristotle

20 <oy, £TEPOV TO OPEKTIKOV KOL TO PEVKTIKOV, 00T’ GAARAV 0UTe ToD aicOntucod,” (DA 111.7,

431a13-14).
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resolves this problem in his account of desire a as a “common form” shared by the perceptual

and intellectual parts of the soul.
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3 The Unity of Desire and the Argument from Opposites

In Chapter 3, we encountered the Platonic Argument from Opposites (AO) and, in the
face of AO, Aristotle’s defense of his own division of the soul.> Beyond attempting to provide
positive evidence for Platonic bipartition and tripartition, AO further poses a stubborn difficulty
for Aristotle’s own positive account of locomotion and desire in DA. To summarize AO: The
Principle of Opposites (PO) states that no single thing can sustain opposites. If something
sustains opposites, it is not one thing, but divided and many. AO infers from the fact that there
are opposing desires or beliefs within a single soul that there must be distinct psychic parts (e.g.,
appetite, spirit, reason), each of which function as principles of desire, action, or belief.
Accordingly, Aristotle claims that Platonic bipartition and tripartition is compelled to “split up”
(Sraomdv)? desire itself—breaking what actually is a single desiderative principle up into two or
three principles. In contrast, Aristotle contends that there is “one thing initiating motion, the
desiderative [principle],”® and so rejects the splitting up of desire. Nonetheless, as discussed in
Chapter 3, Aristotle also recognizes the existence of opposing desires, and so feels the force of
AO. Because Aristotle takes AO to split desire, at least for the Platonist, it remains unclear how
he can both maintain that desire is unified and acknowledge the existence of opposing desires.

In 81, | present the reasons why Aristotle thinks desire should be unified and rejects the
Platonic splitting up of desire, arguing that this commitment stems from his further commitment
to the unity of the object of desire (the good). In §2, I argue that Aristotle’s idiosyncratic analysis

of opposing desires shows how he can maintain this commitment to the unity of desire, even in

! Chapter 3, §2.
2 DA 111.9, 432D5.

3 “gv &1 11 10 KIvodV, 1O dpexticdv,” (DA 111.10, 433a21).
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the face of AO. He argues that desire possesses a special kind of unity, constituting a single

“common form” shared by both the perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul.

81  Unitary and Aggregative Accounts of Locomotion

The bulk of DA 111.9-10 presents a dialectic between two sorts of approaches to
explaining locomotion. On the one hand, there are aggregative accounts of locomotion,
according to which multiple distinct principles or psychic parts are independently responsible for
different kinds of locomotion.* Platonic tripartition is an example of an aggregative account, in
which three independent principles (reason, spirit, appetite) are responsible for locomotion.
Another example, which Aristotle himself momentarily entertains in DA 111.9, holds that intellect
and desire both serve as principles that can independently move the animal. On the other, there
are unitary accounts of locomotion, in which a single principle is responsible for locomotion.
Such an account appears natural when explaining the behavior of nonrational animals, who
might reasonably be said to move by some monolithic “impulse” or “instinct”. More
surprisingly, Aristotle’s own positive account holds that a single principle—desire—is
responsible for the locomotion of nonrational and rational animals alike. One chief aim of DA
I11.10 is to defend desire as such a unified principle of locomotion.

To see why Aristotle opts for this unitary account of locomotion and desire, it will be
helpful to briefly describe the dialectic that Aristotle presents between these two accounts.
Aristotle initially appropriates AO to motivate an aggregative account of locomotion, according

to which intellect and desire independently move the animal.® Yet he ultimately rejects this

4 See also Whiting’s description of a “disjunctive” account of locomotion (Whiting 2002, 178).

® Aristotle employs a similar argument for psychic parts at NE 1.13, 1102b18-22: humans
“evidently also have in them some other [part] that is by nature something apart from reason,
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initial aggregative account, instead endorsing a unitary account of locomotion. The true mover,
Aristotle claims, is “the object of desire” (10 dpextov)—the good pursued or bad avoided in
locomotion. Hence, an animal’s or human’s capacity to be responsive and pursue such objects—
desire (6pe€ig)—is the single psychic principle responsible for locomotion.

In the second half of DA 111.9, Aristotle entertains an aggregative account of locomotion.
The possibility of akrasia shows that intellect, broadly construed,® is not the sole mover of
humans. Though the akratic knows that sugar is unhealthy, and so her intellect commands her to
avoid it, she adds sugar to her coffee anyways, in accordance with a desire for sugar. Hence, the
action of the akratic requires a distinct desiderative principle that opposes intellect: “Even when
[practical]” intellect commands and thought says to flee or pursue something, one is not moved,
but acts in accordance with appetite, as, for instance, the akratic person does.”® Yet this same
argument also appears to apply to desire itself. As desire appears to overcome intellect in the

akratic, so intellect appears to overcome desire in the enkratic: “even desire is not authoritative

clashing and struggling with reason. For just as paralyzed parts of a body, when we decide to
move them to the right, do the contrary and move off to the left, the same is true of the soul; for
enkratic people have impulses in contrary directions.” The similarity between the argument of
NE 1.13, and AO in Rep. IV provides further evidence for the disparity between the account of
psychic parts in the DA and the account within Aristotle’s practical works.

® Similar to his use of aicOnoic, Aristotle uses vodg in both specific and broad senses: 1) as a
technical term for the most basic and fundamental intellectual principle, described in DA 111.4-6
(i.e., the intellectual capacity); 2) as a label for the entire class of intellectual capacities (i.e., the
intellectual part). The looseness of his language in DA 111.9-10 indicates that he employs voig
there in the broader sense, covering “calculation” (10 Aoyiotikov), “intellect” (6 vodc), the
“capacity for contemplation” (6 Bewpntikoc), “knowledge” (1| Eémotiun), and “thought” (1
davola).

’ Contemplative intellect has no direct influence on locomotion: it “does not contemplate what is
to be done, nor does it say anything at all about what is to be pursued or avoided, while motion
always belongs to one who is avoiding or pursuing something,” (DA 111.9, 432b26-28).

8 “g11 Kol &mTdTToVTog TOD VO Kol Aeyovong Tig dtavoiag pevysv Tt fi Sidkev 0b K veiton, GAL

Kot TV Embopiav mpdret, olov 0 dxpathc,” (DA 111.9, 433al-3).
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over motion [in place], since enkratic people, though they desire and have an appetite, do not act
as desire bids, but instead follow intellect.”® When the enkratic chooses to refrain from drinking
the sweetened coffee, even as she feels the pressures of her desire for it, her rational thought (that
the sugar is unhealthy) appears authoritative over her action. Hence, intellect also appears to
oppose desire and produce locomotion. Although both intellect and desire (construed widely)©
influence locomotion, neither is always the authoritative mover.*!

Accordingly, by the end of DA 111.9, Aristotle entertains an aggregative approach to the
soul and action, reminiscent of Platonic bipartition. Socrates argues in Rep. IV that akrasia and
enkrateia imply the existence of multiple distinct psychic parts (appetite, spirit, reason), each of
which are responsible for distinct sorts of desires and actions. Similarly, Aristotle here suggests
that these same phenomena appear to require a similar picture of locomotion, in which
locomotion is the product of two distinct principles (desire and intellect).

In DA 111.10, Aristotle rejects this initial aggregative account and endorses a unitary
account of locomotion. Desire, he maintains, is always for an object (e.g., pleasure, health,

honor).*? In every case of locomotion, both those in accordance with intellect and those in

9 oA prv 008’ 1 Epefic TavTNG Kupia T KIVAGE®MS: Ol Yap £ykpaTeic OpeyOLEVOL Kod

gmOvpodvieg 00 TPATTOVGY GV EYoVct TV dpetty, GAL drkoiovOodot Td v,” (DA 111.9, 433a6-
8).

10 Of course, we employ a much richer and more diverse vocabulary to describe locomotion than
simply ‘intellect’ and ‘desire’. Nonetheless, Aristotle contends that “all of these [terms] can be
reduced [avayetat] to intellect and desire,” (MA 6, 700b18-19; see also Nussbaum 1986, 334-
336).

11 “These two appear to move [the animal]: desire and intellect,” (DA 111.10, 433a9-10; see also
433al7-18).

12 “Degire. . .is always for the sake of something, since desire is for something [«oi 1 dpe&ig
gvexd tov mico- ob yap N dpeic],” (DA 111.10, 433a15-16). “Desire” (8pekig), an Aristotelian
technical term) literally translates to “a reaching out for.” As Nussbaum notes (1986, 273-5), this
indicates both that desire is an activity of the organism, and that it is essentially directed towards
an object.
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accordance with appetite, an animal aims to pursue or avoid a particular object of desire. This
object determines the animal’s movement. | perform a particular action because | desire a
particular object: | heat the kettle because an object of desire—coffee—moves me. Without this
desired object, my movement would never occur. Because it determines locomotion, the object
of desire functions as the primary principle of locomotion. Moreover, this desired object,
Avristotle stipulates, is “the good or the apparent good.”*? By definition, an animal always
pursues what is or seems to be good, and avoids what is or seems bad. When | correctly
apprehend and aim for something good (e.g., health), I pursue the genuine good (healthy food). If
| am mistaken about the good (pleasure), | pursue what only seems to be good (sugar).*
Accordingly, the good or apparent good is the primary mover of the animal.

The primacy of the object of desire extends also to the capacity for desire. As we have seen
repeatedly in the preceding pages, Aristotle holds that capacities and activities are both posterior
to and individuated by their proper objects.'® In the present case, this suggests that desire is defined
as that capacity that has the object of desire as its proper object. It is the capacity of an animal to
be moved by and towards the good. The object of desire can move the animal because the animal
has a power to desire it. Because the desired object has primacy in locomotion, so too does the
desiderative capacity. The animal moves because it actualizes its capacity to desire particular

objects. Even if coffee were generally considered good or desirable, | pursue it only because | can

13 < 10 dyaBov | 1o povopevov ayadov,” (DA 111.10, 433a27-28).

14 Moreover, the object of desire is a practical good: “the good concerned with what can be done,
since what can be done is contingent and capable of being otherwise.” (111.10, 433a29-30).

15 DA 11.4, 415a19-20.
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desire it. Hence, Aristotle affirms a unitary account of locomotion, maintaining that there is
ultimately a single capacity that is responsible for locomotion: desire.*®

This approach might seem to be undermined by the enkratic, in whom a non-desiderative
capacity—intellect—appears to overcome desire and move the animal. Yet even in this case, desire
is actually responsible for locomotion. Because practical intellect “engages in calculation for the
sake of” a desired object, this object of desire “is the starting point [apyn] of practical intellect.”’
When practical intellect appears to be responsible for action, it takes up a desired object and
reasons about how to possess or achieve it. When intellect commands that | refrain from sugar, it
has authority only because it is prompted by an object of desire (health). If health were not desired,
intellect would have no starting point, and so would not affect my action.*® Intellect’s power to
move a human, then, appears to be parasitic on desire and its object: “the object of desire moves
and because of this [610 todto] intellect moves...intellect apparently does not move without
desire.”'® Even the enkratic is moved by a kind of desire (rational desire or “wish”, BovAnocic):
“since wish is desire, whenever something is moved in accordance with rationality, it is also moved

in accordance with wish.”?® The apparent conflict between intellect and desire in the enkratic

should in fact be treated as a conflict between two desires (wish and appetite).

16 «“Clearly, what is called desire is the sort of capacity in the soul that moves [the animal],” (DA
111.10, 433a31-bl; a21-22).

1 voidc 8¢ 6 &vekd Tov Aoy1lOHEVOC KOl O TPAKTIKOC. .00 Yap 1) dpeélg, abtn dpyry Tod

npaxtikod vod," (DA 111.10, 433a13-7).

18 “Generally, we see that one with medical knowledge does not heal, there being something
else—not his knowledge—in charge of his acting in accordance with his knowledge.” (DA I11.9,
433a4-6; see also Meta. .5 1048a10-13).

19 <1 dpeKToOV Yap Kvel, Kai d16 ToDTO 1) S1évota KIvel...6 P&V vodg od QaiveTon KIvdv dvev

opé€emc,” (DA 111.10, 433al17-22).

20 <y yap BovANGIG Bpedig, dtav 8¢ Katd TOV Aoyioudv Kivijtar, koi kotd BovAncty kivsitor,” (DA

111.10, 433a23-25).
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In sum, Aristotle maintains that there is one principle, desire, that moves the animal, while
intellect moves the animal only secondarily. A similar distinction obtains even in nonrational
locomotion. Aristotle stipulates that another cognitive capacity, phantasia, holds the same
relationship to nonrational desires as intellect does to wish. At least within an explanation of
locomotion, Aristotle suggests that we should “posit phantasia as a sort of thinking [vonoiv].”?*
Just as we can say that intellect rationally moves a human by recommending some course of action,
likewise phantasia nonrationally moves the animal. Yet, just as wish is ultimately responsible for
rational locomotion, so another kind of desire (appetite or spirit) is responsible for nonrational
locomotion: “whenever phantasia moves, it does not do so without desire.”??> Hence, desire moves

the animal primarily, while cognitive capacities (phantasia and intellect) influence locomotion

secondarily.

82 Desire as a Common Form

As initially noted, however, opposing desires and AO seem to require a splitting of desire
into multiple distinct principles. Although we can say that any given instance of locomotion is
caused by desire, desires themselves can oppose each other, as with akrasia or enkrateia. Hence,
it would appear, there must be distinct desiderative principles, which are sources of distinct (and
sometimes opposing) desires. On the Aristotelian picture, this would require that we distribute
distinct desiderative principles across the intellectual and perceptual psychic parts. Perception and
intellect would each have their own distinct desiderative capacity (e.g., appetite and wish), which

operate independently and can oppose each other. This, in turn, leads to the same absurdity that

21 «g{ ic ™v pavtaciav T10in dg vonoiv Tva,” (DA 111.10, 433a9-10).

22 < povtacio 8¢ dtav Kvij, 0O Kvel dvev opéfewc,” (DA 111.10 433a20-1).
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Aristotle describes in DA 111.9, in which the Platonist “splits” desire and distributes it across
different psychic parts. Such a picture would be structurally identical to the Platonic account of
desire, according to which “the three [psychic parts] also have three kinds of pleasure, one peculiar
to each. The same holds of desires [émBvpion].”?* Accordingly, AO would seem to undermine any
unitary account of desire and locomotion, suggesting that desire itself is partitioned into two
distinct moving principles.
To defend his unitary account of locomotion against this threat, Aristotle shows how

opposing desires does not require splitting the desiderative capacity:

(t1) Since...desires arise opposite to one another, and this occurs whenever reason and

the appetites are opposed, and this comes about in those with a perception of time

(since intellect encourages a pulling back because of what is going to happen, whereas

appetite operates because of what is already present, since a present pleasure appears

to be an unqualified pleasure, and an unqualified good, because of its not seeing what

IS going to happen) it follows that what moves is one in form: the desiderative capacity

insofar as it is a desiderative capacity. But first of all is the object of desire, since this

moves without being moved, by being thought of or imagined. In number, though, the

things moving will be more than one.?*
In Chapter 3 82, we looked at (t1) to determine how Aristotle’s analysis of opposing desires allows
him to preserve his preferred psychic partition and reject Platonic partition. To do so, we saw that
he treats opposing desires as products of opposing acts of cognition. With our present concerns,

we can look (t1) to see how Aristotle can treat as compatible the existence of opposing acts of

desire and the unity of the desiderative capacity. Desire, Aristotle contends, is one in form. Desire

23 Rep. 1X 580d. These three appetites or desires are 1) “for food, drink, sex, and all the things
that go along with them,” (Rep. IX, 580¢); 2) for “mastery, victory, and high repute,” (Rep. IX,
581a); 3) “know[ing] where the truth lies,” (Rep. X, 581b).

24 “mei & OpéEelg yivovton évavtion GAAAALG, ToDTO 8¢ cvpPaivel dtav 6 Adyog kai ai EmBopiot

gvavtiol mot, yivetor &° v 1oic ypdvou aicOnotv Exovaty (0 HEV Yap vodg dud TO HEALOV
avOérkey kehevet, 1 0° émbBopia dud O HOM eaiveTon yap TO HoM OV Kol ATADG 10V Koi dyafov
AamAGC, S180 TO U Opdiv TO PEALOV), €181 P&V Ev v €11 TO KIvodV, TO OPEKTIKOV, T| OPEKTIKOV—
TPDOTOV 0& TAVTOV TO OPeKTHV: TODTO YA KIVEL 0V KIVOUUEVOVY, TG vonofjvat §j pavtacOijivor—
apOud 6¢ mheio ta kvodvra,” (DA 111.10, 433b5-13).
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is a form shared by the perceptual and intellectual parts, which allows those parts to both cause
locomotion and action.

Aristotle contends that the existence of opposing desires do not show that desire is
fractured, but only that it possesses a more subtle kind of unity, claiming that desire is formally
unified: “what moves is one in form, the desiderative capacity qua desiderative capacity."?
Generally, things that are one in form, that share a single form, are “things whose account [Adyoc]
is one.”?® The account for both, which articulates the nature or some shared aspect of those things,
is identical. This includes things that are one in number: a single person over time, whose matter
changes but whose single human form remains unchanged.?’ This also includes things that are not
one in number: a parent and child, although distinct individuals, share a single human form and
definition.?® Desire, Aristotle contends, constitutes a single shared form. The psychic parts
responsible for locomotion—the perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul—are one in form,
insofar as they are desiderative or share the single form desire.

This conclusion results from a more general principle about causation, which Aristotle
explicitly voices in DA 111.10: if two distinct things were causally responsible for a single
activity, they would do so through sharing something—a “common form” (xowov £idoc) that
allows both things to cause the relevant activity. As two humans share a single human form, so

electric and gas engines share a single formal aspect, at some level of abstraction, that allows

25 “£15e1 puév & Gv € 10 Kvodv, 10 dpekTikdy, f Opektikov,” (DA 111.10, 433b10-11).

26 Meta. A.6, 1016b32.

2T “In this way what has grown and is diminishing is one, because its formula is one,” (Meta. A.6,
1016a35-6).

28 «“That which generates another is like that which generates, not numerically one and the same
but one in form [006€ v T® apOu®d dAAL T® €ider]...for a human begets a human,” (Meta. Z.8,
1033b31-33).
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them to move a car. The individuals are numerically distinct, but the shared form is one. This
also holds, Aristotle contends, with locomotion and desire: “if there were two things that moved
[the animal]...they would do so according to some common form.”?°

As we saw in both Chapter 3 and Appendix 2, we in fact do have two psychic parts
responsible for locomotion—the perceptual and the intellectual parts. They move the animal
through perceptually or rationally grasping some real or apparent good (i.e., an object of desire).
Yet, as we also saw, desire is that principle by which both parts are responsive to the good and
can cause locomotion. Both parts are able to contribute to locomotion through something they
share: a common desiderative form. Hence, perception and intellect move insofar as they are
both desiderative and possess a desiderative form. It is not insofar as an animal can cognize that
it moves; there are forms of cognition (e.g., contemplative intellect) that do not produce
motion.® | do not move because | can imagine or think about the many features of coffee, but
because | desire the goodness or pleasure of coffee. We do not pursue objects insofar as they are
merely perceptible or intelligible, but insofar as those objects are desirable (i.e., qua good). The
perceptual and intellectual parts of the soul can apprehend the goodness or badness of objects.
Yet they cause locomotion and action because they are both evaluative and desiderative—i.e.,
they possess a desiderative form. Accordingly, it is more proper to say that these parts move
“qua desiderative [ opexticov].”3
Importantly, this picture does not imply that there are distinct desiring capacities in each

part. Instead, there are two psychic parts, each of which share a single desiderative form. Just as

29 «gi yap 800...Ekivovv, kaTd Kowov &v Tt ékivovy gidog,” (DA 111.10, 433a22-23).

%0 See DA 111.9, 433a27-433b2.
1 DA 11110, 433b11.
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in two humans there are not two distinct humanities, but a single shared human form, so in
locomotion there are not two distinct perceptual and rational desiderative capacities, but a single
shared form. ‘Desire’ names this common form or aspect, shared by both the perceptual and
intellectual parts of the soul, which allows the animal or human to pursue or avoid objects. Both
psychic parts play a role in locomotion because they are desiderative.?

In sum, although there are distinct intellectual and perceptual parts, desire itself is one.
Even when intellect and perception are responsible for opposing desires, this is still caused by
their single shared desiderative form. Desire is formally one, insofar as it is a single form shared
by both perception and intellect. Because desire is the primary internal principle responsible for
moving the animal, the principle of locomotion is also itself one. Accordingly, Aristotle can
maintain his unitary account of locomotion and his commitment to the unity of desire, even

while recognizing the existence of opposing desires.

32 Moreover, this desiderative form is shared only by the perceptual and intellectual parts. We
might think that all natural things in the Aristotelian cosmos, including plants or the elements,
are responsive to the good, and so share a desiderative form. Plants pursue their good by
imitating the divine through self-maintenance and reproduction; fire pursues its good in moving
upwards towards its natural location. Yet these orientations towards a good need not be cases of
desire. Instead, desire refers more narrowly to that particular form of pursuing an end which is
intentional and cognitive. Hence, desire can obtain only with beings (animals and humans) or
principles (perception and intellect) that are intentional and cognitive.
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