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THE SOURCE OF LIFE:
ACTIVITY, CAPACITY, AND BIOLOGY IN ARISTOTLE’S ACCOUNT OF
SOUL
(Order No. )
BRIAN JULIAN
Boston University Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, 2015
Major Professor: David Roochnik, Maria Stata Professor of Classical Greek Studies
ABSTRACT
Aristotle discusses the nature of soul in De Anima, defining it as the “form of a

natural body having life potentially” or “first actuality of a natural, instrumental body.” I
argue that these definitions characterize soul as the capacity for the activity of life. In
chapter one I examine key terminology from Aristotle’s account of soul: the terms used
to discuss soul, life, and the vital functions. In particular, the soul and life terminology
must be kept separate, as must the terms referring to vital capacities and those referring to
vital activities. In chapter two I use these terminological distinctions to trace Aristotle’s
arguments for his definition of soul, contending that they begin by positing life as the
vital activities and soul as the cause of life. From that beginning, Aristotle twice argues
for a definition of soul, in De Anima 2.1 and 2.2. In the transition between the two
arguments Aristotle says that the first is sketched in outline and that a proper definition
shows the cause. While this is usually taken to mean that Aristotle prefers the second
definition, I argue that the definitions reached are the same. In chapter three I argue that

Aristotle’s definitions of soul state that it is the capacity for life. He defines it as a first

Vi



actuality, and upon examination this phrase means that it is a capacity. He also defines it
as a form and calls form an actuality, but I explain that due to the relativity of actuality
and potentiality, it is permissible to view form as a capacity as well. In chapter four I
reconcile the general account of soul as a capacity with Aristotle’s discussions of a
particular kind of soul, examining what he says in De Anima and his biological works
about the most fundamental kind—the nutritive. Aristotle locates nutritive soul in the
heart and says that it is responsible for the size of an organism, but this fits with nutritive
soul also being the capacity of an organism to nourish itself. I also discuss why Aristotle

says the body is the instrument of soul.
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Introduction

Plants grow; rocks do not. Animals see; sand does not. This difference between
the living and the non-living draws the attention of inquisitive minds. What makes plants
and animals differ from rocks and sand? It should not surprise anyone that Aristotle also
wants to answer this question, given that his inquisitiveness appears to have no bounds.
His answer, as it was for his predecessors, is soul (yvyn). Those things which have soul
live, and those which don’t do not. While this may sound profound, it does not actually
get one much closer to the answer sought. It is fine and good to say that it is soul that
makes something alive, but what is soul?

In De Anima' Aristotle sets out to say what soul is. He begins by emphasizing the
importance of this inquiry, saying that among the kinds of knowledge “we would

2 . .
”~ He also emphasizes its

reasonably place the study of soul among the first things.
difficulty, for “to attain an assurance about it is in each and every way among the most
difficult things.” Despite this difficulty, Aristotle manages to state what soul is rather
succinctly. It is a substance, the form or actuality of a living thing: “Accordingly, soul
must be a substance (ovoio) as the form (£160¢) of a natural body having life potentially,

and this substance is an actuality (évtedéyeta). So it is the actuality of such a body.””*

Aristotle appears to overcome the difficulty of determining what soul is, but in doing so

" use the traditional title of Aristole’s work [TEPI WY XHE, although as I will explain in chapter one,
words derived from the Latin “anima” obscure Aristotle’s discussion of soul for the reader of English.

2 DA 1.1, 402a3-4. All translations from De Anima are my own, unless otherwise noted, based on W. D.
Ross, ed., De Anima, with an introduction and commentary (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961; repr.,
London: Sandpiper Books Ltd., 1999). The translations of other works of Aristotle are usually those of
others, and I have frequently provided the Greek parenthetically within these translations, consulting the
following editions: GA, H. J. Drossaart Lulofs and A. L. Peck; H4, P. Louis, A. L. Peck, and D. M. Balme;
Metaph., W. D. Ross; EN, 1. Bywater; PA, P. Louis; PN, W. D. Ross; Top., W. D. Ross, E. S. Forster.
1.1, 402al10-11.

42.1,412a19-22.



he creates another for his reader. In order to understand his answer, one must understand
what it means for soul to be the form of a living organism.

Aristotle’s discussions of form are numerous and well-known, yet this does not
make it easy to know what Aristotle means by calling soul a form. For example, form is
often explained in terms of shape. Aristotle even does this in the discussion following his
definition of soul: since soul is the form or actuality of the body, “one should not
investigate whether the soul and the body are one, just as one should not ask whether the
wax and the shape (oyfjua) or, in general, the matter of each thing and that of which it is
the matter are one.”” This way of talking about form is helpful in illustrating the
conceptual split between form and matter; a craftsman takes bronze matter and gives it a
spherical form, creating a bronze sphere.® The form in this case is the external shape that
gives definition to what would otherwise just be a blob of bronze. This sort of analysis is
illuminating when it comes to the bronze sphere, but it is less clear how it applies to a
human or to another animal—how this notion of form applies to soul. A statue has the
shape of a human, but it is not alive. Even more problematically, a corpse has the exact
shape of a human, inside and out, yet it is by definition not alive. To understand what
Aristotle means by soul, then, it is not enough merely to label it a form. A more thorough
explanation is needed.

In this dissertation I explain Aristotle’s account by arguing that soul is a capacity.
This is his answer to the question “What is soul?”, and it is also what he means by calling

soul a form. Of course, stating that soul is a capacity is no more helpful than saying it is a

DA 2.1, 412b6-8.
% Aristotle uses the example of the bronze sphere throughout Metaph. Z.7-9. See, for example, Z.8,
1033b1-3.



form; I need to say what it means for soul to be a capacity. Because of this, I will be
focusing on the details of Aristotle’s account. It is this focus on details, moreover, that
makes the project needed. Several scholars agree that soul is a capacity,’ but the
particulars of his account—and even its possible contradictions—are not often discussed.
There are several different kinds of details that need to be examined.

First, there are the individual terms Aristotle uses in his account of soul, terms
such as ‘life’, “first actuality’, and the terms for the various vital functions: the capacity to
nourish (10 Opentikdv), perceiving (aicOnoic), and so on. Some of these terms, such as
‘first actuality’ have received a fair amount of attention in the literature already, although
there is not agreement as to what this term means, or even if it is a technical term. Others,
such as ‘life’ and ‘perceiving’ have not been adequately discussed in the literature. It is
important to have a solid grasp of what Aristotle means by each of these terms, because
they are the building blocks of his account and they are one of the keys to understanding
that soul is a capacity.

Second, I am arguing that Aristotle defines soul as a capacity—a kind of
potentiality—but his definitions state that it is an actuality. He says that soul is “the form
of a natural body having life potentially,”® and form is an actuality. Based on this he goes
on to define soul as “the first actuality of a natural, instrumental body,” again
emphasizing actuality. Aristotle usually separates actualities from potentialities, so an
explanation is needed if soul is somehow both. Such an explanation is crucial to filling

out what Aristotle means by calling soul a capacity.

7 For lists of scholars who agree or disagree, see chapter three.
$DA2.1,412a19-21.
DA 2.1,412b5-6.



Third, Aristotle does not merely state these definitions, but he argues for them. To
understand the definitions, then, one must also understand these arguments. There are
two arguments to consider, in De Anima 2.1 and 2.2, and so it is necessary to examine
how the arguments relate to each other. This examination is especially needed because
the traditional understanding of their relationship undercuts evidence that soul is a
capacity.

Fourth, the definitions of soul so far mentioned are the most general definitions.
Aristotle also discusses the particular kinds of soul—nutritive, perceptive, etc.—and with
each he includes details about the nature of that kind. The general definitions, then, need
to be considered in the light of the particular attributes of particular souls. They must be
shown to be compatible, and this includes showing that the particular attributes can be
assigned to a capacity. Moreover, looking at a particular kind of soul provides the chance
for relating that soul to the corresponding anatomy and biological processes, allowing for
a concrete discussion of the relationship between soul and body.

By examining all of these details in what follows, I aim to give a thorough
account of Aristotle’s definitions of soul, an account that enables one to say more than
just “soul is a form” or even “soul is a capacity.” I start in chapter one by looking at some
of the terminology involved in Aristotle’s discussion, particularly the words he uses that
relate to soul, life, and the vital functions. In chapter two I build on this foundation,
analyzing Aristotle’s arguments in De Anima 2.1 and 2.2 and explaining how they use the
terms from the first chapter. After examining the arguments, I move in chapter three to

looking at their conclusions, the definitions of soul. Here I focus on explaining both that



soul is a capacity and how this is compatible with it also being a form and an actuality. In
chapter four I conclude by reconciling the particular account of nutritive soul with the
general definition of soul as a capacity, as well as by examining the relationship between
soul and the body.

Soul lies at the heart of Aristotle’s philosophy. For Aristotle the biologist it
answers the question of what makes something alive. For Aristotle the metaphysician it
supplies a prominent example of a form. For Aristotle the ethicist it plays a role in the
human good, which is “an activity of soul in accord with virtue.”'’ It is worth enquiring,
then, what exactly soul is. As I will argue here, soul is a capacity, the capacity for the

activity of life.

" EN 1.7, 1098a16-17, Bartlett and Collins translation. Robert C. Bartlett and Susan D. Collins, eds. and
trans., Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2011).



Chapter 1: Soul, Life, and the Vital Functions

In order to examine Aristotle’s definition of soul, one must look at the arguments
of which it is the conclusion. Throughout these arguments, found in De Anima 2.1-2,
Aristotle uses several terms that are famous from his other works, words such as
‘substance’ (ovoin), ‘form’ (£180¢), and ‘actuality’ (dviedéysia). He coined some of these,
such as évtedéyern, while others were originally part of ordinary discourse and
appropriated by Aristotle or his predecessors for philosophical use. Despite their different
origins, each is used by Aristotle in a manner that is clearly technical, covering a
narrowly defined range of meanings and relating to other technical terms in specific
ways. For example, at the beginning of De Anima 2.1, Aristotle reminds his reader that
there are three kinds of substance, one of which is form, and form is actuality relative to
matter." Other terms in these same arguments are less famously Aristotelian. Scattered
amongst ‘substance’ and ‘actuality’ are common words such as ‘life’ ({o1]) and
‘perception’ (0icOnoig). Because these words do not jump out as part of Aristotle’s
familiar vocabulary, it is easy to assume that they carry over their meanings from
ordinary discourse—meanings that are broad and unspecified—and thereby treat them as
untechnical. This easy path should be resisted, however. As I will argue in this chapter
and the next, Aristotle uses several seemingly ordinary terms in technical ways
throughout his arguments establishing the definition of soul, and recognizing this
technicality brings the arguments into sharper focus than is often found in commentaries

on them.

'412a6-11.



Because the technical use of the terminology is under-discussed, it will be helpful
to examine some of the terms before moving on to the arguments. In this chapter I will
focus on three sets of terms, those used to discuss the notions of soul, life, and the vital
functions. By saying that Aristotle uses the terms technically, I mean that they have
narrow meanings within his argument and that they relate to each other in specific ways.
This is not so surprising in the case of soul since it is the topic of Aristotle’s work.
Nevertheless, it is helpful to discuss it along with life and the vital functions, since in the
course of Aristotle’s argument the relationships between these terms are central. I will
only be able to give preliminary accounts of these terms in this chapter, since in some
ways examining them can be said to be the project of the whole dissertation, but there are
three main ways in which such a preliminary account will be of use.

First, one must pay attention to how these terms are translated from the Greek,
and so I will look at the options and explain why I translate them as I do. In particular,
the terms must be translated in such a way so as not to obscure the relationships between
them. This will be particularly relevant when it comes to translations of soul-terms versus
life-terms and with regard to different grammatical forms relating to the vital functions.

Second, I will look at the range of possible meanings for each term and highlight
some meanings that Aristotle does not use in the context of De Anima. These terms can
bring along many connotations, and eliminating some of them makes the terms clearer
when they are read in the context of Aristotle’s argument. ‘Soul’ and ‘life’ are especially

in need of such pruning, since they can carry a wide variety associations.



Third, for some terms I will not prune away possible meanings but just lay out a
set as a reference when trying to understand the use of the terms in Aristotle’s argument.
This will be necessary with those terms referring to the vital functions. Having multiple
options when looking at the argument helps one to read the meaning of the terms from
the argument, rather than into it.

In the next chapter I will look at the arguments for the definition of soul by using
the results obtained here. That discussion will bring back in Aristotle’s famous
terminology, and I can start to consider what it means for the soul to be a form and
actuality. The purpose of this chapter is to enable such an examination. By examining the
terminology involved with soul, life, and the vital functions, one is able to recognize its
technical use in De Anima, making the arguments there much easier to follow.

Soul

There are two main reasons to do a preliminary examination of Aristotle’s terms
relating to soul. The terms in question are yoyn and &uyvyov, which are traditionally
translated ‘soul’ and ‘ensouled’, and both reasons have to do with their translation. First,
it 1s important that both yvyn and &uyvyov are translated in such a way that they are
differentiated from terms such as ‘life’ and ‘living’. While soul is closely related to life,
some commentators link it too closely to life, blurring the distinction between the two.” A
distinction must be maintained, because Aristotle says that soul is the cause of life and

argues for a certain view of the soul on this basis. For example, he argues that soul is a

21 discuss these commentators below.



cause or explanation as substance by invoking this relationship.® “For the cause of the
being (tod eivar) of each thing is substance (1) ovoia), and life (1o {fjv) is the being of

»* A cause and that of

living things, and the cause and source of this is soul (1] yvyn).
which it is the cause should not be the same thing in all respects,” so soul and life must be
kept separate in translation. Second, several commentators argue that ‘soul’ is a
misleading translation of wuyi.° The word ‘soul’ carries several connotations in
contemporary English that are not part of Aristotle’s view of yoyn. I will argue that while
it is helpful to recognize the differences between a modern conception of soul and that of
Aristotle, yoyn is best translated ‘soul’. For the following reasons, then, I will adopt the
traditional translations.

‘Life’ is one possible translation of yuyn—in fact, it is the first possibility listed
in LSJ’—and various commentators, both ancient and contemporary, have written or
translated in such a way so as to merge soul and life. Both Philoponus and Simplicius
wrote in Greek and thus had no need to translate Aristotle’s terms, but they also both

equate woyr and (o, a term that is usually translated “life’.® Philoponus states that “the

soul (yuyn) is to be seen in those natural bodies that have life ((onv). And we call this

* A note about the translation of aitia and aitiov: I will move back and forth between translating these as
‘cause’ and as ‘explanation’. Both words have drawbacks, since to a modern ear ‘cause’ sounds too
physical and ‘explanation’ sounds too mental. An aitia or aitwov is the answer to why something is, and this
does not have to be something physical or material (as we usually think of a cause), but it does have
consequences in the physical world (in contrast to how we usually think of an explanation). I will alternate
my translation in order to remind the reader that the idea behind the terms is somewhere between the two
English words. For a discussion of some of the merits of each as a translation, see Max Hocutt, “Aristotle’s
Four Becauses,” Philosophy 49 (1974), and the reply in G. R. G. Mure, “Cause and Because in Aristotle,”
Philosophy 50 (1975).

“DA2.4,415b12-14.

> The cause answers why a thing is what it is and does not merely state the fact that the thing is, so they
must be different. See Metaph. Z.17, 1041a10-15.

% See below.

7 The Online Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek-English Lexicon, http://www.tlg.uci.edu/lsj/.

¥ T will discuss {on in the next section.
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life “soul’ (ot 8& TV {ony yoyxiv kahodpev).” Simplicius more simply says that

19 Modern scholars similarly collapse soul and life at times. J.

“soul is life (Con 1 yoyn).
L. Ackrill translates &uyoyov as ‘living’: “An animal, [Aristotle] is always saying, is (or
is made up of) psuche and body. Strictly the same is true of a plant, since a plant is

! Gareth Matthews equates ‘soul-powers’ and ‘life-functions’:

empsuchon (living).
“Aristotle seems to have been the first thinker to try to understand what it is to be a living
thing by reference to a list of characteristic ‘life-functions’ (or, as he called them,
‘psychic powers’ or ‘soul powers’—dunameis tés psuchés).”"?

While there are Greek texts where one ought to translate woyn ‘life’,'? this is not a
good choice when it comes to Aristotle’s writings. As I already mentioned, he argues at
least once for the nature of soul on the basis of its relationship to life, and he appears to

do the same thing at the beginning of De Anima 2.2. Here Aristotle is starting his account

of soul over again in some way,'* and he chooses life (1o (ijv) as the place to begin: “And

? Philoponus, On Aristotle’s On the Soul 2.1-6, trans. William Charlton (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2005), 8 (208,17-18). Greek text from Philoponus, /n Aristotelis De Anima Libros Commentaria, ed.
Michael Hayduck, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, vol. 15 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1897).

10 Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Soul /.1-2.4, trans. J. O. Urmson, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1995), 114 (83,6). Greek text from Simplicius, In Libros Aristotelis De Anima Commentaria, ed. Michael
Hayduck, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, vol. 11 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1882).

"J. L. Ackrill, “Aristotle’s Definitions of Psuche,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, New Series 73
(1972-1973): 120.

'2 Gareth B. Matthews, “De Anima 2. 2-4 and the Meaning of Life,” in Essays on Aristotle’s De Anima, ed.
Martha C. Nussbaum and Amélie Oksenberg Rorty, paperback ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 185.
" As two examples, one pre-Aristotle and one post, take Homer and the New Testament. In the Odyssey,
when the blinded Cyclops is trying to catch Odysseus and his men, Odysseus says to himself, “but I was
planning so that things would come out the best way, / and trying to find some release from death, for my
companions / and myself too, combining all my resource and treacheries, / as with life (yvoyf|c) at stake, for
the great evil was very close to us” (9.420-423). Homer, The Odyssey of Homer, trans. Richmond Lattimore
(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1967; repr. New York: HarperPerennial, 1991). Likewise, in
response to Jesus saying that Peter cannot follow him where he is going, Peter responds, “Lord, why can I
not follow you now? I will lay down my life (v yoynv pov) for you.” (John 13:37, English Standard
Version.)

' 1 will discuss the nature of this new start in the next chapter.
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s0, taking up a starting point of the examination, we say that the ensouled (t0 &uyvyov) is
distinguished from the unensouled (tod dybdyov) by life (1® (fjv). But life (tod (fjv) is
said in many ways, and we say that a thing lives ({fjv) if any one of these is present in
it....”"> Aristotle is beginning his account by relating the ensouled thing (10 &uyvyov),
and thereby soul (yvyn), to something else, using this as a starting point for the
discussion of soul. The term for this related thing, to (fjv, is usually translated ‘life’.'® To
also translate yoyn or &uyuyov as ‘life’ or ‘living’ would cover over the argument that
Aristotle is beginning here. Other terms must be used.

For the same reason one should avoid translations deriving from anima, the Latin
translation of yuyn. While technically the English adjective ‘animate’ should mean
‘having soul’, in practice it is synonymous with ‘living’. Robert Pasnau notes that the
same ambiguity is even in a Latin derivative of anima: animatus comes from anima, but
“animatus also bears the less technical meaning of ‘having life’.”'” In order to avoid
confusion, &uyvyov should not be translated ‘animate’,'® nor yoyn ‘animator’.'” Soul and

life must be terminologically distinct so that Aristotle’s arguments are not obscured.

" 413220-23.

' For a discussion of 1o {ijv, see the next section.

" In Thomas Aquinas, A Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, trans. Robert Pasnau (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1999), 5nl.

'8 Both Apostle and Hicks so translate it at D4 2.2, 413a21, the passage just discussed above. Hippocrates
G. Apostle, trans., Aristotle’s On the Soul (Grinnell: The Peripatetic Press, 1981); R. D. Hicks, ed. and
trans., De Anima (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1907; reprint, New York: Arno Press, 1976).

'% Jonathan Barnes suggests this as a possible translation: “Since a psuché is what animates, or gives life to,
a living thing, the word 'animator' (despite its overtones of Disneyland) might be used.” Jonathan Barnes,
Aristotle, in Greek Philosophers (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 274. This translation works fine
in English—soul is the cause of life, as he says—but the etymological connection with anima makes the
translation less desirable. Soul should not be that which brings soul. In the context Barnes is explaining to
his introductory-level audience that Aristotle has something different in mind than we do when we discuss
soul, so his proposing such an alternative translation is entirely appropriate. I merely suggest that such a
translation would not be appropriate in a scholarly context.
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Even if one accepts that yoyn must be differentiated from life, some
commentators think that ‘soul’ is a poor translation when discussing Aristotle, and at first
glance they seem right. Many people associate soul with ideas foreign to Aristotle’s
concerns. In American®® popular culture we tend to connect soul to questions about the
afterlife, wondering if our souls survive the death of the body. In asking these questions
we are linking soul with personal identity and one’s core self; we want to know whether
we survive death. We assign this sort of inquiry to a particular sphere of discourse, with
the questions falling squarely on the religion side of the traditional divide between
religion and science. We generally ask these questions only of humans, although
sometimes we are willing to grant souls to beloved pets as well.

For the most part these are not Aristotle’s concerns or associations. In De Anima
he does discuss the question of whether soul survives the destruction of the body, but his
interests in asking this do not appear to be the same as ours. According to Aristotle the
soul cannot outlast the body, at least in most cases. The two are inseparable, since soul is
the form or actuality of the body. *' A different kind of actuality could outlast a body, one
that is not an actuality of the body but merely associated with it in some way. One kind of
soul, active intellect, 1s such an actuality.22 For this reason, of all the varieties of soul,

1 ’723

“only this 1s deathless and eterna A person with modern concerns would find this

T do not mean to restrict the discussion to just Americans if the following observations apply to other
nations and cultures as well. I suspect the same associations with ‘soul’ are spread throughout the west, and
perhaps further. I merely restrict my comments here so as to not speak for other cultures of which I am not
a part.

2! He states this inseparability at DA 2.1, 413a3-6.

DA 2.1,41326-7; 3.5, 430a17-18.

3 DA 3.5, 430a23. Of course, what precisely Aristotle means in DA 3.5 is the subject of debate. For my
present purposes, it is enough just to note that he raises the possibility of some kind of soul being deathless
in some way.
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statement intriguing and want an extensive explanation. Aristotle instead gives one short
parenthetical comment, a comment that raises many more questions than it answers: “but
we do not remember, since this [sort of intellect] is not affected, while the intellect that is
capable of being affected is perishable.”** Given that this is the extent of his explicit
discussion on the topic, Aristotle is not putting the question of whether we as persons
survive death in the front and center the way we would.

Aristotle differs even more greatly from us when it comes to the other concerns
discussed above. He does not see a tension between religion and science—or at least
between theology and science. God, the unmoved mover, is the cause of the movement of
the first heaven, which is responsible for moving other things.* If he did split science
from religion, however, his discussions of soul in De Anima fall on the side of science.
For Aristotle soul is not a religious notion but a biological one.”® It is also not unique to
humans, or even to animals. Anything living, including plants, has a soul.”’

Given this discrepancy between Aristotle’s emphases and the associations we
bring along with the word ‘soul’, perhaps it would be better to use another word to
translate yoyr. For this reason some scholars choose to just transliterate it as “psuche’ or
‘psyche.” Montgomery Furth prefers ‘psyche’ to ‘soul’, since “the associations of the
English word ‘soul’ seems to me to render it ridiculous as a rendering for Aristotle’s

psukhé, and ‘psyche’ is better as a regular reminder that what is in point here is a highly

* DA 3.5, 430a23-25.

» Metaph. A.7.

26 It is the task of the natural philosopher to investigate the soul (DA 1.1, 403a27-28).

2" DA 2.2,413a225-31. God may be an exception. He certainly is living (Metaph. A.7, 1072b26-27), but he
is an actuality that cannot be other than he is (1072b7-8), so if he has soul, it must be a different sort than
the capacity that I will argue Aristotle assigns to mortal beings.
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idiosyncratic theoretical concept.””®

K. V. Wilkes also prefers to leave Aristotle’s word
untranslated, as she explains in her essay “Psuché versus the Mind”: “Evidently I could
not translate it as ‘mind’, since my ambition is to contrast ‘mind’ and ‘psuché’; but the
commonly used ‘soul’ is just as misleading: stinging-nettles have psuche.”*

These transliterations, however, can also be misleading. They bring to mind the
English words “psyche” and “psychology,” which in turn carry their own problematic
connotations. Both English words are closely associated with the mind,* but mental
phenomena are only a subset of what Aristotle discusses when looking at soul. Both
words also are most typically linked to human phenomena. While comparative
psychology does study other animals, psychology is definitely not the field to enter if one
wants to investigate plants. Furth tacitly acknowledges these defects when he ends his
defense of ‘psyche’ by saying, “Thus ‘psychology’, as used here, means the theory of the
psyche, as mentioned here.”"

Not only do these considerations weaken the argument for transliteration, but
there are also positive reasons for translating yoyn ‘soul’. While Aristotle’s use of the

term has its idiosyncrasies, he is nonetheless using a word with a rich history both before

and after he adopts it. Disassociating his account from this stream has the advantage of

¥ Montgomery Furth, Substance, Form and Psyche: An Aristotelian Metaphysics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988), 146nl.

PK.V. Wilkes, “Psuché versus the Mind,” in Nussbaum and Rorty, Essays on Aristotle’s De Anima, 109.
Amélie Rorty also uses “psuché” in her introduction to the important collection (7-13).

3% The APA Dictionary of Psychology defines psyche as “the mind in its totality, as distinguished from the
physical organism,” and psychology as “the study of the mind and behavior.” Gary R. VandenBos, ed.,
APA Dictionary of Psychology, 2nd ed. (Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, 2015).
ProQuest ebrary.

3! Furth, 146nl.
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removing foreign associations, at the cost of forgetting the waters in which Aristotle is
swimming.

His predecessors discuss yoyn in many ways, and he can write about it in his
idiosyncratic way only by intentionally ignoring some of them. Some of his predecessors
even discuss soul in a manner similar to ours. Of particular interest, Plato uses yoyn in
Phaedo in ways that connect to both Aristotle and ourselves. The dialogue focuses on
whether the soul survives death.** As we would do, this inquiry seeks to determine
whether death obliterates the person or self, a concern emphasized by the first word of the
dialogue—the Greek word for self’>—and by Socrates’ final exhortation to his
companions to care for themselves.* Moreover, the discussion touches on religion; it
begins with Socrates discussing his going to be with good gods,” ends with a long
description of the afterlife,*® and is followed by Socrates’ final request to offer a
sacrifice.’” These discussions of soul are similar to our own, but different from
Aristotle’s. At the same time Plato says, in one of the central arguments of the dialogue,

that soul is that which, when “present in a body, makes it living ((@v £otar).”*® That soul

32 The question is first raised by Cebes at 69¢5, who agrees at 107a2 that it has been proven deathless and
indestructible.

3 The dialogue opens with the line, “Were you with Socrates yourself (00t6c), Phaedo, on the day when he
drank the poison in prison, or did someone else tell you about it?”” (57al-3) with avt6g being the first word
of the sentence. Plato, Five Dialogues, trans. G. M. A. Grube, 2nd ed., rev. John M. Cooper (Indianapolis:
Hackett Publishing Company, 2002). Greek text in Plato, Platonis Opera, ed. E. A. Duke, et al. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1995).

* Socrates responds to the question of what his companions could do that would please him best by saying,
“Nothing new, Crito, ... but what I am always saying, that you will please me and mine and yourselves by
taking care of your own selves (avt0ig) in whatever you do...” (115b5-7, Grube translation).

% 63b5-c4.

*°107c1-114c9.

7 118a7-8.

¥ 105¢8-9, Grube translation. It is, of course, Socrates who says this in the dialogue and not Plato. Since
my purpose here is only to illustrate the kinds of discussions about soul that took place prior to Aristotle, it
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1s the cause of life is central to Aristotle’s account of soul. Phaedo, then, shows our
concerns about soul coexisting with Aristotle’s. For Plato, one word could cover all of
this territory, so using “soul” both in the modern sense and to translate Aristotle is no
problem. What is more, Aristotle references Phaedo in other works,*® but in De Anima he
only discusses Timaeus. He must have chosen to ignore the themes from Phaedo in his
own work on soul. This is also significant because it highlights what he is particularly
interested in—and what he is not.

Aristotle could choose which of his predecessors’ views to address but had no
control over the direction the conversation took after him. While this could be seen as a
reason to separate his thought from theirs—that is, from ours—it is worth keeping this
subsequent history in mind, because the later writers are addressing many of the same
questions. Descartes is a perfect example. On the one hand he influenced modern
philosophical notions of the soul, pushing them in a direction Aristotle would not
endorse, by confining soul to mind and making the body a machine explainable without
soul.*” Plants and animals definitely do not have soul, according to Descartes. On the
other hand, Descartes is interested in some of the same questions as Aristotle: What
explains the processes of the body? What is the relationship of thinking to the body?

Comparing the thoughts of each regarding soul can only serve to illuminate both, and it is

does not matter whether Plato himself would accept the views put forward by Socrates; it is enough that, as
the author, Plato is responsible for selecting the matters under discussion in the dialogue.

¥'GC 2.9, 335b10; Metaph. A.9, 991b3; M.5, 1080a2; Meteor. 2.2, 355b32.

40 See, for example, AT VI 45-46 in Part Five of the Discourse on the Method. René Descartes, The
Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. 1, trans. John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and Dugald
Murdoch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 134.
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worth translating the two discussions using the same English term, so as to preserve the
ability to compare.

In order to preserve the distinction between soul and life and to keep the
connections to other thinkers, I will translate yoyr and &uyvyov as ‘soul’ and ‘ensouled’,
respectively. Now that I have a term for what Aristotle is talking about, the rest of the
dissertation is an attempt to say what this term means.

Life

Next I turn to a set of terms denoting life: {on, t0 {fjv, and Pioc. They do not
present the same translation issues as the soul-terms did, since they can all be translated
‘life’. Despite this ease of translation, one is still left with the question of what precisely
Aristotle means by each of them. ‘Life’ can cover a broad range of ideas. Throughout my
life I show signs of having life, and I live the life of a human until the cessation of life. Or
in other words, during my lifespan I indicate that I have vital capacities, and I conform to
a human lifestyle until the cessation of vital activities. My contention here is that (o1, 10
{fjv, and Biog each have a narrower range of meanings than the English word ‘life’,
carving off just a portion of its possible connotations. The question is how much each
term covers and how the three relate to each other. In this chapter I will suggest that {on
and 10 (fv are approximate synonyms, while fiog covers a distinct range from the other
two.

[ begin with Biog, since discussing it will help to show what Aristotle is not
discussing in De Anima. This term is of little importance for elucidating soul, since it

does not directly relate to it. It is used in the biological works such as History of Animals
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and Parts of Animals, which serve as background to the discussion of soul, and it is used
in the ethical and political works, which are ultimately based on Aristotle’s account of
soul, but it does not appear in De Anima. It is useful to look at nonetheless, because it
covers some senses of ‘life’ that help illustrate the contrast with {wn and 10 (fv.

On the one hand Aristotle uses Biog to mean lifespan or lifetime. It shows up with
this meaning several times in History of Animals: “The other assertion, that the she-wolf
bears only once in her life (&v 1@ Biw), is patently untrue”;*' “[The halcyon] gives birth

throughout life (51 Piov)”;* “they say the life (Bioc) of the lizard is only six months.

2543
In these cases the term refers to the extent of life of the animal, either to comment on
what events take place during the time the animal is alive, or to discuss the duration of
this time.

On the other hand, and of more philosophical interest, Aristotle uses fiog to mean
life in the sense of way of life, manner of living, or lifestyle. For example, “all birds
whose way of life (Bioc) includes swamp-dwelling and plant-eating have a flat beak,”**
and “for those [birds] that eat flesh lengthiness would be contrary to their way of life
(mtpoOg TOV Blov); for a long neck is weak, while for these animals their way of life (Biog) is

based on overpowering.”* That is, a vegetarian bird with a swamp-dwelling life needs a

certain kind of beak, while a carnivorous bird must have a certain kind of neck because of

1 HA 6.35, 580a21-22, Peck translation. A. L. Peck, trans., History of Animals: Books IV-VI (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1970).

2 4 8(9).14, 616a34, Balme translation. D. M. Balme, trans., History of Animals: Books VII-X
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1991).

3 HA 5.33, 558al7. Peck translation, modified.

“PA44.12, 693a15-16, Lennox translation. James G. Lennox, ed. and trans., On the Parts of Animals I-1V
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001).

43 P4 4.12, 693a3-5, Lennox translation.
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its life of violence. This sense of Biog is important in the biological works, because
lifestyle is one of the key ways to differentiate animals, in addition to their activities,
dispositions, and parts.* It also plays an important role in Aristotle’s ethical thought,
since just like animals, humans can also be distinguished by their manners of life: “For on
the basis on the lives (t@®v Piov) they lead, the many and crudest seem to suppose, not
unreasonably, that the good and happiness are pleasure. And thus they cherish the life
(tov Biov) of enjoyment. For the especially prominent ways of life are three: the one just
mentioned, the political, and, third, the <:0ntemp1a‘[ive.”47 The kind of life one lives
dictates what one views as the good, so this notion of different lives is important to
Aristotle’s ethics.

Zon and the closely related 1o {fjv also mean life, but in a different sense from
either of the meanings of Biog. Rather than referring to the lifestyle of an organism or its
lifespan, {of and 1o Cijv are related to the vital functions™ of an organism—nourishing,
perceiving, and walking are kinds of life. David Keyt affirms this difference between Biog
and {on by noting that Biog can be said to be nomadic, agricultural, military, or tyrannic,
and {on is said to be nutritive or sentient, but none of these adjectives can also be applied
to the other kind of life. He summarizes by saying, “This suggests that (o1 is more
closely tied to the different faculties of the soul than Biog. In Aristotle {wn seems to refer

to different expressions of life whereas Biog often refers to different occupations or

4 See HA 1.1,487al1-12.

“TEN 1.5, 1095b14-19, Bartlett and Collins translation. “Ways of life” in the final sentence does not appear
in the Greek.

* I use the term ‘function’ to refer indiscriminately to activities and the corresponding capacities, as I
explain at the end of this chapter. It is not meant to refer to a particular word in Aristotle’s Greek.



20

careers.”* While Keyt is primarily concerned in his article with piog and the implications
of its meaning for Aristotle’s ethics, his quote indicates why (o is important to my
project. It and the nearly synonymous 10 (fjv are tied to soul. They are the starting points
from which Aristotle will argue for his definition of soul, and so they are central to his
account. Because of this, it is necessary to pin down exactly how (o1 and t0 fjv relate to
the vital functions. I cannot explain this, however, until the terms for the functions have
been examined.’® But before examining the functions I want to remain with (o and o
{fv a little longer, in order to discuss the relationship between them and explain why I
will treat them as equivalent in what follows.

Aristotle explains what each word means by listing vital functions, and the
relationship between the two depends on whether the number of functions he lists
matters. When explaining {o1| in De Anima he lists three: “...we say that life ((onv) is

3! These three cover the most basic functions

self-nourishment, growth, and decay.
common to all living things and are frequently treated by Aristotle as just one—nutrition.
On the other hand he associates 10 (fjv with several functions: “Life (o0 (fjv) is said in

many ways, and we say that a thing lives ({fjv) if any one of these is present in it, such as

thought, perception, motion and stopping with respect to place, besides motion with

respect to nourishment and both decay and growth.”* The question, then, is whether

* David Keyt, “The Meaning of BIOX in Aristotle’s Ethics and Politics,” Ancient Philosophy 9 (1989): 17.
Keyt also lists a few passages where in his view (w1 and Biog are used equivalently (HA 9.7, 612b18-19;
EN9.9, 1170a28-29; EE 1.3, 1215a4-5). I would argue that in each case it is plausible to think that
Aristotle intends the two terms to refer to different things, with Biog meaning ‘way of life’ and {wn having
the meaning I will give it in the next chapter.

30T will discuss the function terms in the next section of this chapter and their relation to life in chapter two.
312.1, 412al14-15. Note that I do not think this is the best translation of this passage. The rest of this chapter
and the next will explain why and what a better translation would be.

%22.2,413a22. This is also an imperfect translation. (See previous note.)
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Aristotle lists fewer functions in the case of (o1 because it is more limited in scope than
10 {fjv. The answer depends on whether or not one limits the breadth of the inquiry. If
one confines the discussion to De Anima, then Aristotle may intend for the two terms to
be closely related but to have different scopes. When other works are taken into
consideration, it appears that Aristotle does not differentiate between the two.

Every time that Aristotle uses (o7 in De Anima it is in the context of nutrition,
without any mention of the other functions, while 10 {fjv is never limited in this way. He
uses (o several times throughout the first half of 2.1,> all within the argument
containing the definition above. Outside of this chapter he only uses {wn twice in De
Anima, both times to say that nothing is nourished (tpépetat) without sharing (kowvwvel)
or partaking (netéyov) in life (Cwfic).”* By contrast, Aristotle always uses the articular
infinitive 0 {fjv in a context of either multiple functions or none. He uses it three times in
a context that does not specifically mention any functions: Aristotle says that his
predecessors defined it as breathing,” gives an etymology of it,’® and says that it is the
being (10 €ivai) of living things.”” Everywhere else it is used in a discussion of multiple
functions. At the end of book one he asks whether different functions are due to different
parts of the soul, then whether life belongs to one or all of these parts.”® In book two he

defines it in terms of several functions, as stated above.” Finally, he says twice that life

>3 The word occurs six times between 412a13-28.

2.4, 415b27 and 416b9.

1.2, 40429.

1.2, 405b28.

°72.4,415b13.

%¥1.5, 411b3. Of course, if his answer ended up being that it just belongs to one part, then 1o (ijv could be
just related to nourishment. However, the fact that he asks the question shows that the term itself does not
automatically exclude all functions but nourishment.

%%2.2,413a22. He also uses 0 {fjv in the previous sentence, which leads him to give this definition.
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belongs to living things because of the power of nutrition; this statement is not
restricting life to nutrition, however, for he immediately follows the first statement by
adding that animals have it primarily due to sensation. All the uses of {1 and 10 (fjv in
De Anima, then, support a differentiation between them based on the number of functions
each has in view. Zwon only involves nutrition while 1o {fjv covers a wider range.

Aristotle does not maintain the distinction in other works. This is particularly easy
to see in Metaphysics, where Aristotle says that god has {on): “Life ({wn) also belongs [to
god], for the actuality of thought (vod évépyeia) is life and he is the actuality [of
thought].”®" Note the first premise of this argument for god’s life. Aristotle says that the
actuality of thought is life—Cwn. If Aristotle were maintaining the definitions from De
Anima, then he could not say this, for thought is a separate function from nutrition. If {mn
only ever had to do with nutrition, then god, who is just thought, would not have it.

In other works Aristotle also uses 10 (fjv in the restricted way he uses {wn in De
Anima. In Parts of Animals he uses 10 (f|v to refer to just nutrition: “It is, then, of the
nature of plants, being immobile, not to have many forms of the non-uniform parts... But
those things with perception (aicOnowv) in addition to life (1@ (fjv) are more polymorphic

in visible character....”®

In this passage 10 (ijv clearly does not include perception, as it
does above in De Anima, because it is contrasted with perception. Instead, it refers to the
function of a plant—to nutrition.

Nicomachean Ethics further demonstrates that Aristotle does not always

distinguish between {wn and 10 {iyv, for here he uses them as synonyms:

022, 413b1; 2.4, 415a25.
o1 A7, 1072b26-27.
6210, 656al-4, Lennox translation.
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But someone might suppose that all strive for pleasure, because all also aim at

being alive (tod {fjv). Living (o) is a certain activity, and each engages in an

activity concerned with and by means of those things he is especially fond of—
the musical person, for example, engages, by means of hearing, in an activity
concerned with melodies; the lover of learning engages, by means of thinking, in
an activity concerned with the objects of contemplation; and so on with each of

the rest. Pleasure also completes the activities, as indeed it does in being alive (10

{fiv), which people long for. It is reasonable, then, that they aim also at pleasure,

since it completes for each what it is to be alive (10 {fjv), which is a choiceworthy

thing.®?
Aristotle moves from using 10 (fjv to using {on, then back again, without any discernible
difference in meaning. When he switches to {m1|, he does not mean to restrict the
discussion to nutrition, since he immediately illustrates his claim that life is an activity by
citing instances of perception and thinking.

I conclude from the passages above that Aristotle may intend to differentiate (o)
and 10 Cfjv in De Anima, but that this distinction is not of great importance to his
philosophy as a whole. Even within De Anima, however, nothing appears to hang on the
distinction. None of his arguments would change if (o1 also refers to the complete set of
vital functions, although I will have to put off defending this claim until I examine the
arguments in the next chapter. For these reasons I feel free to translate both as ‘life’.

What is important is that this is life in a different sense from lifespan or lifestyle—

6310.4, 1175a10-17, Bartlett and Collins translation.
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meanings Aristotle covers with the term Bioc—and so these senses should be put to one
side when thinking about life in the context of De Anima.
The Vital Functions — Capacities and Activities

Since life is defined in terms of vital functions, in order to explain life further I
will have to discuss Aristotle’s terms for the functions. Doing so will not only clarify life,
but it will turn out also to clarify the relationship between soul and life. I will make these
clarifications in the next chapter. Before I can do this, I need to lay out the various ways
that Aristotle uses function terms.

One must pay close attention to the particular terminology Aristotle uses to
discuss the vital functions, for he employs two sets of words that must be distinguished. I
will start by differentiating the two sets based on their suffixes:

Table 1: Two Kinds of suffix

Set 1 (-TikGV) Set 2 (-015)

The capable of thinking (t0 vontikov) Thought (vonoig)
The capable of perceiving (10 aicOntikdv) Perception (0icOnoic)
The capable of moving (10 KivnTIKOV) Motion (kivnoic)

More words belong to each of the sets, and once they are organized by meaning rather
than by suffix, things will become more complicated. But these three pairs illustrate the
place to start.

The words listed above in the first set are all adjectives that have been
substantivized by adding the article. These adjectives all share the same -tikdv ending in

the nominative, which means they indicate relation, fitness or ability.64 When it comes to

% Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar, rev. Gordon M. Messing (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1956), 237, sect. 858.6.d.
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Aristotle’s discussion of soul, it makes most sense to understand them as denoting ability
or capacity—capable of thinking, capably of perceiving, and so on.®> When one of these
is substantivized, however, there are several things that the resulting substantive could
mean. William Charlton notes that they are often translated as referring to capacities,
such as “the power to perceive,” but this can also be translated by the more concrete
expression “that which perceives.”®® Myles Burnyeat also considers these two options,
labelling them “the perceptive faculty” and “the perceiver,” and he gives examples of
passages in De Anima where each translation is appropriate.®” D. W. Hamlyn provides
more options: “that which can perceive” can refer to “the animal, a sense-organ, the soul
or a part of it.”®® These options should probably be read as filling out the two already
discussed. ‘The perceiver’ might be the animal or one of its organs, while ‘the perceptive
faculty’ is a part of the soul; the whole soul is one or the other, depending on how one
interprets Aristotle’s account of soul. Jennifer Whiting adds further possible meanings,
distinguishing between the capacity of soul “by which an animal perceives, imagines, and

desires,” and the parts of soul “with which an animal does these things.”®" It is worth

65 «Adjectives formed with the suffix -ikos allow for different semantic nuances, but it is generally agreed
that in this context they designate that which enables something....” Klaus Corcilius and Pavel Gregoric,
“Separability vs. Difference: Parts and Capacities of the Soul in Aristotle”, Oxford Studies in Ancient
Philosophy 39 (Winter 2010): 87. The context in question is that of DA 2.2, 413b11-13, but I am not aware
of anyone who argues that in De Anima these words indicate relation or fitness instead of ability, so this
statement applies more widely.

% Charlton thinks that this latter formulation is the better one, since “the -ikon formations are concrete
expressions whereas dunamis, 'power' or 'capacity' is abstract,” and “philosophers today are interested in
whether the soul should be conceived (and whether it is conceived by Aristotle) as a kind of attribute or as
a thing with attributes, a kind of substance” (in Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 135-136 n133).

7 M. F. Burnyeat, “De Anima 11 5,” Phronesis 47.1 (2002): 44n41.

% D. W. Hamlyn, ed. and trans., De Anima: Books II and III (with Passages from Book I), new impression
with supplementary material by Christopher Shields (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), xvii-xviii.

% Jennifer E. Whiting, “Locomotive Soul: The Parts of Soul in Aristotle’s Scientific Works,” Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy 22 (2002): 142.
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keeping in mind all of these possibilities for what a term such as 10 aicOntikév can mean,
but for now I am most interested in illustrating that it can refer to the capacity to perceive.
At times Aristotle makes it clear that he is using such terms to denote capacities,
as in the following passage that uses several substantives ending in -tu6v:
“The capacities (dvvdypelg) we spoke of were a capacity to nourish (Openticov), a
capacity to perceive (aiocOntucov), a capacity to desire (OpexTiKOV), a capacity to
move with respect to place (Kivntucov katd TOTTOV), a capacity to think
(dtavonTkov). Only the capacity to nourish (0 Openticov) belongs to plants, but
both this and the capacity to perceive (td aicOntucov) belong to others.””
In the first sentence he calls them capacities or powers. In the second he assigns them to
subjects, so they must not be subjects themselves; it makes no sense to say that the
nourisher belongs to plants, so Aristotle must mean the capacity to nourish instead. Part
of the reason why it is important to recognize that the first set of terms listed above can
refer to capacities is that this helps to determine the possible meanings of the second set.
The meaning of the second set of terms also needs to be discussed, since these
terms can also mean multiple things. As opposed to the -tikdv words, however, [ am
aware of no discussion of what the ending in -61¢ means for Aristotle. Perhaps it is
thought that the meaning of these terms is clear, but this is not the case. The suffix of
these words, —o1 (or -o1¢ with the nominative singular feminine ending), indicates that
they denote actions or abstract ideas,’' and they are usually translated with abstract nouns

like “perception” and “movement.” English words like these are problematic because

DA 2.3, 414a31-b1. Aristotle does not use the articles in the first sentence, but the context makes it clear
that he is treating each of the -tucév words in it as substantives rather than as adjectives.
"' Smyth, Greek Grammar, 230, sect. 840.a.2.
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they can refer to several different things. For example, is perception what happens when I
am seeing or what I have when I sleep? Or is it whatever the act and the latent capacity
have in common? This ambiguity is not just in the English translations but is for the most
part in Aristotle’s Greek as well. Of the three options—capacity, activity, both—he only
rarely uses a -o1¢ word to refer to a capacity, since he has the -tucov words for this
purpose. Regarding the other two options I will argue first that Aristotle uses words
ending in -01G to refer to activities like seeing, then that he also uses some of these terms
to speak generally about activities and capacities grouped together. He uses them in both
of the ways indicated by their suffix: as actions and as abstract ideas.

At times he uses these words to refer to activities, and this can be seen from
passages where he contrasts capacities and activities.

(A1) For the activity (évépyeia) of vision (Oyemg) is called sight (6paoic), but the
[activity] of color is nameless, and the [activity] of the capacity to taste (toD
yevotucod) [is called] taste (yeboic), but the [activity] of flavor is nameless.”

This passage involves three words ending in -61¢ when in the nominative. Aristotle makes

the meaning of one of these clear in the second half of the sentence. He discusses taste

using the term yebo1g, and says that it is the activity of the capacity to taste. Since the first
half of the sentence parallels the second, “sight” (6pacic) also refers to an activity. This
leaves “vision” (Oy1c), which must refer to the capacity to see, given the parallel between
the halves of the sentence. Using dy1g to refer to a capacity deviates from his standard

course—Aristotle does not usually use terms ending in -o1g to refer to capacities—but in

2 DA 3.2,426al3-15.
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De Anima he does not use any form of 0patikov or éntikdév, which would be the usual
forms he would pair with 8pacic or dyig. This leaves him with a need for a term that
refers to the capacity to see, and it is clear from (A), as well as from the next passage I
will look at, that he uses dy1c to refer to this capacity.”” Before moving to this second
passage, however, here is the first again, retranslated to emphasize the relationships
between capacities and activities that take place in it.

(Ay) For the activity of the capacity to see (Oyewg) is called seeing (6paocig), but the
[activity] of color is nameless, and the [activity] of the capacity to taste (tod
yevotikod) [is called] tasting (yedoic), but the [activity] of flavor is nameless.

I use the gerunds “seeing” and “tasting” to highlight the active’* nature of what they refer

to; similarly, “the capacity to see” makes it clearer what role dy1¢ plays in the sentence.

One could argue that translating 6poacic “sight” is preferable because it captures the

ambiguity that I will argue is present in Aristotle’s term, but for the purposes of

understanding soul I will translate terms ending in -c1¢ with the gerund whenever it is
clear that they are referring to activities.

The second passage further supports the idea that Aristotle uses -61g words to
refer to activities, as well as that dyic is unusual because it refers to a capacity.

(B)  As with cutting (tufjoig) and seeing (6paoig), so also being awake (£ypfyopoig) is

an actuality (évtedéyein), but as with the capacity to see (0y1g) and the capacity of

3 David Ross also points out that in the next passage (at 413al) dyig refers to the capacity rather than the
activity, 6pacic. Ross, De Anima, 214.

™ Both “sight” and “seeing” are ambiguous, as each can be used to refer to the capacity, activity, or
function encompassing both. However, to my ear “seeing” sounds more active. It is a form of the verb
rather than solely a noun, and it is the form used in the progressive mood. In any case, I will be using words
with the —ing ending to denote activities.
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the instrument (dOvopig tod dpydvov) [i.e. of an axe], so is soul [only a first

actuality].”
For now I will ignore the mention of soul, as well as the implied reference to first
actuality; my argument is building up to a discussion of these, so I will not make use of
them now.’® The rest of the sentence is a contrast between activities and capacities, as
several of its features indicate. On the one hand, cutting, seeing, and being awake are all
called actualities (évteAéyewn). The inclusion of being awake on this list further
emphasizes that these items are activities, since earlier in the chapter Aristotle contrasts it
with something that is had but not activated—in other words, he contrasts it with a
capacity: “Being awake (€ypnyopoig) is analogous to contemplation (1@ Oewpeiv), while
sleep [is analogous] to having (§yev) and not activating (un €vepyeiv) [knowledge
(¢émotiun)].””” On the other hand, in (B) the capacity of the axe is specifically called a
capacity (6vvaug). This capacity is paired with dyig, which indicates that dyig is again
the capacity to see, a conclusion that is further emphasized by the way the passage
contrasts Oy1g and dpacig. The opposition in this sentence between activities and
capacities gives more evidence that Aristotle uses words ending in -o1g to refer to

activities, since the words referring to all three activities here do so.

7 DA 2.1,412b27-413al.

76 Soul will also turn out to be a capacity and so will first actuality. For soul, see the next chapter. For a
discussion of first actuality, see chapter three. I will note that while this passage may seem to suggest that
waking is the corresponding activity to soul, that is not entirely correct; waking is specifically tied to
perception, and soul must encompass nutrition as well.

""DA 2.1, 412a25-26.
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Unfortunately for the reader, Aristotle does not always use -61g words to
designate activities. Sometimes he uses them to speak of the function generally, not
distinguishing between capacity and activity.

Before arguing that Aristotle uses the terms in this way I want to indicate the
value of having a general term. Separating the capacity from the activity is conceptually
clarifying, so why would someone who has recognized this distinction want to blur it?
Sometimes what unites the capacity and activity is more important than what separates
them. If I say, “Sight lets colors be perceived, but hearing deals with sounds,” I can mean
both that the capacity to see enables the perception of color and that it is in acts of seeing
that one perceives color. I do not want to emphasize either of these, however, because in
such a statement the distinction between capacity and activity is less important than the
fact that the perception of color unites them and distinguishes them from all the other
senses. In an ideal situation one would always use a distinct word for the general term, as
with “sight” (general), “seeing” (activity), “capacity to see” (capacity). Even in English
this does not always happen. There are no good words to distinguish the act of hearing
from hearing in general without resorting to archaic-sounding words like “audition.”

As far as I can tell, Aristotle never uses more than two words to serve the three
different purposes, but instead reuses the words that refer to the capacity or activity. This
can be seen most clearly by comparing two passages. In (A), Aristotle contrasted the
capacities to see and to taste with their activities.

(A)  For the activity of the capacity to see (dyewmq) is called seeing (6paocic)... and the

[activity] of the capacity to taste (tod yevotikod) [is called] tasting (yedoig)...
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In this passage dy1g denotes a capacity, and it is used in parallel with 0 yevotikdv rather
than with yedoig, because yedoig refers to an activity. In a different passage, however,
Aristotle treats dyig and yedoig as comparable terms.

(C)  Just as sight (dy1c) is of both the visible and the invisible... so taste (yeboig) is of
both the tasteable and untasteable...”®

Here Aristotle is speaking generally in precisely the way I indicated. The visible is the

object of both the capacity to see and the activity of seeing. Since he does not have a third

set of terms, he just reuses dyig and yedoig. The context makes it clear that they should be
translated as the general “sight” and “taste” as opposed to “the capacity to see” and

“tasting.”

Similarly, just as Aristotle uses aicOnoig to mean perceiving, the activity of the
capacity to perceive (10 aioOntikov), he also uses it as a general term, “perception.”

(D)  Since we say “to perceive” (0 aicOdveshar) in two ways—for we say of that
which hears or sees potentially (duvdpetr) that it hears or sees, even if it happens to
sleep, and [we also say of] that which is already active (t0 1jon évepyodv) [that it
hears or sees]—perception (aicOnoic) also may be said in two ways, as in
capacity (Suvaype) or as active (évepyeiq).”

In this passage Aristotle is saying that both the verb “to perceive” and the noun aicOnoic

have an active sense and a potential sense. It makes no sense to translate aicOnocig

“perceiving,” the activity, because the point of the passage is to say that it can refer to the

activity or the capacity. It is better to translate it “perception.”

8 DA 2.10, 422a20-30.
DA 2.5,41729-13.
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When it comes to the vital functions, then, Aristotle has at least three different
ways that he talks about each—as a capacity, as an activity, and as a general function—
and he has only two terms for each. Capacities and activities are clearly contrasted in the
terminology, but the same words that refer to these can be used to refer to the function
that encompasses both. Here is a chart summarizing the functions discussed so far, as
well as a few others:

Table 2: Three kinds of function words®’

Capacities Activities Functions
Capacity to think Thinking Thought
(TO vonTiKov) (vonoig)
Capacity to perceive Perceiving Perception
(t0 aicOnTKOV) (aicOnoiwg) (aicOnoig)
Capacity to see Seeing Sight
(By19) (8paocic) (By19)
Capacity to taste Tasting Taste
(TO YELOTIKOV) (yedoig) (yedowg)
Capacity to move Moving Motion
(T0 KiynTikdv) (xtvnoig)
Capacity to nourish Nourishing Nourishment
(10 OpenTiKoV) (tpogi))*!

This chart is a convenient summary of what I have discussed about the vital functions so
far, and it also lists some of the key functions that will be discussed in the next chapter.
My practice will be to translate Aristotle’s terms as capacities or activities as [
examine Aristotle’s arguments in De Anima 2.1-3 in the next chapter, unless the context
makes it clear that he has the overarching function in view. This will turn out to make

sense out of what Aristotle is doing in these chapters, since his focus here is to explain

80T have not filled in the Greek for some of the functions, because I have not yet found evidence of what
words Aristotle uses in these ways.

81 This term, tpogn, does not fit in with either set of suffixes, but at DA 2.1, 412a14-15 Aristotle indicates
that it refers to the activity of nourishing, as I will argue in the next chapter.
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the activities in terms of the capacities. This explanation, in turn, will be the key to begin
to understand soul. Soul is the set of the vital capacities, while life is the set of activities,

making soul the capacity for life.
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Chapter 2: From Life as Activity to Soul as Form

In this chapter I will focus on the arguments that Aristotle uses to establish his
definition of soul as the form or actuality of the body. In particular I want to highlight the
way that the arguments of both De Anima 2.1 and 2.2 start from life and depend upon the
relationship between life and soul. Because of the prominence of life in Aristotle’s
arguments, it is important to continue the discussion started in the last chapter and decide
exactly how life relates to the vital functions. I will suggest that it is best understood as
being equivalent to the vital activities. From this starting point Aristotle will argue that
soul is form and actuality, based on the notion that soul is the cause of these life
activities. Aristotle does not always make it clear that this is the relationship he is
assuming, and commentators sometimes miss the places where he mentions it, so [ will
highlight the evidence that this is his position and that it is central to his arguments.
Looking at these arguments will provide part of the evidence that I will use in the next
chapter to argue that soul is the vital capacities. My intention here is to illustrate what
Aristotle means by life and the importance of this view for his argument that soul is form.

Life is the Vital Activities

I will begin by fleshing out the two suggestions mentioned above: life is the vital
activities and soul is the cause of life. It is important to begin a discussion of soul by first
understanding what Aristotle means by ‘life’, because life is the place where he begins
his account of soul. On the one hand, Aristotle makes this easy to do, because he says
what life is twice. Life is the vital activities. On the other hand, he appears to take the

notion of life to be well-understood, and so he says very little about it besides these two
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statements. The statements themselves, moreover, are liable to multiple interpretations
and are best understood in the context of his discussion of soul. This creates a bit of a
chicken-and-egg problem for the presentation of Aristotle’s account of life. Recognizing
this, I will present here some of the evidence for understanding life to be the vital
activities, but further evidence depends upon the account of soul that will be defended in
the rest of this chapter and in the next. Because of this dependence, the argument for how
Aristotle views both soul and life will ultimately rest on the coherence of the account I
will present.

In the previous chapter I gave two quotes showing that Aristotle links life to the
vital functions. In these passages he uses either words ending in -61¢ or words whose
endings are unusual when it comes to discussions of the functions.' Because of these
endings, the passages could be taken to identify life with either the vital activities or the
functions in general. Here they are again, this time with the terms translated as activities.

... we say that life ({onv) is self-nourishing (trjv 61" abtod TpoP1|v), growing

(adEnow), and decaying (pdiow).”

Life (tod {ijv) is said in many ways, and we say that a thing lives ({fjv) if any one

of these is present in it, such as thinking (vodg), perceiving (aicOnocig), moving

and stopping with respect to place (kivnoig kai otdoic 1) Kot toémov), besides

' The unusual words are tpo@t} and vodc. The first passage also provides evidence that by tpoen Aristotle
means the activity of nourishing, since it is placed along two words ending in -c1. William Charlton agrees
that tpo@n| refers to this activity (in Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 131n 37). On the other hand, vo{¢ is
apparently one of the few terms that can refer to both a capacity and an activity. At DA 2.2, 413a23 it
appears in a list of activities, while at 414b18 it appears along with other capacities.

DA 2.1,412al4-15.
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moving with respect to nourishment (kivnoig 1 katd tpoe1v) and both decaying

(9Biorc) and growing (abénoic).”

I will argue that he does mean to say that life is the vital activities, but the other option
has its attractions as well. For Aristotle to be saying that life is the vital functions—both
the activities and capacities—would mean he is making a less specific claim, and this
could be considered a reason for interpreting him in this manner. When we speak of life,
we generally have something broad and unspecified in mind. A tree lives both because it
grows and because it has the capacity to grow. Anything in the realm of the vital
functions seems appropriate to call life. However, elsewhere the text suggests that
Aristotle has the more restrictive claim in view. Life is just the vital activities.
Interpreting the passages in this way makes the subsequent claims about soul make sense.
Just as life is the vital activities, soul is the vital capacities.

Stipulating for a moment that Aristotle’s conclusion will be that soul is the vital
capacities, as the text continues it provides evidence that life is the activities. Following
the second passage above, Aristotle says that soul is the source of life.

Because of this all plants are also thought to live (Cfjv), for they manifestly have in

themselves such a power (60voutv) and source (apynv) through which they come

to have both growing (abénoiv) and decaying (pBicwv) in opposite directions. ...

No other power of soul (dvvapic... yoyfg) [besides this capacity to nourish]

belongs to them [i.e. plants].*

3DA2.2,413a22-25.
*413a25-bl.
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If Aristotle were saying here that soul is the source of growth considered as both capacity
and activity, then soul—which is the capacity—would somehow be the origin of itself. It
makes more sense for Aristotle to be saying that soul as capacity is responsible for vital
activities. This evidence is, of course, backwards. In De Anima 2.1 and 2.2 Aristotle
argues from life to soul, not the other way around. In what follows I will offer evidence
that does not rely on me stipulating the nature of soul, but it is still the case that all the
evidence will have to come from places where Aristotle relates life to soul. He never
argues for a particular way of conceiving life, because he appears to assume that
everyone already knows what it is. This leaves the modern reader the task of deciphering
his meaning from the context.

Before proceeding to the text of De Anima, 1 want to emphasize what it means to
say that life is the vital activities by contrasting it with other ways to speak of Aristotle’s
view of life. In these discussions life either is said to be the vital capacities or is described
in ambiguous terms, terms that leave it open whether life is an activity or a capacity. [ am
arguing that to speak of life in a way that captures Aristotle’s meaning, one needs to
make it clear that it is just an activity and not in any way a capacity.

First, some scholars define life in terms of the vital capacities. D. W. Hamlyn

(13

writes, for example, that Aristotle’s “approach to his subject-matter is that of one
concerned with general forms of life, i.e. the general capacities and potentialities which

living things possess.”” Similarly, Gareth Matthews states that “what it means to say that

an organism is alive is that it can exercise at least one psychic power; that is, at least one

> Hamlyn, x.
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of the powers that organisms of its species must, in general, be able to exercise for the
species to survive,” and so life should be defined as “x is alive =4 there is a species s, and
a psychic power p, such that x belongs to s, p is a psychic power for species s, and x can
exercise p.”° This definition uses exclusively capacity-language: a living organism “can
exercise at least one psychic power”; organisms must “be able to exercise” a power; “x
can exercise p.” Because these definitions are in terms of capacities, however, they are
not defining what Aristotle means by ‘life’. To have life an organism’s vital capacities
must be active.

Second, others discuss life using terminology that is ambiguous with respect to
the distinction between capacities and activities. One such term is ‘system’, as when
Christopher Shields defines life as “x is alive =pq¢ x 1S an intentional system.”7 Isa
system a set of capacities or of activities? On the one hand, just before giving this
definition Shields says that “the core of life is a form of enriched intentional activity,”®
suggesting that he has activity in mind.” On the other hand, the word “system” does not
emphasize activity but brings to mind accounting systems, organizational systems,
computer operating systems—that is, structures that enable one to keep track of money,
organize stuff, or compute. These latter associations make ‘system’ a somewhat

problematic term to use when discussing life. Though it is not as clearly incorrect as

6 Matthews, 191.

7 Christopher Shields, Order in Multiplicity: Homonymy in the Philosophy of Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 189. The “chdf” stands for “core-homonymous definition,” a term of importance
to his book but not directly relevant to the discussion here. He also later specifies that life is a native
intentional system (191-92).

® Shields, Order, 189.

’ Yet he does not have activity so clearly in mind that he objects to the way Matthews defines life in terms
of capacities, despite criticizing Matthews’s position in other ways (Shields, Order, 182).
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‘capacity’ when discussing Aristotle, it nonetheless does not fully capture Aristotle’s
meaning.

Another term used ambiguously is ‘function’. In his commentary on De Anima
Ronald Polansky says that soul provides “an account of the life of the body—that is, it is
posited to explain certain functions.”'® ‘Function’ is ambiguous, however, possibly
referring either to what something has or to what it does. This ambiguity is evidenced in
Polansky’s commentary, as he says both that certain beings are classed as living “because

9511

they perform certain natural functions,” " and that soul unites body “much as a function

12 I the first case

like vision or capability of cutting unites with what supports it.
‘performing functions’ is equivalent to ‘engaging in activities’, while in the second the
function is said to be like a capacity. Because ‘function’ is ambiguous, defining life in
terms of function leaves it up in the air whether life is certain capacities, certain activities,
or both. Because of this it fails to express what Aristotle has in mind.

I do not mean to suggest by these comments that no one speaks correctly of life.
Some other scholars write in a way that conveys clearly that life is an activity. For
example, Stephen Menn speaks of “the different activities that constitute life,”'" and
Klaus Corcilius and Pavel Gregoric write that “the presence of any one of these types of

2914

activity... is sufficient for the ascription of life.” ™ There is sufficient confusion in the

' Ronald Polansky, Aristotle’s De Anima (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 154.

' Polansky, 151.

2 Polansky, 167. In the paragraph before that in which this statement is found, he clarifies that vision and
the power of the tool to cut are dispositions that allow for the operation (167). That is, they are capacities.
13 Stephen Menn, “Aristotle’s Definition of Soul and the Programme of the De Anima,” Oxford studies in
Ancient Philosophy 22 (2002): 107. As with many commentators, however, he does not recognize the
implications of this view when discussing the body having life potentially—see below.

' Corcilius and Gregoric, 86.
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terminology used to discuss Aristotle view of life, however, to warrant emphasizing here
what Aristotle does and does not mean."> Of course, I have up to this point asserted
several times that Aristotle views life as the vital activities, but I have not yet given much
evidence. As I proceed to discuss his arguments in De Anima 2.1 and 2.2 1 will highlight
more reasons to see life as an activity.

Soul is the Cause of Life

Next I turn to the relation of life to soul. Aristotle’s position on this relation is
clear, for as he says in 2.4,'® soul is the cause or explanation of life. While this means I
do not need to argue further as to how Aristotle thinks soul and life relate, I wish to make
two additional assertions about this relationship. First, Aristotle also takes his
predecessors to hold this position, and to hold it with ‘life’ meaning the vital activities.
Second, this relationship is a key part of Aristotle’s arguments for the definition of soul
and the reason why they start from life.

As to the first contention, others have pointed out that seeing soul as the
explanation of life was commonplace in Greek culture. Both D. W. Hamlyn and Thomas
Johansen note that in Greek thought prior to Aristotle there was already a connection
between life and soul, that his predecessors also saw soul as the cause of life: “Aristotle
starts from the principle which runs through most of earlier Greek thought—that the soul,

whatever else it is, is the principle of life, i.e. that which makes living things alive, and is

'> And I have not seen such an emphasis elsewhere. I am aware of two prolonged discussions of what
Aristotle means by life in De Anima, those of Matthews and of Shields, and as I argue above, they both
have flaws.

' 415b12-14.
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responsible, in some sense, for the different living functions.”"” As with his own view of
life, however, Aristotle indicates that he understood his predecessors not to have in mind
the general functions, but specifically the life activities.'® When he begins to examine
them in 1.2, he says that they ascribed soul to those things which exhibited two main
activities: “The ensouled (10 &uyvyov) seems to differ from the unensouled (tod dyvyov)
most of all in two ways: by moving (kwnoet) and by perceiving (1 oioBavesOon).”"’
Both of the terms kivnoig and 10 aicOdvesOot can be used either in a specific way to
denote activities or in a general way to refer to capacities and activities taken together.”
From what he goes on to say, it makes most sense that Aristotle is saying his
predecessors were focused on the activities. For example, Aristotle says of them that
“some say that soul is most of all and primarily the mover (10 kwvodv), and thinking that
the thing that is not itself moving (16 ur xivoduevov) would not be able to move another,
they supposed that soul is one of the things that are moving (tdv kwvovpévav 1),
These thinkers are concerned to explain how something comes to be in motion. They
want an explanation of the activity of moving, not of how something comes to be able to

move. Further, it is soul that they look to in order to explain this activity, making the

premise that soul is the cause of life a natural part of the arguments Aristotle will offer.

17 Hamlyn, ix-x. Johansen: “For Aristotle, as for other ancients, the most fundamental feature of the soul
was that it was the cause of life.” Thomas Kjeller Johansen, The Powers of Aristotle’s Soul (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2012), 3, doi:10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199658435.001.0001.

'8 For my purposes here I am not interested in the question as to whether Aristotle was correct in assigning
this view to his predecessors. It is enough that he did, and that because he did it serves as a good starting
place for his own arguments.

" DA 1.2, 403b25-27.

0 For kivnotg, see the discussion of -61g words in chapter one. For 10 aic8évesfat used to denote an
activity, see DA 2.4, 415a16-20, where activities and capacities are contrasted, and 10 aicOdvecBat is
contrasted with 10 aicOntikov. For 10 aicBdvesbot used in a general sense, see DA 2.5, 417a9-13, where it
is said to have both a potential and an active sense.

*1 404a28-31.
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Because his predecessors share his view on the relationship between soul and the
activities of life, this makes life the natural starting point for Aristotle’s arguments for the
definition of soul, with a key premise of the arguments being that soul is its cause. While
a natural way to proceed, I cannot argue that in fact this is what Aristotle does, until I
begin to look at the arguments themselves. As I proceed, though, I will argue that this
does describe the structure of the arguments. They start from life and arrive at the nature
of soul by considering the nature of the cause of life. For the rest of the chapter I am
going to examine the arguments in De Anima 2.1 and 2.2 as they move from life to the
conclusion that soul is the form or actuality of the body. I will focus on the moves of the
arguments that get him to these conclusions, and I will put off until the next chapter
discussion of what it means for soul to be form and actuality.

DA 2.1 and 2.2 — Introduction

Before looking at the arguments in 2.1 and 2.2, it is helpful to step back and take
stock of their structure. Aristotle calls attention to the most notable structural feature at
the transition point between the two chapters. In 2.1 he gives a definition of soul, but at
the end he says, “So then, let soul be defined and sketched like this in outline (tomw).”*
He then begins 2.2 by saying, “Since what is clear and more known with respect to
reason comes to be from what is unclear but more evident, it is necessary to try to go over
the soul again (néAw) in this way....”** The account of 2.1 is an outline in some way, and
that of 2.2 is somehow a restart. There are various opinions as to the significance of this

transition, and after looking at the argument in 2.1 I will examine the transition in

22 413a9-10.
2 413al1-13.



43

detail.* For now it is important when thinking about 2.1 just to keep in mind that its
argument is inadequate or incomplete in some way, and that Aristotle goes over some of
the same material in 2.2.

From Life to Soul in DA 2.1

Before the argument proper, Aristotle begins 2.1 by clarifying some of the
terminology he will be using, outlining the three kinds of substance and their relationship
to potentiality and actuality.” The form and matter of a thing are each kinds of substance,
as well as the thing, which is a composite of the two. While matter is potentiality, form is
actuality (évteAéyewa). There are two kinds of actuality, however, exemplified by
knowledge (émotqun) and the exercise of knowledge (10 Oewpeiv). Aristotle then puts
these distinctions to use in what follows and argues first that soul is form and then that it
is an actuality in the first sense, analogous to knowledge.*

One may ask why Aristotle discusses the kinds of substance before arguing that
soul is a substance. In fact, Aristotle never argues in 2.1 that soul is a substance.
Commentators offer different explanations for this omission. Philoponus thinks that
Aristotle has already eliminated the other categories besides substance in book one of De
Anima.*’ Averroes argues instead that soul’s status as substance is clear from the
principles of nature. “For to assert that the soul is an accident is unacceptable in view of
what primary natural knowledge provides us. For we hold the opinion that substance is

more noble than accident and that the soul is more noble than all the accidents existing

**See “2.1 vs. 2.2” below.

>3 412a6-11.

%% In this chapter I will only look at the conclusion that soul is form. In the next I will discuss actuality.
*7 Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 7 (207,19-33).
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here 9928

Neither of these explanations is adequate. Aristotle begins book two by
differentiating it from the discussion of his predecessors in book one and saying that he is
starting again from the beginning.29 In addition, Aristotle will offer an argument that soul
is a substance in 2.2, but this argument neither appeals to book one nor to the reasoning
suggested by Averroes. In contrast to these views that supply the missing argument for
Aristotle, Polansky takes the view that Aristotle merely assumes soul to be a substance,
although he thinks this position is lent justification by the arguments in book one as well
as the plausibility of the account built on the basis of it.** This view is better, but it will
turn out best to understand Aristotle as making an unsupported assumption here. It is not
lent justification by its plausibility or what precedes it. Since Aristotle will explicitly
argue that soul is a substance later, when it comes to the argument of 2.1 one should see it
as a bare, undeclared assumption. In fact, this is not the only assumption Aristotle will
make. In the course of this argument he relies on several hidden premises. These
premises are not minor pieces of the puzzle he fails to fully discuss but major
assumptions that he does not mention. I will offer an explanation for this phenomenon
when discussing the relationship between 2.1 and 2.2, but for now I will just note the
assumptions as they appear. Here is the first: soul is a substance.

Aristotle next gives an argument for his account of soul, starting from the

assumption that it is a substance and employing the distinctions just made.

% Averroes (Ibn Rushd) of Cordoba, Long Commentary on the De Anima of Aristotle, trans. Richard C.
Taylor, subed. Thérése-Anne Druart (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009), 107.

2.1, 412a3-6.

%% Polansky, 147.
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(1) Bodies are thought to be substances most of all, and of these the natural bodies

[are especially thought so], for these are the sources (apyai) of the others. (2)

Some of the natural bodies have life ({o1v), and some do not; (3) we say that life

is self-nourishing, growing, and decaying.’' (4) So every natural body partaking

in life would be a substance, a substance as composite. (5) Since this is a body
and one of a certain kind—one having life—(6) soul would not be a body; (7) for

body is not among the things [predicated] of a subject, but rather it [is] as a

subject and matter. (8) Thus soul must be a substance as form of a natural body

having life potentially (dvvépet Loy &ovtog).*
This argument is very compressed, and besides the assumptions already discussed, a few
more gaps will need to be filled in as well.

Aristotle begins by observing that (1) bodies, especially natural bodies, are
commonly held to be substances. (2) Some of these bodies have life, and so (4) these
living bodies are also substances, being a kind of natural body. He also adds in (4) that of
the three kinds of substance, living bodies are composites, but there are at least two
options regarding how he drew this conclusion. It might follow from the fact that (2)
these bodies have life, with body and life creating the composite. This is the solution
given by both Hamlyn and Polansky. “That this living natural body is a composite
substantial being... means in this context that it is a natural body together with life, that
is, a combination of substantial form and matter.”** This explanation sounds like a natural

reading of the passage, but it must be rejected because it conflates soul and life. Aristotle

31 translate these terms as activities, as discussed in the section on life above.
32 DA 2.1,412al11-21. I have added numbers for ease of reference.
3 Polansky, 152. Hamlyn takes the same position (83, comment on 412al1).
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never says anywhere, unless here, that life is the form of the body, but always that the
form is soul. Once again, it is important to maintain the distinction between soul and life.
Johansen proposes a better solution when he suggests that the natural body having life is
a composite because it is natural.** Aristotle clearly holds this position in Physics; a
natural thing has two aspects—form and matter—and so it is a composite.>> Presumably,
then, this is implied in the first premise of the argument here: (1) natural bodies are
substances (and as we know from Physics they are substances in the sense of
composites). It then follows that since (2) natural bodies having life are a kind of natural
body, (4) they are also substances as composites. This information that natural bodies are
composite substances is a second assumption Aristotle is making in the course of the
argument, although it differs from the first in that it is not an assumption about soul but is
instead a principle from natural philosophy more generally.

He has actually made a third assumption as well. The statement that (3) life is
self-nourishing, growing, and decaying does not play a role in the argument,*® but despite
its parenthetical nature, it is a surprising comment for Aristotle to make. This is not
because he is saying that life is activity; I already discussed how he thinks that his
predecessors share this belief with him. It is surprising because he is assuming that
nourishing is a relevant sense of life to discuss when examining soul. In book one he said

that in their accounts of soul his predecessors primarily sought to explain moving and

34 Johansen, 12.

3% See especially 2.1, 193a28-31.

3% Because this comment is parenthetical, it would not matter if he had listed more activities here besides
those related to nourishing. Thus, as I suggested in the last chapter, nothing would change if Aristotle were,
instead of o, to talk of ©o0 Cijv and all the vital activities. There is no reason to think that he is
intentionally opposing the two terms, but instead they can be treated as synonyms in De Anima.
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perceiving,’’ and he only brings up any activities related to nourishing at the end of the
book when discussing whether different activities belong to different parts of soul,”®
suggesting that his predecessors did not discuss it much. The book ends with a statement
that the principle in plants seems to be a kind of soul,”® but at the beginning of 2.1
Aristotle addresses the issue again, implying that he had not yet settled it.** At the end of
book one, then, how nourishing relates to soul is still a live question. Since he has not yet
argued that nourishing is the activity of the soul, this is yet another assumption he makes
in the course of the argument.

Having established that the living body is a composite, he proceeds to argue for
the nature of soul via a process of elimination. As already discussed, he assumes that soul
is some sort of substance, and substance comes in three varieties. The argument proceeds
by eliminating options until one remains. It is important to recognize, however, that when
considering what sort of substance soul is, Aristotle is not considering whether soul is
form, matter, or a composite in the abstract. He is asking whether it is the form, matter, or
composite of the living thing. This can be seen in his argument that soul is not substance
as matter, since he says here that it is not body, rather than that it is not matter.

So far the argument has been talking about bodies with /ife, but in the next part

Aristotle will make a conclusion about sou/, which has not been mentioned since the

beginning of the chapter when Aristotle says he is going to try “to determine what soul is

*71.2, 403b25-27.

** He mentions growing and decaying at 1.5, 411a30. The reference to life (to (ijv) at 411b2 likely refers to
the narrow sense of life, to nourishing. This mention of life occurs in a question about its relation to the
soul, further indicating that Aristotle still has to discuss the issue.

1.5, 411b27-28.

% 413225-31.
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. 41
and what would be its most common account.”

This raises the question of what justifies
his drawing a conclusion about soul from a discussion of life. The best answer is that
Aristotle is resting on the shared assumption that soul is the cause of life.** Not everyone
agrees, however. Philoponus gives the simple answer that “life is soul,” but this answer
is to be avoided because it conflates life and soul. Johansen acknowledges that Aristotle
holds soul to be the cause of life, but he sees Aristotle here as merely appealing to a
correlation between the two, rather than the stronger relation of causation.** There is
reason to think from the way the argument proceeds, however, that Aristotle is relying on
causation between soul and life. Additionally, the best way to understand the relationship
of 2.1 to 2.2 will also suggest that Aristotle has the stronger relation in view here. I will
explain this reasoning as I proceed, but the first view is correct. Aristotle is making a
fourth assumption here, albeit one that he shares with his predecessors: soul is the cause
of life.

Aristotle proceeds with his argument by elimination by first reiterating that (5) the
living body is a body of a certain type, which means that life is something added to the
body. This would also mean that soul, since it is the cause of life, is something added to

the body as well; those bodies that live have soul, while those that do not live do not have

it. Soul, then, is something predicated of the body, for I can only say of certain bodies

1 412a5-6.

2 Polansky (154) and Aquinas (123) do not mention the views of the other Greeks but still see Aristotle as
making use here of the principle that soul is the cause of life. Hamlyn appeals to the traditional Greek
association between soul and life—one which he previously characterized as soul being the “principle of
life” (ix)—but here he treats this relationship as more of an equality, saying that “since to have life is to
have soul” it “must be related to the body as life is related to it” (83, comment on 412a16). This puts him
more in line with Johansen, below.

* Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 14 (215,6).

* Johansen, 12.
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that they have it. On the other hand, (7) body is not something predicated of something
else; it is the subject upon which other things are predicated. This means that (6) soul
cannot be body, because it must be predicated of something else. Soul, then, is not the
matter of the living thing.

Aristotle immediately concludes from this that soul is form, without first
explaining why it is not a composite, another option left open to him. Filling in his
reasoning here is aided by recognizing that he is arguing that soul is not the composite
living thing. Aristotle gives no clues as to his reasoning here, but Ronald Polansky makes
the reasonable suggestion® that Aristotle has in mind the principle in Metaphysics Z.17
that “to ask why something is itself is to inquire into nothing” but instead one should ask
“Why does something belong to something else?””*° Just as the composite cannot explain
itself, it likewise could not explain one of its aspects—Ilife; this aspect is one of the things
that makes the composite what it is. If Aristotle were not examining whether soul is the
composite living thing, but instead was considering whether soul is any sort of
composite, then this argument would not work. The fact that something cannot be its own
explanation would not eliminate the possibility that soul is a composite, for it could be a
different composite from the living thing.

When it comes to the living thing, then, soul is neither the composite nor the
matter. So (8) soul must be the form, and this is the form of the body. This statement
needs unpacking, however. There are options as to which body is in view here—the

matter or the composite—for Aristotle has used ‘body’ to refer to both over the course of

* Polansky, 154.
% 1041a10-15, Apostle translation. Hippocrates G. Apostle, trans., Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Des Moines:
The Peripatetic Press, 1979; first published 1966 by Indiana University Press).
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this argument. But before answering this question I need to explain what Aristotle means
saying that the body is “a natural body having life potentially.” Such an explanation is
needed because several people have noted or tried to solve a possible contradiction
between Aristotle’s statement that the body has life potentially and statements he makes
elsewhere. However, this contradiction only arises because the original statement is
usually misunderstood.

The problem raised by scholars has to do particularly with the fact that Aristotle
says this body has life potentially. It is well-known that Aristotle thinks that a part of the
body is not really that part unless it has soul, nor without soul is the whole body really
that body.*” It appears, then, that the body of an organism must be ensouled essentially,
necessarily, or at least actually. If this is the case, these scholars ask, then what is
Aristotle doing saying that the body has life potentially?*® This problem is easily solved,
however, because it arises from a misunderstanding of ‘life’. The majority of scholars all
agree on what ‘life’ means here, both those who discuss the problem mentioned and those
who just comment on the meaning of this passage. Hamlyn concisely states the majority
view—"The body will have life potentially in the sense that it is the sort of body which
can be living; the presence of soul makes it actually living.”*—but many others say

comparable things.”” This view has a problem, though, because it conflates soul and life.

" For example, see P4 1.1, 640b35-641a5, 641al7-21. Aristotle also discusses this later in the chapter
presently under examination, using the example of an eye (D4 2.1, 412b18-27).

8 Jennifer E. Whiting, “Living Bodies,” in Nussbaum and Rorty, Essays on Aristotle’s De Anima, 88;
Ackrill, “Definitions,” 126; Polansky, 154-155, incl. n13; Johansen, 12-13.

* Hamlyn, 84.

%0 Aquinas: “Now Aristotle says ‘potentially having life,” and not, unconditionally, ‘having life,” because a
body having life is understood as the living composite substance. Yet it is the matter, not the composite,
that is included in the definition of form” (123). Ross: “... the soul is the form of that which without it has
life potentially...and with it has life actually” (De Anima, 213). Polansky: “In speaking of the body having
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It assumes that when Aristotle says this body has life potentially, it is equivalent to saying
that the body is one having soul potentially. That is, soul makes the body actually living
because it makes it actually ensouled. As I have been arguing, though, it is important to
keep soul and life separate from each other conceptually. This means that a new
explanation is needed for what Aristotle means here, and this new explanation will
happily eliminate the perceived contradiction between this passage and others.

When Aristotle says that soul is “substance as form of a natural body having life
potentially,” he does not mean that this body has soul potentially but instead means that
this body has the potential to engage in the vital activities of life. Soul is the cause of life,
not synonymous with it, and life is the vital activities. This reading of the passage not
only preserves the distinction between Aristotle’s terms, but it also fits perfectly with
what he says elsewhere. For something to have the potential for life activities, it needs to
already have the cause of these activities, the soul. This means that the body Aristotle is
discussing has soul actually, not potentially. In fact, Aristotle says this later in the
chapter: “It is not that which has lost the soul that is the thing potentially living (10

9951

dvvapel dv dote {fv), but that which has it.””" Thus, the problem raised by scholars does

life in potentiality, Aristotle refers just to the body as matter in relation to form rather than as composite.
This potentiality is the potentiality of the body presently actualized by the soul” (154). Menn: “To say that
the soul is the évtedéyeia of a natural body potentially having life is to say that it is whatever completes
such a body so that it becomes actually alive, i.e. capable of carrying out vital activities” (110). Johansen:
“By virtue of being ensouled it has actual life, but by virtue simply of being matter it is not a determinate
living thing and so only has potential for life” (16).

' DA 2.1, 412b25-26.
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not in fact arise. The body can have soul essentially, because it has soul actually, and
both of these facts are compatible with the body also having life potentially.*>

Returning to the question of whether the body in view is the matter or the
composite, the following must be kept in mind. For those who conflate soul and life,
saying that the body with life actually will be one with soul actually, the body in view
must be the matter. Since it has life—and thus soul—potentially, it does not yet have soul
and so it cannot be the composite. But as I have just argued, this is the wrong way to
understand the passage. Instead, for this body to have life potentially, it must be actually
ensouled. This would suggest that the composite is in view, since the composite is the
combination of the matter with soul. On the other hand, immediately preceding the
present statement, Aristotle argued that soul must be predicated of body, and this was
body in the sense of matter. Since he is now predicating soul of a particular kind of body,
this makes it sound like the matter is in view. The best way to reconcile these is to realize
that there are more than two options, since there are multiple ways in which to consider
the matter. When Aristotle says soul is “substance as form of a natural body having life
potentially,” this body is the matter of the actual organism, not matter prior to the
organism’s coming to be.” This means that the matter has soul already, and can thus be
said to have life potentially.

Understanding the body as the matter of the existing organism also fits with what

Aristotle goes on to say. As I already discussed, later in the chapter he says that the thing

52 This view raises the question whether there can exist a body with soul actually but life only potentially or
whether discussing such a body is only conceptually clarifying. I will address this question in chapter four,
after looking at the biology of the nutritive system.

> Polansky also takes this position (166).



53

with life potentially is not what has lost the soul, but that which has it. This eliminates the
dead body from being an option as to what he has in mind. Right after this he adds, “But

the seed and the fruit are such a body potentially.”>*

I take this to be discussing the other
end of the spectrum. The dead body comes to be after the ensouled body, while the seed
and fruit are bodies existing before the ensouled body. Neither is a body having life
potentially, however. Instead, the seed has the potential to be an ensouled body—the
potential to have life potentially—while with respect to soul or life the dead body has no
potential at all.

This understanding of the statement also fits with its role as the conclusion of the
argument. Aristotle has been looking at the three sorts of substance present in the living
thing. Soul is its form, the form of its matter. The body in question, then, should be the
matter of the living thing, and this is ensouled matter. One may ask why Aristotle does
not simply say that soul is substance as form of the ensouled body. There are at least two
reasons why it makes sense for him to give the more roundabout definition of soul as the
“substance as form of a natural body having life potentially.” First, the argument has been
moving from talking of life to talking of soul, so Aristotle brings back in the initial term
at the conclusion. Second, this is a definition of soul, and so the term ‘soul’ should not
occur in it. That Aristotle states the conclusion in this way is also evidence that Aristotle

intends for the relationship between soul and life to be one of causation in this argument,

and not simply one of correlation, because this concluding statement has the body with

DA 2.1,412b26-27.
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soul being able to perform the activities of life and therefore having the requisite cause of
life.

This conclusion is far from the end of 2.1, and the chapter has much important,
relevant content in its remainder, including restatements of this definition in other terms.
At this point, however, I am going to move on to 2.2. I will look at more of 2.1 in the
next chapter. As I move forward here, it should hopefully become clear why I am
switching at this point.

2.1vs.2.2

In the transition from 2.1 to 2.2 Aristotle gives quite a bit of information about
how to understand the nature of the arguments he presents in these chapters. This
information is not unproblematic, however. A few commentators have noted that there is
a tension between what he appears to say in the introduction to 2.2 and what he does in
the rest of the chapter. Additionally, not everyone agrees how to interpret the information
Aristotle gives in the transition, and this leads to different interpretations of the
arguments. [ am going to suggest a way to understand the transition between chapters that
alleviates the potential problems and offers an account of 2.1 and 2.2 that makes them
cohere with each other.

The transition indicates that the account given in 2.1 is lacking in some way,
while the account of 2.2 follows the appropriate model for a definition. Aristotle ends 2.1
355

by saying, “So then, let soul be defined and sketched like this in outline (tHnw).

Presumably what follows will fill in this sketch or outline. Immediately following this, he

%5 413a9-10.
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begins 2.2 by expressing his intent to start afresh and giving some requirements for a
definition.
Since what is clear and more known with respect to reason (katd TOv AOyov)
comes to be from what is unclear but more evident (pavepmTépmv), it is necessary
to try to go over the soul again in this way, for the defining account (tov
OploTikov Adyov) must not only show what is the case (10 6tt), as most of the
definitions do, but it must contain and make evident the cause (trv aitiav). But
nowadays the accounts of definitions are like conclusions.>®
Here Aristotle lists two features to look for in his fresh account. First, he will proceed
from what is unclear but more evident to what is more known with respect to reason, or
as he puts it in Metaphysics, one should “start from what is more known to the individual
and proceed to make known to the individual what is known by nature.””’ By beginning
with the familiar, one can work up to the principles that actually articulate the world.
Second, the definition given will do more than just show the facts. It will state the
explanation for those facts.
Aristotle goes on to further clarify this last point, giving both an example of a
definition that only says what is the case and the corresponding improved definition that

shows the cause.

>0 413al1-16.
77.3,1029b7-8, Apostle translation.
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For example, what is squaring? An equilateral rectangle being equal to an oblong.

But such a definition is a statement of the conclusion. The one who says that

squaring is finding the mean proportional states the cause of the thing.®
Squaring is in fact making a square that is equal in area to a given rectangle. There is a
prescribed set of steps one can follow in order to construct such a square. One can follow
these steps, however, without understanding why it is that the construction works. The
reason they work—the reason that squaring takes place—is that in following them one
finds the mean proportional.”” Saying that squaring is making a square equal to a
rectangle is only giving the end result of the process and not illuminating why it is that
this square is equal to the rectangle. This is, however, all that someone might give if she
has only a rudimentary grasp of geometry. This answer, then, is the one that is more
evident to us, while the definition showing the cause is what is known by nature. The two
features Aristotle discusses here tie together.

In Posterior Analytics Aristotle gives another useful example and further
illustrates what he means by a definition that is like a conclusion. He gives a few
different kinds of definition of thunder, one of which he says is like a conclusion: “Again,
a definition of thunder is noise in the clouds; and this is a conclusion of the demonstration

of what it is.”®® This is, of course, the familiar definition of thunder. Just as with the

* 413a17-20.

%% There are different ways to understand what Aristotle means here. See, for example, Robert Bolton’s
account in Bolton, “Aristotle’s Definitions of the Soul: ‘De Anima’ ii, 1-3,” Phronesis 23.3 (1978): 268-
269. I found the comment of Joe Sachs particularly helpful in illuminating Aristotle’s meaning. Joe Sachs,
trans., Aristotle’s On the Soul and On Memory and Recollection, second printing with minor revisions
(Santa Fe: Green Lion Press, 2004), 84n 2.

8 post. An. 2.10, 94a7-9, Barnes translation. Jonathan Barnes, ed. and trans., Posterior Analytics, 2nd ed.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993).
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squaring example, the definition that is like a conclusion is also that which is more
evident to us. He also gives the definition which shows the cause.
Another definition is an account which shows why something exists. ... [This
sort] will clearly be like a demonstration of what something is, differing in
arrangement from a demonstration. For there is a difference between saying why
it thunders and what thunder is. In the one case you will say: Because the fire is
extinguished in the clouds. But: What is thunder?—A noise of fire being
extinguished in the clouds. Hence the same account is given in different ways: in
one way it is a continuous demonstration, in the other a definition.®'
This second definition includes the information about the cause of the thing being
defined. This information comes from the demonstration of which the first definition is
the conclusion.
1) Extinction of fire belongs to the clouds.
2) Noise belongs to the extinction of fire.
Therefore: Noise belongs to the clouds.®
Thunder is a noise in the clouds because it is an extinction of fire there, and such
extinctions produce noise. ‘Extinction of fire’ is the middle term—the term that appears
in both premises—and consequently it is the cause. Knowing this cause, that thunder is
an extinction of fire in the clouds, is a scientific achievement (assuming it is true), and is

therefore what is known by nature rather than what is known to the individual.

612,10, 93b38-94a7, Barnes translation.
62 This is based on the reconstruction of David Charles, Aristotle on Meaning and Essence (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2000), 43.
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With this in mind the majority of commentators take the beginning of 2.2 to be
clarifying the end of 2.1. The definition given in 2.1 is an outline because it is like a
conclusion, and the account of 2.2 will remedy this by giving a definition that shows the
cause and is more known with respect to reason.®® There are problems with this view,
however. Rosamond Kent Sprague raises one such problem, noting a tension between the
beginning of 2.2 and what Aristotle goes on to do in the rest of the chapter. According to
the majority understanding of the beginning, what is lacking is a middle term showing the
cause of the definition given in 2.1, a term that is further from our ordinary understanding
and closer to what is known with respect to reason. Kent Sprague finds a likely middle
term in the body of 2.2, since a prominent part of Aristotle’s argument is that “the soul is
this: that by which we live, perceive, and think primarily”;64 the middle term, then, would
be ‘that by which we live, perceive, and think primarily.” She immediately points out,
however, that this conception of soul is closer to us than the definition given in 2.1 that
soul is the form of a body having life potentially.®® This is the wrong direction to go,
since the cause should be further from us and closer to the structure of reality. This

observation does not lead her to abandon the traditional understanding of the transition

from 2.1 to 2.2, but she does find the need to posit two principles of argumentation that

8 See, for example: Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 27 (225,34-226,6); Averroes, 122; Aquinas, 119; Bolton,
259; Rosamond Kent Sprague, “A Missing Middle Term: ‘De Anima’ I1,2,” Phronesis 41.1 (1996): 104;
Menn, 103-104; Rebekah Johnston, “Aristotle’s De Anima: On Why the Soul is Not a Set of Capacities,”
British Journal for the History of Philosophy 19.2 (2011): 194-195.

% 414a12-13.

% Kent Sprague, 106.
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Aristotle must be applying here, principles for which, she admits, there is no evidence
elsewhere.®

Johansen goes further than Kent Sprague and abandons the majority view of the
transition. He observes that even when just looking at the account of 2.1 it is problematic
to call it merely a conclusion. Unlike the examples of thunder as a sound in the clouds
and squaring as finding an equilateral rectangle equal to an oblong, to say that soul is the
substance as form of a body having life potentially—or the first actuality of a natural,
instrumental body as he also says—is to give a definition that is already quite
theoretically informed.®” This appears to be a different sort of account from the other
definitions. He parts ways, then, with the standard way of reading the transition by saying
that when Aristotle criticizes definitions for being like conclusions, it is best to read him
as having just his predecessors in mind, and not the accounts he gave in 2.1.°® This new
reading has two consequences for the interpretation of 2.1 and 2.2. First, since the
account of 2.1 should not be viewed as being like the conclusion of a syllogism, it must
play a different sort of role in the overall structure of De Anima. Johansen sees it as not a
definition but a preliminary outline showing what sort of definition is appropriate for
soul. It is the answer to two questions raised in the first book of De Anima: Under what

category does soul fall? Does soul exist potentially or actually?® The outline in 2.1

% Ibid., 107-108. The principles are that 1) in a definition showing the cause, the middle term may be what
is better known to us, and 2) a definition showing the cause should be a complete syllogism, one where the
premises are still open to inspection. In my view the first of these is particularly problematic, and my
account below avoids it.

67 Johansen, 36.

% 1bid., 36.

' DA 1.1, 402a23-26.
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establishes that soul is a substance and an actuality.”’ Second, because the account of 2.1
is not a definition, 2.2 will need to supply the definition that is like a conclusion in
addition to giving the definition that shows the cause. Johansen takes the first to be the
statement “We say that the ensouled (10 &uyvyov) is distinguished from the unensouled
by life,””" and the causal definition to be one that explains why ensouled things are
alive.”” There are many ways for a thing to be alive, however, so this means that there are
going to be multiple accounts of the cause of this life. The definition of soul, then, will
ultimately be the accounts of each of the capacities that De Anima goes on to provide.”

These criticisms from Kent Sprague and Johansen are devastating to the
traditional view of Aristotle’s transition from 2.1 to 2.2. The account in 2.1 does not look
like a definition as conclusion, and 2.2 does not yield up an obvious cause of it. At the
same time, neither solution by Kent Sprague or Johansen is ideal. It would be preferable
to find an account of what Aristotle is doing that fits with the definition of squaring and
the discussion in Posterior Analytics better than Kent Sprague’s proposed principles. On
the other hand, it would also be nice to end up with a definition for soul along the lines of
the causal definitions of squaring and thunder, rather than saying along with Johansen
that the closest we are going to get is the accounts of the individual capacities.
Additionally, the account of soul in 2.1 has attracted a lot of attention, likely because it
sounds so very Aristotelian with all the talk of form, first actuality, and so on. In

Johansen’s view this account becomes preliminary, and it would be preferable to have a

70 Johansen, 34.
! 413a20-22.
"2 Johansen, 37.
" bid., 39-40.
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story of what Aristotle is doing that preserves the importance of this account that most
readers naturally perceive. Of course, interpretations often have to sacrifice something
somewhere, and without an alternative, perhaps the route of Kent Sprague or Johansen
would be the way to go. I will argue, however, that there is an alternative that preserves
their insights as well as gives all the things desired above. The definition of 2.1 is not a
definition as conclusion. It is in fact the more important causal definition.”

The first part of the transition to examine is the end of 2.1, where Aristotle says
that what preceded is in outline (ton®). Clearly this means that the account given is
lacking in some way, but the question is in what way. Robert Bolton offers an
explanation of the meaning of Ton® that supports the majority view of the transition. He
argues forcefully for the view that the definition in 2.1 is only a nominal definition of the
kind that serves as a conclusion. In fact, he sees four separate definitions in this chapter,
and finds these definitions to have significant differences from each other.”” The upshot
of his argument is that we should recognize the limited scope of these definitions and that
doing so will eliminate some of the traditional problems that arise with respect to them.”®
Since my conclusion is quite different from his, it will be beneficial to contrast his
interpretation of tone with mine.

Bolton says that “an account ‘in outline’ (tOn®) is, according to the Topics, a
general (kaB6Aov) account which does not give an ‘accurate definition’ (qkpipng Adyoq)

but which does permit us to know (yvwpilewv) the thing described in some way (101 a 18-

™ Polansky also finds the definition of 2.1 not to be a conclusion, but one dealing with the reason (see, for
example, 186). However, his explanation of Aristotle’s arguments and their significance is quite different
from the account I offer here.

3 Bolton, 260-262.

" 1bid., 264-266.



62

24).”77 He then ties this to the distinction between an account that references what is
more known to us and one that appeals to what is known by nature. The account
appealing to what is intelligible in itself will be the accurate one, while the account that
relies on what is closer to us is the one in outline. He then supports this view further by
referencing History of Animals 491a7-14, which “further describes an account ‘in outline’
as one which gives derivative facts (t& coppepnkdta) about something in contrast to
giving the theoretical principles (aition) by reference to which such facts are explained.””
In order to evaluate Bolton’s view, it is necessary to look at these two passages
referenced.

The passage from History of Animals contains, as Bolton points out, a contrast
between an account in outline (o) and one that is detailed (" dxpipeiag). The passage
also contrasts collecting facts with finding causes, which could also be described as
ascertaining what is known to us and what is known by nature.

What has just been said has been stated thus by way of outline (tOn®), so as to

give a foretaste of the matters and subjects which we have to examine; detailed

(0v daxpiPeiag) statements will follow later; our object being to determine first of

all the differences that exist and the actual facts in the case (td coppefnrora) of

all of them. Having done this, we must attempt to discover the causes (t0g aitiag).

And, after all, this is the natural method of procedure—to do this only after we

have before us the ascertained facts (tf|g iotopioc) about each item, for this will

" 1bid., 259.
" 1bid., 259.
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give us a clear indication of the subjects with which our exposition is to be

concerned and the principles upon which it must be based.”

In this passage the contrast between an outline and having detail runs parallel to the
contrast between determining facts and discovering causes. Aristotle seems to suggest
that he has so far spoken in outline because he wants to first lay out the facts; then he will
speak in detail and discuss causes. While this may in fact be Aristotle’s intent here, I
would like to argue that the distinction between an outline and having detail does not
necessarily carry along the second distinction. Instead, just as with the words in the
English translation above, the difference between an outline account and a detailed one
merely has to do with the quantity of information imparted. An outline presents only
some of the content, while a detailed account presents more. One can then add on a
second claim about the quality of the two sets of information, as Aristotle does here, but
this 1s new information. One way that an outline can differ from a detailed account is that
the outline can leave out some of the most important information, but this is by no means
true of all outlines.

The first passage Bolton discusses, from Topics, lends support to this view. It also
contrasts an account Tt with one that is axpipi, but there is no implication that the first
account leaves out what is known by nature.

In general, as regards all those [kinds of reasoning] already mentioned and to be

mentioned hereafter, let this much (tocobtov) distinction suffice for us, since we

do not propose to give the exact definition (tov dkpipf) Adyov) of any of them but

" HA 1.6, 491a7-14, Peck translation. A. L. Peck, trans., History of Animals, Books I-III (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1965).
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merely wish to describe them in outline (tOn®), considering it quite enough, in

accordance with the method which we have set before us, to be able to recognize

each of them in some way or other.*
Not only does Aristotle leave out any mention of what is more known to us or known by
nature, but when describing the outline account he has given, Aristotle uses specifically
quantitative language, saying that ‘this much’ (tocodtov) distinction will suffice. He only
gave enough in the outline account so that the things described could be recognized.
There is more that could be said about each, but to say it would be to give a detailed
account, one that is unnecessary for the purposes at hand. This understanding of the
passage suggests that the phrase axpipij Aoyov, translated above as ‘exact definition’,
would be better translated ‘detailed definition’ or ‘detailed account’, in line with the
translation from History of Animals above.

Two passages from Generation of Animals further support this understanding of
‘in outline’, as each uses the antonym ‘detailed’ (51" dkpipeiag) in the way just described.
After discussing the occurrence or absence of a menstrual discharge in a few kinds of
animals, Aristotle says, “A detailed (o1 dxpipeiag) account of this matter, as it concerns

every sort of animal, is to be found in the Researches upon Animals.”*'

Not only does he
here specify that the detailed account will concern all the animals—a quantitative

change—but in the discussion immediately preceding he explains the cause of certain

animals lacking a discharge. The detailed account is only giving more information, not a

% Top. 1.1, 101a18-24, Forster translation. E. S. Forster, trans., Topica, in Posterior Analytics and Topica
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960).

1 G4 1.20, 728b12-14, Peck translation, modified by substituting ‘detailed’ for ‘exact’. A. L. Peck, trans.,
Generation of Animals (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1942).
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better kind. Similarly, when discussing eggs later on, Aristotle explains why the yolk and
the white are separate from each other and then says, “For a detailed (01" dkpipeiog)
account of how these stand to one another both at the beginning of the process of
generation and during the process of the young animals’ formation, ... what is written in
the Researches should be studied.”® Again, the detailed account is just adding more
information.®

If ton is understood in these quantitative terms—if it is truly understood to mean
‘in outline’ as it is usually translated—then this has implications for the interpretation of
De Anima 2.1 and 2.2. Aristotle ends 2.1 by saying that the account was in outline and
then begins 2.2 by distinguishing between what is known to us and what is known by
nature. Now one could argue that in this transition as a whole Aristotle makes the same
move he does in the History of Animals passage above, clarifying that he means the
account in 2.1 is not only quantitatively lacking, but also qualitatively. However, it is
better not to understand him in this way. First, if he does not mean to say that the
definition in 2.1 is qualitatively deficient, then the problems raised by Kent Sprague and
Johansen do not arise. He is not saying that the definition is like a conclusion, and he is
not looking for its cause in 2.2. Second, as I laid out the argument in 2.1 for the definition
of soul, I emphasized several times that Aristotle was making rather large assumptions.

He assumes that soul is a substance, that natural substances are composites, that

nourishing is a relevant sense of life to consider when discussing soul, and that soul is the

82 G4 3.2, 753b14-17, Peck translation, modified by substituting ‘detailed’ for ‘exact’.

% T do not intend to argue that dpinic and dxpiPeto always speak solely in quantitative terms. Aristotle
may use them in other ways, too. I just want to illustrate that he does use them to discuss quantity and that
TOm® can be an antonym to this sense.
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cause of life. The second of these is a principle of physics and receives no further
comment in the rest of De Anima. The other three are assumptions about soul, though,
and Aristotle discusses all three more thoroughly in 2.2. There is a difference in the
quantity of information between the two chapters. I take Aristotle to have this difference
in mind when he says that 2.1 is in outline. The definition of soul as the form of a natural
body having life potentially should be understood, then, to be Aristotle’s ultimate account
of soul. The argument establishing it needs some more discussion, and this is what he
goes on to provide.

In 2.2 Aristotle fills in the details lacking from 2.1. As he says at the start of 2.2,
he does this by “going over the soul again”—that is, he is starting again from the
beginning. This time, “since what is clear and more known with respect to reason comes
to be from what is unclear but more evident,” he is going to move from what is known to
us up to what is known by nature. In 2.1 he jumped right to the summit, but now he is
going to lead us there step by step. It is important to keep this destination in mind,
because when Aristotle’s predecessors tried to define things, they often stayed at ground-
level, the level of what is familiar to us. Their definitions only showed “what is the case.”
This sort of definition is like the conclusion of an argument. A good definition will
“contain and make evident the cause,” which is more known with respect to reason.
When looking at 2.2, then, we should expect Aristotle to give us a familiar definition of
soul and then lead us from there up to the definition from 2.1, all the while filling in

details left out of the discussion in 2.1. And this is in fact what he does.
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From Life to Soul in DA 2.2

Aristotle begins his fresh account of soul from life once again. In fact, he more
truly starts from life in chapter two, since he does not preface the argument by assuming
soul is a substance but jumps right into his description of life. This description is also
fuller than it was in 2.1, encompassing more activities.

And so, taking it as a start of the inquiry, we say that the ensouled (10 &uyvyov) is

distinguished from the unensouled by life (1@ {fjv). Life (tod fjv) is said in many

ways, and we say that a thing lives ({fjv) if any one of these is present in it, such

as thinking (vodg), perceiving (aicOnoig), moving and stopping with respect to

place (kivnoig Kai otdo1g 1 Katd tOmov), besides moving with respect to

nourishment (kivnoig 1 katd tpoe1v) and both decaying (p0icig) and growing

(abénotc).™
From this starting point Aristotle goes on to give a familiar definition of soul and then to
argue for its cause. He does not, however, do this right away. He just stated his intent to
restart the account of soul and to do so by moving from the common definition to the one
showing the cause, but he discusses several other issues first. It is not until the end of 2.2
that he finally gives this new account.

But before looking at Aristotle’s argument for the definition of soul, it is worth
mentioning the intervening sections. While they do not contribute to establishing the

definition, they do fill in some of the assumptions in 2.1. Immediately after giving this

¥ DA 2.2,413a20-25.
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description of life, Aristotle argues that plants are also living.** Just like other living
things, they perform activities—those of growing and nourishing—and they do so based
on some internal principle. Thus, the discussion of soul must account for more than just
moving and perceiving, the activities on which his opponents tended to focus. It must
also account for nourishing. This discussion, then, addresses one of the assumptions in
2.1, since there Aristotle just asserted that nourishing is a relevant kind of life when it
comes to soul. After this look at plants, he begins to discuss the relationships between the
various capacities.® Specifically, he looks at which ones are separable from the others
and at their status as parts of soul. In the middle of this discussion he fills in another gap
from 2.1, when he says “For now let only so much be said, that soul is the source (¢pyn)
of these things that were mentioned (t@&v eipnuévav tovtov)....”*" The things mentioned
were the activities of life,™ so Aristotle makes explicit here what he left implicit in 2.1.
Soul is the source or cause of life. After this lengthy intervening material, he moves on
and finally gives the argument for the definition of soul promised at the beginning of the
chapter.

Aristotle begins this argument at 414a4, and he proceeds by restating the common
definition in a new way and arguing from there to the causal definition he gave in 2.1.

(1) Since that by which we live and perceive (® {®uev kol aicOavopeda) is said in

two ways, (2) just as that by which we know (¢ émotdaueda) is—(3) we say on

the one hand that it is knowledge, on the other that it is soul, for we say that we

% 413a25-31.
8 413a31-414a3. He continues this discussion in 2.3.
¥7413b11-12.

% For a detailed discussion of this passage, see chapter 3.
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know by each of these—(4) and similarly as we are healthy (Oywaivopev) on the
one hand by health and on the other by some part of the body or even the whole,
(5) and of these both knowledge and health are shape (nop¢1}) and a certain form
(166¢ 1) and ratio (Adyoc) and a kind of actuality® of what is receptive (olov
gvépyeta 10D dektikod), (6) in the one case of that which is capable of knowledge
(tod émotuovikod), (7) in the other of that which is capable of health (tod
vylaotod)—(8) for the actuality (évépyeia) of the things capable of acting (tdv
TOmTIK®V) appears to belong in that which is acted on and arranged (1@ mdoyovtt
kai Satifepéve ) —(9) and the soul is this: that by which we live, perceive, and
think (¢ {dpev kai aicOavouedo kai Stavoodueda) primarily (tpdtoc)—(10) so
that it would be a certain ratio (Adyog 11¢) and form (£180¢), but not matter (5An)
and the subject (10 Vmokeipevov).”
Soul is that by which we live and perceive, but (1) this can mean two different things.
Before looking at the two meanings, though, I need to clarify another aspect of the terms.
In (1) Aristotle mentions that by which we live and perceive, but in (9) he expands to that
by which we live, perceive, and think. There does not appear to be any reason given
between (1) and (9) for why he adds thinking, which suggests that he did not mean to
exclude it from (1). The whole argument can be said to start from a discussion of that by
which we live, perceive, and think. But there is an even more concise way to put this. In

the last chapter I discussed how Aristotle can use “life” to refer either to all the vital

% In this passage it is better to translate évépyea as “actuality” rather than “activity.” Knowledge and
health are each said to be an évépyeia, and these are that by which we perform the activities of knowing and
being healthy, not the activities themselves. It would be confusing to call both knowledge and the knowing
it enables “activities.”

% 414a4-14, numbers added.
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activities or to just the activity of nourishing. Given the placement of “live” here beside
“perceive” and “think,” and given that nourishing, perceiving, and thinking are the three
main levels of vital activities, it makes the most sense to see “live” here as referring to
just the activity of nourishing. In that case, since nourishing, perceiving, and thinking
cover the spectrum of life, rather than “that by which we live, perceive, and think,” one
can just say “that by which we live,” using the wider sense of “live.” In what follows I
will do this, in order to simplify the discussion.

Having clarified this, “that by which we live” (1) can still mean two different
things. Aristotle illustrates what he means through examples. First, (2) “that by which we
know” has a similar ability to mean two different things. We know (3) in one sense by
knowledge and in another sense by soul. Of these two options, Aristotle makes it clear
that (5) knowledge plays the role of form, and presumably this means that soul here plays
the role of matter. Soul is the subject that receives the knowledge, and we can be said to
know by either the soul or the knowledge. On the one hand, we are in a position to be
able to know anything because we have a soul. Rocks do not know stuff. On the other
hand, having a soul is not sufficient for knowing. We must have the piece of knowledge
in our soul as well. A newborn soul does not know math, but it will once it has learned it.
Since the soul is just a sort of receptacle for knowledge, it is more proper to say that we
know by means of knowledge. This will become important as the argument progresses.
Aristotle goes on to elaborate that knowledge, as form, (5) is also actuality. It is the

actuality (6) of the soul, which is capable of having this knowledge, because (8) the
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actuality of that which knows, the composite knower, is in that matter which is capable of
being altered so as to have this knowledge.

Aristotle’s second example is that by which we are healthy, and (4) this can either
be said to be health or the body. Our body must be in a certain state for us to be said to be
healthy, so it is appropriate to say we are healthy by means of it. On the other hand, it is
the state—health—that makes us healthy. We are not healthy by just any sort of body. It
must have health. Of the two, (5) health is the form and the actuality (7) of the body,
which is capable of receiving this health.

Just as knowledge and health are the primary things by which we know and are
healthy, (9) soul is also that by which we live in the primary sense. It is true that we are
able to live because we have a body. A disembodied spirit could neither nourish itself nor
perceive, because these activities require bodily instruments. However, just as not every
soul has knowledge of math and not every body is healthy, not every body lives—only
those with souls. Thus, soul is that by which we live primarily. Given the parallel with
knowledge and health, (10) soul is also a form.

Having established this, Aristotle proceeds to discuss the sort of body it is of
which soul is the form. His discussion is not very helpful when it comes to the definition
of soul, because instead of giving concrete information about the kind of body necessary,
he focuses on refuting a mistaken view held by his predecessors. Still, it is worth looking
at what he has to say. The argument starts with the sort of argumentation found in 2.1, but

Aristotle uses it for a different end.
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(11) For as substance is said in three ways, as we said, one way being form
(€180¢), one matter (5An), and one that which is from both, and of these, the matter
is potentiality (6vvaypig), the form actuality (évtedéyein)—(12) since that which is
from both is ensouled (pyvyov), (13) it is not the body that is the actuality
(évtedéyewa) of soul, but soul [is the actuality] of a certain body (codpatdg Tvog).
(14) And because of this, those who think that soul is neither without body nor a
certain body understand well. (15) For it is not a body, but something of a body,
(16) and because of this it belongs in a body, and in a body of a certain kind
(toovt®), (17) and not as the earlier thinkers inserted it into a body, not at all
specifying in what [body] and what kind, (18) although it appears (paivopévov)
that some chance thing does not receive another chance thing. (19) And so it
happens also according to reason (katd Adyov), for the actuality of each naturally
comes to be in that which is potentially and in the proper matter. (20) From these
things, then, it is clear that [soul] is a certain actuality (évteAéyeld Tig) and ratio
(AOyog) of that which has the potentiality to be of this kind (tod dOvapuy &govtog
elvat To100Tov).”!

This part of the argument continues from the first by saying that soul is actuality, but its

main focus is on the body.
He begins by listing (11) the three kinds of substance and their ties to potentiality

and actuality, the same distinctions he made in 2.1. Matter is potentiality while form is

actuality. Since he had just said that (10) soul is form, it is a simple move to conclude that

1 414a14-28, numbers added.
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soul is actuality. Before he does this, however, he inserts that (12) the composite is
ensouled, and this insertion begins with “since” (énet), suggesting that it plays a role in
establishing the claim that follows. This claim is that (13) body is not the actuality of
soul, but soul is the actuality of a certain body. Up until this point the body had not been
mentioned in relation to the soul, and what follows focuses on it. Because of this, it is
best to see Aristotle as mentioning the three kinds of substance and that the composite is
ensouled, not in order to make the point that soul is actuality, but in order to categorize
body. Soul is form, the ensouled thing is the composite, so body is the matter, or as it is
emphasized here, it is that of which soul is the actuality. Because of this relationship
between body and soul, (14) soul is not body but requires a body. It is the actuality (15)
of'a body, so (16) it needs to be in not just any body, but in a particular body. Aristotle’s
predecessors (17) missed this point, thinking instead that the type of body did not matter.
However, that it matters is confirmed both (18) by observation and (19) reason. It can be
observed in nature that random things do not regularly go together to form wholes.
Likewise, reason shows that an actuality must come to be only in the proper potentiality,
not a random one. Aristotle sums up this discussion by saying that (20) soul is the
actuality of that which has the corresponding potentiality.

While this is the conclusion of the argument and his statement of the causal
definition of soul, this definition is not as informative as the one in 2.1 because it does
not introduce any terms different from soul. Comparing the conclusion here, where the
body is “that which has the potentiality to be of this kind,” to the body in 2.1, “a natural

body having life potentially,” one notices that the terms ‘natural’ and ‘life’ are missing
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from the new statement. Instead, Aristotle says that soul is the actuality of that which has
the potentiality to have soul, a seemingly vacuous statement, though in this argument the
statement does in fact have content, since it is meant to disqualify some bodies from
having soul, bodies that Aristotle’s predecessors would have allowed. It does not,
however, specify anything about what makes a body suitable for having soul. It is not
even shorthand for the more informative statement in 2.1. As I argued earlier, the body
having life potentially is the ensouled matter. On the other hand, this body at the end of
2.2 is the matter without soul. It has sou/ potentially, not /ife. Aristotle is likely focusing
on the matter without soul because this is what his opponents have in mind. They are
picturing pre-existing bodies that happen to receive soul, and Aristotle is pointing out that
not all bodies can be ensouled. Given all this, Aristotle’s description of the body at the
end of 2.2 is not very informative at first glance, and it contains no hidden depths.**

The first part of the argument does what is promised in the transition to 2.2,
however. It proceeds by induction, going from what is more evident to what is known by
reason. What is evident, granted by everyone, is that soul is the primary cause of life. In
other cases, that which is the primary cause of an activity—knowing or being healthy, for
example—is the form. Therefore, soul is a form. Reversing the inductive argument, and
bringing back in the information that the ensouled body is a natural one, we get the

deductive argument sought in the transition.

%2 Someone may ask why Aristotle’s grand conclusion is so anemic, but this is really in keeping with the
rest of the chapter. After the beginning where he lays out the kind of definition he is seeking and how he
will get there, for some reason he decides to discuss separability and parthood before getting around to the
argument for the definition. That the definition ends by trailing off into another digression is perhaps not
surprising.
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1) Form belongs to a natural body.

2) The primary cause of life belongs to form.

Therefore: The primary cause of life belongs to a natural body.
The conclusion of this argument is the common definition of soul, as it should be: soul is
the primary cause of life in a natural body. The middle term—the cause of the
conclusion—is ‘form’. Therefore, just as the common definition of thunder is “a noise in
the clouds” and the definition showing the cause is “a noise of fire being extinguished in
the clouds”, the proper definition of soul also incorporates all three terms: soul is the
cause of life as the form of a natural body. But a natural body having the cause of life is
one having life potentially. Thus, soul is the form of a natural body having life
potentially. We are led back to 2.1, then, and there Aristotle unpacks both the notion of
form and that of the body having life potentially, bringing in the notions of a first

actuality and an instrument. This is what I will examine in the next two chapters.
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Chapter 3: Soul as Actuality and Capacity

In the previous chapter I focused on the arguments Aristotle gives for his
definition of soul and the place from which he begins the arguments. In this chapter I will
turn to the definition itself. As I have argued, Aristotle states his final definition, the one
showing the cause, both at the end of De Anima 2.2 and in 2.1. The discussion in 2.1 is
much more extensive, however, so this is a natural place to dig into Aristotle’s account.
The account is deeper because Aristotle moves his definition through a series of
iterations, and not only does the changing language help to fill out what Aristotle means,
but he explains the changes. He begins the series with the version I mentioned in the
previous chapter: “soul must be a substance as form of a natural body having life
potentially.”' He then points out that such a substance is an actuality, and he modifies the
definition to “soul is the first actuality (évteAéyeia 1} Tpmtn) of a natural body having life
potentially.” In order to explain Aristotle’s account of soul, then, one must say what it
means for it to be a form and a first actuality.

I will not begin by looking at these definitions, however. It is helpful first to look
at other language Aristotle uses to discuss soul, language that treats soul as a capacity. In
particular, I will make use of the distinction I discussed in chapter one between -tikdv
and -o1¢ words in Aristotle’s talk of vital functions. I will argue that he associates the
former with soul and contrasts these with the latter, which refer to life. This contrast

should not be surprising, since in the previous chapter I argued that Aristotle begins his

"' DA 2.1,412a19-21.
% 412a27-28. There is a third iteration as well, which I will discuss in the next chapter.
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account of soul from the shared assumption that it is the explanation for the activities of
life. Life is the vital activities, so soul is the capacities for these activities.

It is potentially problematic, however, to say that soul is the vital capacities. As |
just noted, Aristotle defines soul as an actuality. A capacity, on the other hand, is a
potentiality.® Aristotle often distinguishes actualities from potentialities, as in his
argument for the necessity of god* or in the distinction between form and matter.” It is
strange that he would talk about soul using the language of potentiality yet call it an
actuality. This requires explanation. Most of this chapter, then, will be spent explaining
how Aristotle’s definitions of soul fit with the fact that soul is a capacity. I will look at
what it means for soul to be a first actuality as well as the role played by form in defining
a thing. Reconciling the capacity and actuality language turns out to clarify Aristotle’s
discussion of soul, since thinking of soul as a capacity does not conflict with his
definitions but ultimately illuminates them. Soul is both an actuality and a capacity.

Soul is a Capacity

Aristotle uses capacity language to discuss soul throughout the early chapters of
De Anima 2, but to see that this is the case one must pay close attention to the different
words he uses to discuss vital functions. I will provide such a detailed analysis in what
follows, but it is worth noting two additional features of the passages under discussion.
First, some of the sections using capacity language immediately follow Aristotle’s

definitions of soul in terms of actuality, which indicates that this language is in no way to

? Aristotle’s one word, dovayug, is translated as ‘potentiality’ and ‘capacity’ in different contexts. Perhaps,
then, a more precise way to say the above is that ‘capacity’ is one meaning of dOvoypug, which is always
contrasted with actuality.

* Metaph. A.6-7.

>DA 2.1, 412a9-10.
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be superseded or negated by the definitions. In the first half of 2.1 he states that soul is
the form of a body having life potentially and then that it is a first actuality. However, he
spends the second half of the chapter explaining these definitions by using capacity
language. Likewise, the definition showing the cause appears at the end of 2.2, but he
refers to soul as a capacity immediately afterward, at the beginning of 2.3. Second, it is
also worth noting that in 2.2 Aristotle gives the clearest statement he makes anywhere
relating soul, life, the vital capacities, and the vital activities. This passage provides
additional evidence for the position I argued for in the previous chapter, that life is the
vital activities, but it has often been misunderstood, which is one reason why it is
necessary to look at all of these passages and pay careful attention to the language
Aristotle uses. If one does this, it becomes clear that soul is a capacity.

After arguing in 2.1 that soul is the form of the body and that this means it is the
actuality of a particular sort of body, Aristotle goes on to illustrate what he means
through a set of analogies, and in his discussion he compares the soul to capacities. First
he compares the living organism to an axe, and says that if the axe were a living thing, its
soul would be its essence. The axe, however, is the wrong sort of body, because it does
not have an internal source of moving and stopping. That is, it does not really have a soul.
Next he compares the living organism to an eye, and says that “if the eye were an animal,
its soul would be the capacity to see (6yic).”® I have translated Syic as ‘the capacity to
see’ here, but as I argued in chapter one, the term may refer either to the capacity to see

or to the function of sight more generally. As Aristotle proceeds, he makes it clear that

®DA2.1,412b18-19.
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the first is what he means, and that which would be analogous to the soul of an eye is a
capacity. He emphasizes this link between soul and capacities when he says that soul is
not only analogous to the capacity to see, but also to the capacity or power of the axe.
“As with cutting (tufioic) and seeing (6pacig), so also being awake (8ypnyopoig) is an
actuality (évteAéyewa), but as with the capacity to see (6y1g) and the capacity of the

instrument (3Ovoyug Tod dpyavov) [i.e. of an axe], so is soul [a capacity].”’

Not only does
Aristotle compare soul to two capacities here, but he specifically contrasts it with three
activities—cutting, seeing, and being awake.
Following this and a few other remarks, Aristotle transitions to the new start in
2.2. Partway through the discussion he makes the following summary statement:
For now let only so much be said, that soul is the source (&pyn) of these things
that were mentioned (t@®v eipnuévov todtwv), and it is defined (dpiotor) by these
(tovto1g): the capacity to nourish (Opentik®), the capacity to perceive
(oicOnTicd), the capacity to think (Stavontik®), and moving (kwnoet).”
This sentence requires extra interpretive work on the part of the reader because it contains
two demonstratives, the referents of which need to be determined. Aristotle discusses
both “these things that were mentioned” and the “these” that define soul. Because of this,
the passage has often been misunderstood by translators and commentators. Quite a lot of

people take the two demonstratives to refer to the same thing, as in the following

translation by J. A. Smith from The Revised Oxford Translation:

"DA2.1,412b27-413al.
$DA2.2,413b11-13.
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At present we must confine ourselves to saying that soul is the source of these
phenomena and is characterized by them, viz. by the powers of self-nutrition,
perception, thinking, and movement.’
As here, the majority of translations indicate that the two demonstratives refer to the
same thing, either by translating the second demonstrative as ‘them’'’ or in some other
way.'! This understanding of the passage is problematic, however, because it holds that
soul is both defined by the vital capacities as well as being their source. But to be that
which is responsible for something is very different from being that thing; if they were
the same, then the thing would be the cause of itself. A different interpretation is needed.
The problem is solved by keeping the two demonstratives separate. The second
clearly refers to what follows, as most translations recognize, and what follows is a list of
capacities. 12 The first, on the other hand, refers back to what had already been mentioned,
so one must decide what this is. Since the new inquiry started, Aristotle has been
discussing both activities and capacities. He begins by defining life in terms of
activities—thinking (vodg), perceiving (aicOnoig), and various sorts of moving
(xivnoig)."” Shortly after this he focuses on plants and shifts to discussing the “capacity

(0Ovapv) and source (apynv) through which they have growing (abénciv) and decaying

°J. A. Smith, trans., On the Soul, in The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, ed.
Jonathan Barnes, vol. 1 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984).

10 See the De Anima translations of Hamlyn, Sachs, Hicks, Irwin and Fine (Terence Irwin and Gail Fine,
trans., Aristotle: Selections (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1995), and Hett (W. S. Hett,
trans., On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath, rev. ed., (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957).).
Barnes also translates the passage in this way in Barnes, Aristotle, 275.

' Bolton’s paraphrase: “source of and is delimited by any one or more of the life functions” (267); Ross:
“the soul is the source of, and is distinguished by, the faculties” (De Anima, 216); Simplicius’s summary is
also in this vein: “he said not only that it is the principle of these facts but that it is determined by them”
(Simplicius, trans. Urmson, 134-135 (100,22-23)).

"2 1 will complicate this statement shortly.

5 DA 2.2, 413a22-25.
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(9Biow) in opposite directions,”"* and this eventually leads him to talk about the capacity
to nourish (10 Openticdv).” It is possible, then, that the referent of “these things that were
mentioned” is either activities or capacities, but it should be understood as the former. As
in the case of plants, where the capacity is a source of the vital activities of growing and
decaying, so also soul is defined by the vital capacities, so it is the source of the vital
activities that were mentioned at the beginning of the section.'®

With this understanding of the passage, there are two lessons to draw. First, this
passage and its context provide more evidence that life is to be understood as the vital
activities, rather than as the vital functions considered generally. At the beginning of this
section Aristotle defines life by using a series of words ending in -c1c. As I discussed in
chapter one, these may refer either to activities or to the general functions. The passage
following the definition makes it clear that he has activities in mind. He says that soul is
defined by the capacities and the source of the activities or functions that are referred to
by the terms ending in -61g. The general function includes the capacity, however, so if
that was in view, then the capacities would be the source of themselves, and the problem

I raised above would reappear. Therefore, these terms should be understood to refer to

activities, and life is an activity. Second, this passage also specifically states that soul is

4 413a26-28.

% 413bs.

' In their translations of the passage, Whiting (“Locomotive Soul”, 149) and Corcilius and Gregoric (83)
both make it explicit that soul is defined by the capacities and is the source of activities. Philoponus, citing
Alexander, also emphasizes that soul is not the source of the capacities, but it is the source of the activities
(which he distinguishes by using the articular infinitive) and is defined by the capacities (Philoponus, trans.
Charlton, 39 (237,11-25)). Johansen translates the passage in this way in chapter two of his book (40), but
then translates it differently in chapter three and makes a point of saying that the things referred to by the
first demonstrative are the living beings (52-53, incl. n15). Lawson-Tancred (Hugh Lawson-Tancred,
trans., De Anima (London: Penguin Books, 1986)) and Apostle both avoid translating the second
demonstrative ‘them’, thereby preserving the option of this interpretation, although at the beginning of the
chapter Apostle translates the activities defining life as powers.
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the vital capacities, for Aristotle says it is defined by them. It is these capacities, not their
source or cause, since only the second demonstrative refers to the capacities.

This last point has a small complication, however, since only three of the four
words said to define soul have the usual -tucov suffix of a capacity term (or in this case —
TIK® )—Opentik®, aicOnTikd, dStuvontik®d. The fourth item is kivcel, moving, rather than
the expected kvntik®d, capacity to move. Some scholars have also noted this discrepancy
and offered an explanation for it. They suggest that Aristotle differentiates movement
from the other capacities because, while the others are to be considered separate parts of a
soul, movement is not.'” If they are right—and I have no better explanation to offer—
then it would appear that Aristotle has sacrificed clarity about the relationship of soul to
the vital capacities for the sake of making clear that movement is a different sort of
capacity.

Before moving on from this passage there is one more issue to consider. Aristotle
appears to slide easily here from stating that life is an activity to saying soul is a capacity.
One might think that he has the following argument in view: life is the vital activities;
soul is the cause of life; therefore, soul is the vital capacities. This cannot be what he has
in mind, however, because if this argument were valid, then his predecessors would
assent too easily to Aristotle’s account of soul. I argued in the previous chapter that
Aristotle takes his predecessors to hold both the premises of the argument: they agree that
life is the vital activities and soul is its cause. Therefore, they ought to assent to the

conclusion readily. But as | have already stated and will argue in the rest of this chapter,

17 Whiting, “Locomotive Soul”, 149n8; Corcilius and Gregoric, 106, 110.
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when Aristotle says that soul is the vital capacities, this is his considered position,
equivalent to saying that soul is a form. If his predecessors agreed with this position that
easily, it would render superfluous his more complicated arguments that soul is a form,
and it would call into question whether there is even a difference between his position
and theirs. In light of this, it appears that Aristotle is not making this argument; in fact,
the argument is invalid. Something could be the explanation of the vital activities yet not
be a capacity, as in the case where it is atoms bouncing around that makes the organism
active in the required ways. It is best, then, to understand this passage as informed by
Aristotle’s ultimate position, not as arguing for it.'®

Aristotle provides still more evidence that soul is a capacity in 2.3. He starts this
chapter by observing that different organisms have different numbers of capacities of the
soul, and by the end of the chapter it is clear that these are not just capacities belonging to
the soul but capacities constituting it. The words he chooses make it clear that the chapter
is concerned with capacities. At the beginning of the discussion he uses a series of
capacity-words ending in -ticov, and he also calls them ‘capacities’ (dvvapelg) twice.

Of the capacities of the soul (dvvapewv tig yuyig) that have been mentioned, all

belong to some [living things], just as we said, some of them belong to some, and

only one belongs to others. The capacities (duvdypelg) we spoke of were a capacity

to nourish (Opentikdv), a capacity to perceive (aicOntikov), a capacity to desire

'® In fact, it makes most sense to understand 2.2 as mostly consisting of a long digression. Aristotle starts
the chapter saying what kind of definition he is looking for, then he gives the very first step—stating that
life is the vital activities. From there, he immediately digresses into a discussion of the relationship between
the various capacities, and this discussion is already informed by the conclusion that soul is a capacity.
Finally, at 414a4, he again picks up the argument announced at the beginning and argues for this
conclusion.
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(dpekTikdV), a capacity to move with respect to place (kivnTikov katd TOTOV), a
capacity to think (Siavontukév). Only the capacity to nourish (10 Openticov)
belongs to plants, but both this and the capacity to perceive (10 aicOntikdv)
belong to others.”"’
Immediately after this Aristotle switches from using words ending in -ti6v to words
ending in -o1¢. This use of words that seem to refer to activities might call into question
the assertion that 2.3 is concerned with capacities, but it must be kept in mind that
Aristotle uses words ending in -o1g to denote the general function as well. The context
shows that this is in fact what he is doing here.
But if the capacity to perceive (10 aicOntikév) [belongs to an organism], [so does]
the capacity to desire (10 dpektikév), for desire (dpe&ic) [consists of] appetite
(¢mbBopia), passion (Bupdc), and wish (BovAnoig), ... and to that which belongs
perception (aicOnoig), to this [also belongs] pleasure and pain, as well as the
pleasant and painful; but to that which these belong, appetite (émbopia) also
belongs, for it is a desire (8pe&ic) for the pleasant.”
When Aristotle switches from 10 dpektikdv (the capacity to desire) to dpeig, he is not
intending to contrast the activity of desiring with its capacity. Rather, he goes on to
discuss features of the general function—it has three components—and to relate the
functions of desire and perception. This is similar to the general use of ‘sight’ I discussed
in chapter one; saying that sight perceives colors is not restricting the statement to either

the capacity to see or the activity of seeing. Likewise here, Aristotle employs dpe&ic and

19 414a29-b1.
20 414b1-6.
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aicOnoig because he is discussing features of the general functions. Once the discussion
is over, he returns to speaking of capacities.

In addition to these [capacities] to some [organisms] belong also the capacity to

move with respect to place (10 katd TOmOV Kivntikov), and to others also both the

capacity to think (t0 dwvontikév) and intellect (voic)...*!

After this, Aristotle describes that there are two sorts of accounts of the soul that
one could give, and the discussion makes it clear that soul is the capacities that he has
been discussing.** One can either focus on accounts of the particular sorts of soul or on
an account common to all of them. Aristotle compares this situation to the way one can
either discuss triangles and quadrilaterals, or one can discuss figure. The way he states
this comparison shows that by particular souls he has in mind the capacities he has just
discussed: “for neither in that situation [of the figures] is there a figure besides the
triangle and those succeeding, nor in this situation [of the souls] is there a soul besides

those that have been discussed (yoyf) Tapd T eipnuévag).”*

What have just been
discussed are the capacities, so they must be what he is calling soul. He repeats the
identification of soul and what he previously discussed as he continues. One can give a

common account encompassing all the various figures, but such an account would not

describe any particular figure. “Similarly [one could] also [generate such an account] for

1 414b16-18. Noc appears to have a wider range of meanings than Aristotle’s other function terms, since
it is able to refer both to a capacity and to an actuality. Here it refers to a capacity, as is made clear by the
parallel with 10 dtovontikov. By contrast, Aristotle uses the term to denote an activity at DA 2.2, 413a23,
where it is listed along with various words ending in -o1g.

** Beginning at 414b20 and running to the end of the chapter at 415a13.

> 414b21-22.
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24 :
”" As the comparison between souls and

the souls discussed (taig eipnuévog yoyois).
figures continues, Aristotle confirms that by referring to what he previously discussed he
means to refer to the capacities. There is a hierarchy with both figures and souls, with
those higher on the ladder containing all the lower potentially. His example shows that
the sorts of souls are the vital capacities. “Just as a triangle is in a quadrilateral, the
capacity to nourish (10 Opentikdv) is in the capacity to perceive (&v aioOnTik®d).”* The
chapter continues by relating various capacities,”® and concludes by saying, “It is clear
that certainly the account of each of these [capacities] is also the most appropriate
[account] of soul.””’” This final statement reinforces what is implicit in the structure of the
whole chapter: soul is the vital capacities.

While many commentators have agreed that soul is a capacity,” others have

disagreed,” and I will be looking at some of these disagreements as I proceed. Before

*414b24-25.

> 414b31-32.

*® Aristotle employs a variety of words denoting capacities in the section from 414b31 to the end of the
chapter at 415a13, including a few that denote the capacity for particular senses, such as tod anticod (the
capacity to touch) at 415a3 and Sy (the capacity to see) at 415a5. He uses aioOnoig twice, at 415a4 and
415a6, but in neither case is he referring to the activity of perceiving or even the function, perception; each
time it means “sense” as in “the five senses.” He also uses a few words having to do with thinking: vodg
(415a12), diavoia (415a8), Aoyioudc (415a8, 9, 10), eavracio (415al11); none of these terms
straightforwardly mark capacities, but it makes most sense if they refer to capacities here, and I know of no
reason why they cannot.

7 415a12-13.

*¥ Richard Sorabji, “Body and Soul in Aristotle,” Philosophy 49 (1974): 64-65; Whiting, “Living Bodies,”
87; Barnes, Aristotle, 275; Stephen Everson, Aristotle on Perception (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 62-
63; Johansen, 2-3.

** In particular, Rebekah Johnston argues this in her article subtitled “On Why the Soul is Not a Set of
Capacities.” She argues that soul is what accounts for the capacities, not a capacity itself; it accounts for the
capacities by being a first actuality (186, 197). While it should be clear by now that I disagree with her
conclusion, I have found her article very stimulating, as it is one of the few to consider in depth the
question of what it would mean for soul to be a capacity. Much of what I say below has been inspired by its
provocations, and as I go [ will note places where what I have to say is a response to it. In addition to
Johnston, King also states that soul is not a capacity but an activity, the activity of nutrition. R. A. H. King,
Aristotle on Life and Death (London: Duckworth, 2001), 5, 8. Polansky does not argue specifically that
soul is not a capacity, but like Johnston he sometimes speaks of the soul as giving the capacities, rather than
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moving forward, however, there are two related issues I would like to address. They both
stem from saying that soul is the vital capacities. First, I am not taking a stand one way or
the other whether the different capacities constitute the parts of the soul. Corcilius and
Gregoric argue that while most commentators treat the capacities as parts, this is
incorrect; only those capacities that can be defined without reference to another should be
considered parts of the soul.”® T am only concerned at this point to argue that soul is the
vital capacities, and I am not making any claims about how these capacities relate to each
other or which, if any, should be viewed as parts of the soul. Second, as Christopher
Shields observes, one should not say that soul is a set of capacities. A set is something
that requires external unity, and soul is itself a unity. Shields goes on to explain that
Aristotle describes an organism having multiple capacities in terms of the lower
capacities being in the higher potentially.’' Thus there is a sense in which even when an
organism has multiple capacities it should really be said to have one, and the others are
somehow subsidiary. In light of this, when I say that soul is the vital capacities, I just
mean that it covers a range of capacities and I am not saying that it is a set. Even with
these clarifications out of the way and with it clear that Aristotle speaks of soul as the
vital capacities, the question still remains as to how this fits with Aristotle’s definition of

soul.

being them. “The ancients observe or postulate certain operations and functions; for example, animals
engage in voluntary motions and Ahave perceptive capacities, and humans seem perhaps to have some
capacity for survival after death. Soul is then posited as necessary for explaining such functions as their
source or cause” (1-2, emphasis added). “The incapacity is explicable by the absence of soul and the
capacities it gives” (7).

% Corcilius and Gregoric, 102.

*! Christopher Shields, “The Aristotelian Psuché,” in A Companion to Aristotle, ed. Georgios
Anagnostopoulos (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2009), 305.
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First Actuality = Capacity

The definition fits with the talk of soul as a capacity, because upon inspection it
defines soul as a capacity when it calls it a first actuality. Many people have shared the
view,>? but it is nevertheless worth the time to look at exactly why a first actuality is a
capacity, since there is disagreement as to what exactly the phrase ‘first actuality’
means.” In the previous chapter I discussed Aristotle’s argument in 2.1 up to the point
where he concluded that soul is a form. Immediately after this, he infers that it is also an
actuality (évtehéyewa),”* an inference following from his previous statement that as
opposed to matter, which is potentiality, form is actuality.’® He had also mentioned
previously that there are two sorts of actuality, and he brings this back up after
concluding that soul is actuality: “But this [i.e. actuality] is said in two ways, on the one
hand as in the case of knowledge (émiotiun), on the other hand as in the case of
contemplating (10 Oewpeiv)”.>® The question, then, is which sort of actuality soul is. He
decides that it is an actuality as in the case of knowledge, and there are three ways that he

indicates what this is supposed to mean for soul: he explains the relationship between

32 Aquinas, 131; Ackrill, “Definitions,” 121; Sorabji, 64-65; Everson, 62-63. Several scholars call first
actuality a &exis, which is another way to say it is a capacity: Hamlyn, x; Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 11
(211,29-212,1); Menn, 105.

3 In particular, does the “first’ refer to 1) priority in time or development, 2) a priority that relates to being,
3) both, or 4) neither. All four positions are advocated. 1) Polansky (159) and Hicks (313) both say it is
prior in development. 2) Hamlyn says it does not refer to priority in time, but ‘first actuality’ refers to a
hexis (85); this means it relates to being. 3) Johansen explains priority in time in terms of a relationship to
being (16-17). 4) Charlton argues that ‘first actuality’ is not a technical term, but the ‘first’ merely points
back to the first of the two senses of actuality Aristotle had just discussed. William Charlton, “Aristotle’s
Definition of Soul,” Phronesis 25.2 (1980): 174.

*412a21.

% 41229-10.

36 412a22-23.
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knowledge and contemplating; he discusses what depends on soul; and he labels soul a
first actuality. All three show soul to be a capacity.

Aristotle goes into much more detail about the relationship between knowledge
and contemplating in 2.5. It is important to note that in 2.1 he calls both actualities, but in
the more extensive discussion of 2.5, their relationship is one of actuality and
corresponding potentiality.37 Saying that they are actualities is not enough, then; what
Aristotle has to say about knowledge, in particular, is more nuanced. He discusses the
relationship between knowledge and contemplating in 2.5 by examining three different
ways in which someone may be said to be a knower.

For something is a knower (émiotijpdv) in one way, as we might say (1) a human

is a knower because humanity is among the knowers and things having

knowledge (émotunv), but something is [also a knower in another way], as we

say that (2) the one having knowledge of letters (v ypappotikniv) already is a

knower. Each of these is capable (dvvatdcg), though not in the same way, but (1)

one because it is a certain sort of thing and because of the matter, while (2) the

other because it is capable (dvvatog) of contemplating (Bswpeiv) when it wishes,
should nothing external hinder. (3) Another is contemplating (Bewp@v) already,

being in actuality (évteleyeiq) and knowing (émotduevoq) this particular letter A

in the primary sense. Therefore both the first (1&2) are knowers potentially (kata

Sovap)... "

°7 Burnyeat also notes that 2.1 emphasizes actuality and 2.5 potentiality (50).
¥ 417a22-30, numbers added for clarity.
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In this passage the relevant cases are (2) and (3). The knower in sense (2) has knowledge
of something particular—in this case of letters. She has more than the knower of case (1),
who differs in that he can be classed as a knower due to the fact that he is human—a
species whose members are able to have knowledge—but he does not presently have the
knowledge. Because knower (2) has knowledge already, she is capable of contemplating,
but is not actually doing so. It is knower (3) who contemplates. Knower (2), then, has
knowledge, while knower (3) is contemplating. It is because of the knowledge she has
that knower (2) can become knower (3). Knowledge is potential contemplating, and
contemplating actualized knowledge. Aristotle emphasizes this relationship of
potentiality to actuality both through the use of the term ‘capable’ (duvatoc) and by
saying that (1) and (2) are both knowers potentially. This description of knowledge
categorizes it as a capacity: it is something actual that a person has, but its actuality is a
potential for the activity of contemplating.®” Since Aristotle associates soul with actuality
as in the case of knowledge, soul is a capacity.

Aristotle’s argument linking soul to knowledge also establishes that soul is a
capacity. He connects the two in 2.1 by bringing in another pair of examples besides
knowledge and contemplating, and he argues based on the way that these new activities

depend upon soul.

3% This statement raises a concern voiced by Johnston, who grants that knowledge is described as both an
actuality and a potentiality, but she maintains that it is still different things to be an actuality and to be a
potentiality (187-188). Thus, she would object to me saying that the actuality is a potential. As I will argue
below, however, a first actuality—of which knowledge is an example—is defined at the same time by both
its actuality and its potentiality; they must be considered together. In this case an actuality may be
simultaneously considered a potentiality.



91

It is clear then that [soul is actuality] as in the case of knowledge, for both sleep

(brvog) and waking (€ypnyopoic) depend on soul belonging [to a thing], and

waking is analogous to contemplating, while sleep [is analogous] to having

[knowledge] and not exercising (&vepyeiv) it.*°
Sleeping is the lack of waking,*' although not everything that lacks waking is asleep. A
rock is not awake, but neither does it sleep. The same can be said of a corpse. When the
animal lived, it would go through periods where it was not awake—periods of sleep—but
then it would wake back up. Once the animal is dead, however, it is not awake, but it is
also not asleep. In order for something to be considered sleeping it has to have the
capacity to wake again. Sleep and waking are therefore analogous to having knowledge
and contemplating. In both cases the second term denotes an activity, while the first
denotes the absence of that activity coupled with a capacity for it. The case of sleep and
waking is particularly illuminating when it comes to soul, because only ensouled things
can do either, and for the most part they do one or the other at all times.** This is why
rocks and corpses do not sleep. Since soul is necessary for both but only sufficient for
sleeping, it is analogous to sleeping and having knowledge, rather than waking and
contemplating. Soul, like sleeping, is a capacity.

After Aristotle decides that soul is an actuality as knowledge is, he goes on to

label this kind of actuality, and he also gives his reasoning in so labeling it.

“412a23-26.

1 «“To begin with, this at any rate is obvious, that waking and sleep belong to the same part of the animal;
for they are opposites, and sleep is apparently a privation of waking...” Somn. Vig. 1, 453b24-27, Hett
translation.

** Plants are the exception. Waking and sleeping have to do with perceptive soul, which plants do not have,
and so they neither wake nor sleep.
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But for the same individual knowledge is prior in coming-to-be (Tpotépa... T

vevéoet). Because of this, soul is the first actuality (évteAéyeia 1| mpdT™) of @

natural body having life potentially.*
Knowledge is prior to contemplating in coming-to-be, so due to this kind of priority in its
analogue, soul is labeled a first actuality.* The main issue in understanding this label,
then, is knowing what Aristotle means by calling something prior in coming-to-be. Upon
examination, this sort of priority makes first actuality a capacity, and so Aristotle is
including the information that soul is a capacity right in its definition.

Aristotle’s works contain several sections in which he discusses senses of priority,
but in most of the main sections where he does this—Categories 12, Metaphysics A.11
and Z.1—he does not mention priority in coming-to-be.*> He does refer to coming-to-be
in his discussion of priority in Metaphysics 0.8, although he does not give it much
attention. He mentions it twice, relating it to priority in time and priority in substance. By
looking at these two places and adding in supplementary information from elsewhere,
one can infer what Aristotle means by saying that knowledge is prior in coming-to-be and
so 1s soul.

In the first passage Aristotle ties priority in coming-to-be to priority in time: “But

at all events it is also clear from this too that actuality is prior in this way to potentiality

“412226-28.

* As I noted above, Charlton argues that ‘first’ merely refers back to the first kind of actuality mentioned,
not to some special kind (174). I will argue instead that Aristotle uses the ‘first’ in ‘first actuality’ to make
an important statement, one fitting well with everything else he says.

* The phrase katdt yéveot is used at A.11, 1019al2, but not as a kind of priority.
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also, namely in respect of coming-to-be (katd yéveowv) and time (ypovov).”*° It is

important to recognize, however, that when Aristotle discusses priority in time here, he
does not merely have in mind an event that precedes another chronologically.*” In some
other discussions of priority in time, this is what he means. In Categories he says that a

»% and in

thing is prior in time when it is “called older or more ancient than another,
Metaphysics A.11 the key is an event’s distance from the present: “of past events we call
‘prior’ that which is farther from the present..., but of future events we call “prior’ that
which is nearer to the present.”*’ In ©.8, however, he has something more specific in
mind. He is looking at temporal priority within the process of coming to be. This process
starts with a mature thing and ends with the appearance of a new mature thing: something
mature generates something immature, which in turn itself matures.
In time [actuality] is prior in this way; what is actual, which is the same in form,
but not in number, is prior. [ mean this, that prior in time to this man who is
already in actuality and the wheat and the one seeing (to0d 0p®dvt0Q), are the
matter and the seed and the one capable of seeing (10 0patikov), which are
potentially man and wheat and one seeing (0p®v), though not yet actually; but

prior in time to these there are others which are actually, from which these came

to be...>°

#1050a2-3, Makin translation, modified. Stephen Makin, ed. and trans., Metaphysics: Book @ (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2006).

*" The following discussion of priority in time in Metaphysics ©.8 is based on the commentary of Jonathan
Beere, Doing and Being: An Interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics Theta (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2009), 289.

8 Cat. 12, 14a27-8, Ackrill translation. J. L. Ackrill, ed. and trans., Categories and De Interpretatione,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963).

*1018b15-18, Apostle translation.

%% 1049b17-24, Makin translation, modified.
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The man who generates a child is prior in time not just because he happened to be there
first, but because he is the first step in the generation of a new human. If Aristotle were
only concerned with temporal order, neither adult nor child could be said to be prior
absolutely speaking, because there is an infinite chain of children becoming adults
begetting children becoming adults.... For any given link, there is always another link of
the opposite nature standing before it chronologically. It is somewhat misleading,
therefore, to say that priority in coming-to-be simply is temporal priority, despite
Aristotle’s association of priority in coming-to-be with priority in time.

Aristotle shows a better way to think about priority in coming-to-be in the second
passage from 0.8, when he turns to priority in substance and contrasts this with priority
in coming-to-be:

But indeed actuality is prior in substance (00ciq) too, first because things

posterior in coming-to-be (ta T1] yevéoel Dotepa) are prior in form (@ €idet) and

in substance (tfj ovoiq) (for example, adult to boy and man to seed; for the one
already has the form, the other does not), and because everything that comes to be
proceeds to an origin and an end (for that for the sake of which is an origin, and
the coming to be is for the sake of the end), and the actuality is an end, and the
potentiality is acquired for the sake of this.”’
Priority in coming to be is the opposite of priority in form, in substance, or as he puts it in
a similar passage from Parts of Animals, in nature.’* Labels aside, something has priority

in coming-to-be if it is further from the end or that for the sake of which. An adult has

31 1050a4-10, Makin translation, modified.
221, 646a25-26.
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achieved its end biologically speaking, so it is prior to a child in substance, form, or
nature. The child, being further from that end, is prior in coming-to-be. This way of
conceiving priority in coming-to-be emphasizes the logical order rather than a temporal
one. It might even allow for a non-temporal conception, and this would fit particularly
well with soul, since soul does not necessarily develop prior in time to its activity.”> On
the other hand, all these discussions of priority in coming-to-be mention time or use
examples of temporal processes, so perhaps it is too much to say that it could be non-
temporal. At the least, it would be misleading to call it priority in time, as this is not its
most important feature.

Not only does this passage from 0.8 illuminate what Aristotle means by priority
in coming-to-be, but as he continues, his examples indicate that the discussion is highly
relevant to the account in De Anima:

For it is not that animals see (Op®ct) in order that they may have the capacity to

see (Oyv) but they have the capacity to see (Oyv) so that they may see (6pdoW),

and likewise too they possess the building craft in order that they may build and
the capacity to contemplate (v Ocwpnrtiknv) in order that they may contemplate

(Bewpdoiv); but it is not that they contemplate (Bewpodoiv) in order that they may

have the capacity to contemplate (Bempntiknv), except those who are

practicing...’*
As he does in De Anima, he discusses knowledge and contemplating, although in ®.8 he

calls knowledge the capacity to contemplate. This capacity, or knowledge, is for the sake

> T will discuss this in the next chapter.
4 1050a10-13, Makin translation, modified.
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of contemplating, and so therefore it is prior in coming-to-be. When he says in De Anima,
then, that “for the same individual knowledge is prior in coming-to-be,”” this is what he
means. In the same vein, Aristotle compares soul to the capacity to see,” and in ©.8 he
says that the capacity to see is for the sake of seeing, so it is prior in coming-to-be.

Given this discussion from 0.8, when Aristotle says that soul is a first actuality,
this means that it is an actuality that is prior in coming-to-be. Further, in ®.8 he calls the
end an actuality and that which is prior in coming-to-be a potentiality. Thus, a first
actuality is an actuality that is a potentiality for another actuality.’’ In other words, when
Aristotle says that soul is a first actuality, he is saying it is a capacity. Specifying the
further actuality for which it is a potentiality, soul is the capacity for life.

This conclusion raises the tension I mentioned in the introduction to this chapter.
Aristotle says clearly in De Anima 2.1 that soul is an actuality. It seems inconsistent,
then, to say that soul is a capacity or potentiality. The key to dissolving this tension is to
be found in the passages already discussed in this chapter and the previous one, for they
illustrate how capacities and actualities can coexist: a first actuality is defined in terms of
both actuality and potentiality, so it may equally be called either. However, it is actuality
relative to one thing and potentiality relative to another, so when calling a first actuality

an actuality or a potentiality, the relevant potentiality or actuality should be mentioned.

321, 412a26-27.

DA 2.1,412b18-19.

37 Johnston argues that soul is not a capacity because Aristotle defines it as a first actuality, not a second
potentiality (the potentiality for the activity, as opposed to the potentiality of the matter). Even though the
same thing may be both a first actuality and a second potentiality, one cannot substitute ‘second
potentiality’ for ‘first actuality’, since they have different definitions. “In so far as X is a first actuality, it is
not defined in terms of a further actuality, but in so far as X is a second potentiality, it is defined in terms of
a further actuality” (190). In my account this is not a problem, since the phrase ‘first actuality’ is in fact
defined in terms of a further actuality.
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Aristotle’s discussion of knowledge illustrates this well. In De Anima 2.1 and 2.2
he calls it an actuality, while in 2.5 and Metaphysics ©.8 it is a potentiality. The
difference lies in the context of these assertions. In ®.8 Aristotle discusses knowledge, or
the capacity to contemplate, as it relates to contemplating. Contemplating is the end of
knowledge, and it is this relationship that dictates that knowledge be called a potentiality:
“the actuality is an end, and the potentiality is acquired for the sake of this.”*® Similarly,
in De Anima 2.5, the person with knowledge is said to be a knower potentially, because
the person contemplating is in view.”” But this is not the only way to talk about
knowledge. Aristotle does not spell out what he is thinking in 2.1 when he says that
knowledge is an actuality, but he does in 2.2. There knowledge is contrasted with that
which can receive knowledge or what is capable of knowledge. In this case, knowledge is
an actuality: “of these both knowledge and health are shape and a certain form and ratio
and a kind of actuality of what is receptive, in the one case of the capable of knowledge,
in the other of the capable of health.”® Before this first actuality is said to be actual or
potential, one must specify to what it is being compared.

The same is true for soul. In 2.1 Aristotle is quite clear that soul is an actuality,
the question is only what kind. This is because he has in mind its relation to body. But
this is only part of what soul is. It is a first actuality, so it is also equally a potentiality,
and it is acceptable to call it such in the right circumstances. Calling soul a capacity, then,

is just to highlight that it is defined by both. It is potential relative to the activity of life. It

%% 1050a9-10, Makin translation.
% 417a22-30.
0 414a8-10.
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is actual relative to the body.®' This second relationship is the one most emphasized,
especially in 2.1, and this is the reason why Aristotle emphasizes that soul is an
actuality—because it is the form of a body. This is also the aspect of soul to which I turn
next.

Soul as Capacity and Form

Aristotle repeatedly speaks of form as an actuality. He does so both in De Anima,
as already discussed, as well as in the discussions of form and actuality in Metaphysics.*®
The regularity with which Aristotle asserts this makes one pause when faced with the
idea that soul could be both a form and a capacity, an actuality and a potentiality. As |
just discussed, however, actuality and potentiality must be discussed within a given
framework, as relative to specified potentialities and actualities. This applies to the
discussion of form as well. Despite Aristotle’s repeated statements that form is an
actuality, one can still think of form as a potentiality at times. In fact, I want to argue that
given the roles form plays, it makes sense that form can be a capacity.

Aristotle leaves room for form to be a potentiality in Metaphysics 0.6, where he
talks about two different kinds of potentiality-actuality relationships, only one of which is
the matter-form relationship.

...as what builds is to what can build, and what is awake to what is asleep, and

what is seeing to what has closed eyes but has the capacity to see (dywv), [so is]

what has been separated off from the matter to the matter, and what has been

%1 Johansen also says that Aristotle speaks of soul as completion relative to the body and capacity relative to
activities. He argues in part based on a difference he sees in Aristotle’s use of the terms ‘€vépyewn’ and
‘evteléyen’ (23).

62 For example: H.2, 1043a14-21; ©.8, 1050b2-3.
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finished off to what is unwrought. Of these contrasts let the actuality be defined
by the one part, the potential by the other. Actually (évepyeiq) is not in all cases
said in the same way, but is said by analogy, as this in this or to this, so that in
that or to that; for while the one is as moving (kivnoic) to capacity (dvvauwv) the
other is as substance (ovoic) to some sort of matter (6Anv).>
The second of these relationships is substance to matter, and the kind of substance
Aristotle has in mind is clearly form.®* Form is actuality compared to matter. The first
relationship is not stated in terms of form, but instead moving® is actuality with respect
to capacity. Since this relationship is separate from the second and Aristotle does not say
how it would relate to form, it is theoretically possible that form could end up on the
potentiality side of it. In fact, in the examples preceding the labelling of the two
relationships, each of the things having merely the capacity—what can build, what is
asleep, what has the capacity to see—already has its form. Of course, this passage only
shows that there is a separate potentiality-actuality relationship from the one that is stated
to involve form, leaving open the possibility that in this alternative framework form could
end up on the potentiality end; it does not on its own show that form is in fact such a
potentiality. If a form can be a capacity, however, then this passage speaks to two

different relationships involving form.

% 1048a37-b9, Makin translation, modified.

6 Compare the discussion at the beginning of De Anima 2.1 (412a6-10), where substance can be either
form, matter, or composite. It is substance as form that is called actuality relative to substance as matter.

65 At this point in ©.6, one should not take into account the distinction made in the second part of the
chapter between complete and incomplete motions—that is, between what are labeled ‘actualities’ and
‘motions’. At this point, seeing is called an instance of moving, whereas in the second part it is an actuality
rather than a motion (1048b33-35).
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Form and capacities share a key feature, illustrating that form can be a capacity:
form is what defines something, but in at least some cases a thing is defined by a
capacity. I say that form can be a capacity, because I only want to make a limited claim
here. I am not arguing that all forms are capacities or that all capacities are forms.
Perhaps one or both of these is true, but it would take more to argue for them than I will
provide. Since my concern is with soul, I will just argue that in some cases it makes sense
to say that form is a capacity. Specifically, the form of an organism is its vital capacities.
First, form defines a given thing. Matter without form is indeterminate. When it is
informed, it becomes a determinate thing; in fact, it becomes a determinate thing of a
particular kind. Form makes a thing be what it is. Aristotle makes this clear in
Metaphysics Z.17 when he lays out a preliminary sketch of substance, so that he can
move from there to a statement of what substance is.
... the question is “Why is the matter some one thing?”; for example, “Why are
these materials a house?”” Because to them belongs this, which is the essence of a
house (d fv oixiq givon); and because a man is this, or, this body has this. Thus,
we are seeking the cause (and this is the form (gi8oc)) through which the matter is
a thing; and this cause is the substance (ovoia) of the thing.*®
The form, essence, or substance is what makes the house a house, rather than a pile of

lumber, or the man a man, rather than an unensouled body. It defines the thing.

% 1041b5-9, Apostle translation.
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In the same way, the vital capacities are what define an organism and make it
what it is. Aristotle discusses this in Parts of Animals, where he argues that it is not
enough to talk about the material elements when describing an animal.

... about the non-uniform parts such as face, hand, and foot, one should say in

virtue of what each of them is such as it is, and in respect of what sort of capacity

(0Ovapv). For it is not enough to say from what things they are constituted, e.g.

from fire or earth. It is just as if we were speaking about a bed or any other such

thing; we would attempt to define its form rather than its matter, e.g. the bronze or

the wood."”’
In order to say what a hand or foot is, one must discuss what it is capable of doing. This
is saying what makes it what it is, rather than just describing the material composing it. It
is noteworthy that Aristotle here compares the capacity of a hand to the form of a bed,
and certainly this passage is relevant to my contention that a form can be a capacity.
However, for now I want to highlight what he goes on to say after this, since he further
emphasizes that what defines an animal is its capacity to do something.

Aristotle further clarifies his position by contrasting it with that of Democritus, a
classic materialist. Democritus holds that the fundamental unit of reality is the atom—a

tiny, indivisible unit that can vary in shape and size. One explains larger objects by

%7 P4 1.1, 640b20-25, Lennox translation, modified by substituting ‘capacity’ for ‘potential’. One can
interpret the first sentence in two ways. 1) “One should say in virtue of what each of them is such as it is,”
i.e. the form, “and in respect of what sort of potential,” i.e. the matter. In this case, Aristotle wants his
reader to say two different things: what the form is and what the matter is. 2) “One should say in virtue of
what each of them is such as it is,” i.e. the form, “and in respect of what sort of potential,” i.e. a capacity,
which explains what he means by the first half of the sentence. (The «kai is epexegetic.) In this case,
Aristotle wants his reader to say what the form is and he clarifies what this means. Given what Aristotle
goes on to say, this second interpretation is preferable, so I translate dOvapy as ‘capacity’ to make
Aristotle’s meaning clear.
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appealing to configurations of these atoms. Thus, it is the arrangement of the atoms that
distinguishes one animal from another, and configuration or shape is the defining feature
of an animal.
Now if it is by virtue of its configuration (oyfpatt) and color that each of the
animals and their parts is what it is, Democritus might be speaking correctly; for
he appears to assume this. Note that he says it is clear to everyone what sort of
thing a human being is in respect of shape (Lopenv), since it is known by way of
its figure (oyfport) and its color.®®
Aristotle does not think that an animal or its parts are defined by their shape, however. In
order to make his case, he gives two examples where something is properly shaped such
that it should be an animal or a part of one, if shape were what defined an animal. In each
case the result fails to be the right sort of thing, implying that something else is the
defining factor.
And yet though the configuration (oynuartoc) of a corpse has the same shape
(noponv), it is nevertheless not a human being. And further, it is impossible for
something in any condition whatsoever, such as bronze or wooden, to be a hand,
except homonymously (like a doctor in a picture). For such a hand will not be
able (dvvnoetan) to do its work, just as stone flutes will not be able to do theirs
and the doctor in the picture his. Likewise none of the parts of a corpse is any

longer such—I mean, for example, any longer an eye or a hand.*’

% P4 1.1, 640b29-33, Lennox translation.
% P4 1.1, 640b33-641a5, Lennox translation.
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A wooden hand has the appropriate shape for a hand, but one cannot say that it is a hand
in the full sense of the word, because it cannot do what a hand is supposed to do. A
wooden hand cannot grab or hold, and to truly be a hand, a thing must be able to do these.
These capacities, then, are the defining features of a hand. Its capacities make a hand a
hand and explain why a wooden hand is not really a hand. Someone may object that the
problem with the wooden hand is that it has the correct shape but not the correct matter; a
wooden hand cannot be a hand because it is wooden. This objection does not explain,
however, why a corpse is not an animal. A corpse has the right matter and it is configured
correctly. This makes Aristotle’s explanation preferable: a corpse is not an animal
because it lacks the animal’s capacities. The capacities define the animal.

Aristotle does not do so here, but it should be emphasized that the organism or its
parts are defined by their capacities, not their activities. For example, if a hand were a
hand due to the exercise of hand-like activities, then every time a hand was not holding
something it would cease to be a hand. Similarly, every time a human was not thinking, it
would not be a human. This is not the desired result, for it will not do to have my hands
constantly popping in and out of existence. I do not cease to be human when I am asleep.
While Aristotle does not discuss here the reasons against defining a thing in terms of its
activities, he clearly thinks its capacities define it instead. This is why he says that a
wooden hand “will not be able to do its work.”

Capacities, then, define an animal. But from the Metaphysics passage above, it is
form that defines a thing. Therefore, in the case of animals, their capacities are their form.

Form can be a capacity.
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Before moving on, I should remark that while some forms are capacities, it is
perhaps not the case that all forms are. This must be said because it addresses a concern
raised by Rebekah Johnston. She argues that soul is not a capacity for Aristotle, and the
contrary position—the one I am advocating—both lacks the textual evidence to support it
and contradicts some of his other metaphysical commitments. One of the commitments
she counts as violated is the one holding form to be an actuality, for one must answer the
“What is it?” question differently, depending on whether form is an actuality or a
capacity.

Consider, for example, the question: what makes/why is X a ball? From the

perspective of the discussion in the Metaphysics where form is clearly taken to be

an actuality, the answer would be ‘because it is spherical’; but if we take the
soul/form to be a set of capacities, then the answer would be ‘because it has the
capacity to roll’.”
In response to this example, I reply that balls may be the sort of thing that are defined by
a shape rather than a capacity. This is because to be a ball is to be a certain shape, as
opposed to an organism, which must be able to do certain things to be what it is. The
answer that the form of a ball is the capacity to roll sounds funny not solely because it

171

points to a capacity, but because it is a poor definition of a ball.”” Form is what defines a

thing, so if a thing is not defined by a capacity, its form is not a capacity. This would be

70 Johnston, 192.

"1 Of course, if one wants to complicate things further, one could argue that a ball is defined by the ability
to roll. Why else does one make a soccer ball a ball? Trying to address this complication leads to a
proliferation of additional questions. How does an artificial form differ from a natural form? Can a thing
have capacities that do not define it? If so, how does one distinguish between defining and non-defining
capacities? While all worthwhile questions, they fall outside the scope of my project. I just want to argue
that in the case of soul, it is both certain capacities and the form of the organism.
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true for some of Aristotle’s other favorite examples as well, such as statues, wax seals,
and syllables, * all of which are defined by their shape or structure.

It is also worth considering in light of this objection why, if form can be a
capacity, Aristotle repeatedly insists that it is an actuality. The answer appears to be that
when Aristotle calls form an actuality, he is usually focusing on the relationship between
form and matter. The statement in De Anima 2.1 is a good example of this. Aristotle says
that there are three kinds of substance, two of which are matter and form, then he adds
that matter is potentiality and form actuality.” This same pattern is repeated in
Metaphysics, as when he talks about the form and matter, potentiality and actuality of a
house.” It makes sense that Aristotle would emphasize the relationship between form and
matter, since this speaks to problems he sees in the views of his predecessors. In
Metaphysics he emphasizes that most of his predecessors were materialists,” so
highlighting the difference between form and matter—and the relative importance of
form—separates his views from theirs. In De Anima, he is particularly concerned to
combat the idea that soul could be separated from the body. Thus, after declaring soul to
be an actuality, he remarks that “because of this, it is not necessary to inquire whether
soul and body are one, just as it is not necessary with the wax and the shape, nor

generally with the matter of each thing and that of which it is the matter.”’

™ Metaph. 7.7, 1033a16-22 (statue); DA 2.1, 412b6-9 (wax); Metaph. Z.17, 1041b11-33 (syllable).

7 412a6-10.

" H.2, 1043a14-21.

> In Metaphysics A.5, Aristotle summarizes the predecessors up to Plato by saying that “the first
philosophers posit a corporeal (coupatikniv) principle,” and while some of these have multiple principles,
they “place these principles under one kind, the material (Ang) principle” (987a2-9, Apostle translation).
Others also posit a source of motion in addition to the material principle.

DA 2.1, 412b6-8.
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Aristotle may emphasize that form and soul are actualities, but as I have been
arguing, this is only half the picture. A more complete view of soul will recognize that it
is a capacity, or in Aristotle’s language, a first actuality; it is an actuality that is defined in
terms of its potential. Calling soul a capacity—or, more properly, the vital capacities—
preserves the relationship to the body just referred to. The vital capacities define the
organism, unifying its matter. They are also inseparable from that matter; a capacity
cannot exist apart from that which it enables.”” On the other hand, recognizing that soul is
the vital capacities not only acknowledges its downward relation to the body, but it also
keeps in mind the upward relation to the vital activities. Aristotle’s discussion of soul
begins from the position that soul is responsible for these activities, so this is an equally
important piece to include in its definition. This is why Aristotle brings in the language of
first actuality when defining soul—a phrase he only uses in this context. He did not leave
the definition at the point where soul was said to be a form or an actuality, but by further
specifying that it is a first actuality he also includes its relation to the activity of life. Soul
is “the first actuality of a natural body having life potentially.””®

Nor does Aristotle leave this definition be, but he changes it once more. This
time, however, he alters the second half of the definition, the part involving the body. It is
thus the body to which I turn in the next chapter. Looking at the body and its biology

will, moreover, further solidify exactly what Aristotle means by calling soul a capacity.

7T am setting aside the question of vodc. If it is separable from the body then it falls outside the scope of
not only my comments but of Aristotle’s analogy with the wax as well.
78 412a27-28.
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Chapter 4: Fleshing Out the Capacities of Soul

Up to this point I have been examining Aristotle’s general definition of soul, the
definition that applies to all the various kinds of soul without going into the specifics of
any. It states that soul is a capacity. Now I will turn to a particular kind of soul in order to
fill in the picture by explaining how the general definition gets worked out in the specific
account. Turning to the particular will also provide an opportunity to look at how soul
relates to the body. In this chapter, then, I will finish my examination of Aristotle’s
account of soul by putting it into flesh and blood.

There are several particular kinds of soul to choose from, but I will focus here on
the most fundamental kind—the nutritive. This kind is fundamental because among
mortal beings only it can exist alone and all living organisms must have it.' It exists alone
in plants, which only have nutritive soul and lack perceptive, thinking, or any other kind.”
At the same time, souls are arranged hierarchically, with the lower always present
alongside the higher.? Nutritive soul is on the bottom rung, so all organisms with higher
sorts of soul have it as well. Animals have perceptive soul in addition to nutritive, while
humans have thinking soul in addition to both of these. Besides being fundamental,
examining nutritive soul also carries the benefit of avoiding some of the problems
associated with other kinds. Perceptive soul and thinking soul both fall, at least partially,
under the modern category of ‘mental’. Thus, looking at them inevitably raises questions
involving the relation between the mind and the body. Focusing on nutritive soul, then,

allows one to grasp what Aristotle has to say about soul while setting aside this

' DA 2.2,413a31-32; 2.4, 415a23-25.
2 DA 2.3, 414a32-33.
3 DA 2.3,414b28-32.
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notoriously difficult relationship. Once Aristotle’s soul-body relationship has been
illustrated through examining nutritive soul, one will be in a better position to then move
on to what Aristotle has to say about the relationship between body and mind. While I
will leave this latter exploration for a future project, a focus on nutritive soul will provide
ample opportunity to look at how this particular account fits with the definition of soul as
a capacity.

Nutritive soul is not obviously a capacity, however. Aristotle says several things
that can make it sound like soul is something bodily or localized. A major focus of this
chapter will be, therefore, to explain how some of these problematic-sounding statements
in fact fit with the view that nutritive soul is a capacity. For example, in De Anima 2.4—
the only chapter in De Anima to focus on nutritive soul—Aristotle assigns it various
roles. Nutritive soul “uses food” and is “that which nourishes.” It limits the size of the
body.* In all of these cases, it appears to be acting in some way and having an effect on
the body, and it sounds strange to say a capacity does either of these. It is more natural to
think of that which acts as being something bodily: a girl runs; a heart pumps blood; a
ball knocks over the glass on the table. It is perhaps even more natural to think that
something needs a body in order to have an effect on another body, the way a small pot
limits the size of the plant growing within. If nutritive soul is a capacity, then it requires
explanation in order to understand why it is that Aristotle assigns it the roles he does.
Similarly, in his biological works he locates it in the heart. For example, “the primary

nutritive soul must reside in the region of the body, and in the part of that region, in

*415a26 (uses food); 416b21 (that which nourishes); 416a9-18 (limits size).
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which this principle [of heat] directly resides.” This statement also makes nutritive soul
sound as though it is something bodily, and it needs to be explained if this kind of soul is
a capacity instead. I will argue that in the case of all these statements, from De Anima and
from the biology, explanations are available that enable them to fit with the general
definition of soul as a capacity.

I will next turn to the body and look at the relationship between it and the capacity
of soul. Nutritive soul, the capacity to nourish, must relate in some way to the organs that
process food and maintain the body. Before looking at the relationship involving this
specific kind of soul, however, [ will return once more to the general definition of soul in
De Anima 2.1, to the final version of it defining soul as “the first actuality of a natural,
instrumental (dpyavikod) body.”® There is disagreement in the literature as to what
Aristotle means by “instrumental body” and which body is in view, but his meaning can
be ascertained by looking at several other statements that he makes about instruments.
This definition illuminates the general relationship between soul and body, and this
relationship may be filled out by inserting information about nutritive soul and the
nutritive system.

My aim in this chapter, then, is to flesh out the general definition of soul, both by
filling in the details of a particular kind of soul and by putting it into a body. I will begin
by looking at the nutritive system. Next I will reconcile the statements about nutritive
soul which make it sound like it is not a capacity. Finally, I will look at what it means for

the body to be the instrument of soul and how this relates nutritive soul and the nutritive

S Juv. 14 (Resp. 8), 474a28-31, Hett translation.
DA 2.1,412b5-6.
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system. The whole discussion is in order to complete what I have been arguing
throughout the dissertation: soul is the capacity for the activity of life.
Biology of the Nutritive System

Aristotle’s account of the nutritive system can be summarized simply. The main
work of the nutritive system is to take in food and turn it into blood through heating—a
process he calls ‘concoction’ (méyic).” This blood is then distributed to the parts of the
body, growing and maintaining them. The heart plays a central role in this system,
because it both supplies the heat required for concoction and is the place from which the
blood is sent out to the body.*

I should note that this is really only a description of half of the nutritive system,
but it is the only half at which I will look here. When Aristotle talks about nutritive soul
he includes both nourishing and generating—maintaining an organism and creating a new
one.” While Aristotle does discuss generation—there is a whole work titled Generation of
Animals—he does set a precedent for focusing on nourishing when discussing nutritive
soul. In De Anima 2.4, the chapter on nutritive soul, Aristotle speaks briefly about the
reason why organisms generate offspring, but then he spends much more time and goes
into detail about nourishing.

While the summary above outlines Aristotle’s view of the nutritive system, there
are many details that could be filled in. For the most part the outline is sufficient with
regard to the examination of nutritive soul that I will undertake, but I will discuss three

relevant pieces: 1) Aristotle gives contradictory evidence about the exact role of the heart.

7 P4 2.3, 650a2-14; Juv. 14 (Resp. 8), 474a25-b5.
¥ P4 3.4, 665b9-666al1; 3.5, 667b19-29; Juv. 14 (Resp. 8), 474a25-b9.
" DA 2.4,415a22-26.
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2) The heart keeps producing blood, but the body has a size limit. 3) The heart requires
constant feeding in order to maintain its heat.

First, it is important to examine the role of the heart, since, as I will discuss
below, Aristotle says that nutritive soul is in the heart. He is clear that it performs the
functions mentioned above and is the key component of the nutritive system. In
particular, it appears to be key because it is the source of heat for the whole body; when it
goes cold, the organism is dead.'® This heat plays a key role in the process of nourishing,
since it is through concocting that the food is turned into blood. Several organs play a
role in this concocting,'' but since the heart is supplying them with their heat, it is
ultimately responsible for the transformation of food. The heart can be said to be central
to the nutritive system, then, because it acts like a battery powering the organs that
nourish the body. The question is whether this is the only sense in which the heart is the
key piece of the nutritive system.

Aristotle gives conflicting evidence as to whether it is central not only because it
powers all the steps in the process of transforming food but also because it performs the
primary step itself. At times he says that blood comes to be in the heart, making it the
organ that produces blood as well as distributing it to the body and thus giving it the

. . g 12
primary role in nourishing.

'Y P4 3.7, 670a22-26; Juv. 4, 46956-20.

"' P4 2.3, 650a13-14 (upper and lower gut—i.e. stomach and intestines); 3.7, 670a19-21 (liver and spleen).
12 As he states in his outline of nourishment, Peck takes Aristotle’s position to be that blood comes to be in
the heart (Peck, Generation, 1xvi). This position is also affirmed by Boylan (Michael Boylan, “The
Digestive and ‘Circulatory’ Systems in Aristotle's Biology,” Journal of the History of Biology 15.1 (1982):
108-111.) and mentioned by Lennox (199).
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The blood is conducted from the heart and into the blood vessels, but not to the
heart from elsewhere; for this is an origin and spring of blood (&pyn §j Tnyn 00
aiparog), or its first receptacle (bmodoyn mpdtn). These things are more manifest
with the help of the dissections and the generations; for the heart, which comes to
be first of all the parts, is immediately blooded. "

This passage comes from Parts of Animals, but he says a similar thing in On Youth, Old

Age, Life, and Death.
But in the heart pulsation is due to the expansion by heat of the liquid food-
product which continually enters it. It occurs as the fluid rises to the furthest point
of the heart wall. This is a continuous process; for there is a continuous influx of
this fluid, of which the blood is constituted; for it is in the heart that blood is first
manufactured (Tpdtov yap &v Tij kapdia dnpovpyeiton).'*

Despite the clarity of these statements, however, Aristotle says elsewhere that the blood

comes to be outside of the heart, in the blood vessels that connect the gut and the heart. "
In all cases food in its final form is, for sanguineous animals, the natural
substance blood.... The blood has its place in the veins, and the starting-point of
these is the heart. ... When food from without enters the places designed to
receive it, the evaporation from it passes into the veins, and changing there
becomes blood and makes its way to their starting-point (ékei 8¢ petafdiiovca

5 ~ N 7 9\ \ 3 7 ]6
EEoLATODTOL KOl TOPEVETAL ETTL TNV APYV).

13 pg 3.4, 666a6-11, Lennox translation.

" Juv. 26 (Resp. 20), 480a2-7, Hett translation.

' These blood vessels lie in the mesentery, a membrane attached to the intestines. See P4 4.4, 678a6-15.
' Somn. Vig. 3, 456a34-b5, Hett translation.
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If the blood does not come to be in the heart, then the heart does not take the final step in
the transformation of food. It is still the most important organ in the nutritive system due
to its heat, but it is not primary because of a particular role that it plays.'” The role of the
heart will matter below when I examine why Aristotle says that nutritive soul is in the
heart.

Second, I will also discuss the role that nutritive soul plays in limiting the size of
an organism, so it is worth mentioning the role that blood plays with regard to growth.
Blood moves out from the heart through the blood vessels to be distributed, since it is the
matter for the body.'® Aristotle gives a few descriptions of how parts of the body are
initially formed from the blood. For example, “as the nourishment oozes through the
blood-vessels and the passages in the several parts (just as water does when it stands in
unbaked earthenware), flesh, or its counterpart, is formed: it is the cold which ‘sets’ the
flesh, and that is why fire dissolves it.”'" It is also easy to picture how blood would grow
the body as the animal moves towards maturity; a continual supply of incoming matter
continually increases the size of the body. However, at some point the blood stops
growing the body and simply maintains it. Aristotle does not explain this in much detail,
but he does say that the amount of blood produced is small and that this makes sense
because “we must bear in mind that it requires very little to supply the growth of animals

and plants from day to day, since the continual addition of a very small amount to the

7 of course, it is also still the origin of the blood vessels, but even this statement is weakened by the fact
that some blood is flowing into the heart. It would be merely the structural origin and not a functional one.
' P4 3.5, 668al-4, 23-24.

" GA 2.6, 743a8-11, Peck translation. As the passage goes on, he also describes the generation of nails and
horns (743al11-17) and sinews and bones (743a17-20).
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20 This passage

same thing would make its size excessive (Umepéfoiie 10 péyeboc).
suggests that if more blood were produced, then the body would grow too large.?' T will
return to this idea when discussing the soul’s role in limiting the size of the body.

Third and finally, heat is required for the processing of food, as I sketched above,
but the reverse is also true: a constant supply of food is required to maintain the heat.
“Both plants and animals die if they do not receive nourishment, for they consume
themselves; for just as a great flame burns up and destroys the small flame by exhausting
what feeds it, so the natural warmth, the prime cause of concoction, exhausts the matter
in which it resides.”** Since the source of heat is the heart, it must keep receiving
processed food from the first part of the nutritive system, and this part processes the food
by means of the heat it receives from the heart. This fact will have interesting
consequences for soul, since the heat in the heart must be burning continually in order to
preserve itself.

Nutritive Soul As a Capacity: Location of Soul

With the nutritive system now sketched out, I will turn to nutritive soul and ask
whether it fits with Aristotle’s general definition of soul as a capacity. I will look at a few
different aspects of nutritive soul that can appear to contradict the general definition, and

[ will begin by looking at what Aristotle says about the location of soul. Aristotle is clear

in the biology that the heart is the central piece of the nutritive system, and at times he

2 GA 1.18,725a18-21, Peck translation. For another statement that little blood is produced, see G4 4.1,
765b31-35.

! On the other hand, since he comments here that little is needed to supply the day-to-day growth of the
animal, he could instead be saying that the little blood produced is still sufficient to grow the animal to its
required size; why he would speak of excessive growth in this case is unclear, and so the interpretation
above is preferable.

*? Long. 5, 466b28-33, Hett translation, modified. See also Juv. 5, 469b21-26.
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also speaks as though it is where nutritive soul resides. The questions, then, are whether
this is consistent with his general definition of soul and, if so, what it means for a
capacity to reside somewhere.

Aristotle gives two different reasons for locating nutritive soul in the heart. The
first locates it in the center of the body due to its relationship to the capacity to perceive.
The defining feature of an animal is the capacity to perceive or sense. A thing must
perceive in order to be an animal, but it must also live. Therefore, it must be the same
part of the animal that is responsible for its perceiving and living.”> The common sense
organ—the organ in which individual senses can interact—is where the capacity to
perceive is located, so nutritive soul is located in the same place.

Since then the individual sense organs have one common sense organ in which

the senses when actualized must meet, and this must lie in between the part called

“before” and that called “behind” (“before” means in the direction of our

sensation, and “behind” the opposite), and the bodies of all living creatures being

divided into “upper” and “lower” (for all have upper and lower parts; hence so
have plants), clearly the nutritive principle (trv Opentiknyv apynv) lies between

these.?*

3 Juv. 1,467b16-25. The argument appears to be that if one organ were responsible for life and another for
perceiving—for making the thing an animal—then the situation could occur where a thing was missing the
first organ but not the second. It would then be an animal, but it would not be alive. This is a contradiction,
since being alive is essential to an animal. This argument raises interesting questions about the relationships
between the parts of the soul and implications these relationships have for the structure of the body.

2 Juv. 1,467b28-468al, Hett translation, modified. Aristotle divides halves of the body based on function.
Front and back are determined by which side has the sense organs (/4 4, 705b8-13), while up and down are
determined by entry and exit of nourishment (DA 2.4, 416a3-5).
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The second explanation locates nutritive soul in the heart due to the requirements of the
nutritive process itself.

We have said before that life and the possession of soul depend upon some degree

of heat; for concoction (méy1g), by which animals assimilate their food, cannot

take place apart from the soul and heat; for all food is rendered concoctible by
fire. Therefore the primary nutritive soul (trv Tp®@TnV Opentikny youynv) must
reside (Vmapyewv) in the region of the body, and in the part of that region, in which
this principle directly resides. This is the region midway between that which
receives the food and that by which the waste is discharged. It has no name in the
bloodless animals, but in animals with blood this part is the heart.”

The question, then, is what it means for nutritive soul to be located in the heart.

First, this cannot mean that the heart is the container surrounding soul. That is,
soul cannot be in the heart in the primary sense of ‘in’ discussed in Aristotle’s Physics—
in a place.”® As Theodore Tracy explains, to be in a place requires that a thing be
corporeal; since soul is not a body and has no matter, it cannot be located in the way that
water is in a cup or a rock is on the surface of the earth.”” The heart contains blood, not
soul. Another explanation must be sought for what Aristotle means.

Tracy explains passages like those above by appealing to another sense of ‘in’

found in Physics.”® One thing can be in another as form is in the matter.”” This is not to

2 Juv. 14 (Resp. 8), 474a25-b3, Hett translation, modified.

*04.3,210a24.

" Theodore Tracy, “Heart and Soul in Aristotle,” in Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy, vol. 2, ed. I. P.
Anton (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1983), 334.

* Tracy, 334-336.

24.3,210a20-21.
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say, however, that soul is merely the form of the heart. Tracy appeals to a distinction
Aristotle makes in Metaphysics between prior and posterior causes. Both the heart and
the whole body are the matter of which soul is the form, but the heart is the proximate
matter, while the whole body is the matter in a secondary sense.
It is possible, then, that when Aristotle speaks of the soul “in the heart” he has in
mind the heart as primary and proximate material organ of the soul, the
controlling organ originally informed and activated by the soul, upon which all
other organs depend for their formation and activation by the soul. They too live,
i.e., are informed and activated by the soul, but in a way that is secondary and
more remote. To speak of the soul as existing “in the heart,” then, is not to deny
its presence in other organs but only to indicate the primary and proximate subject
it informs and activates. A heart would be no heart if not part of a living whole.*
This explanation requires explanation, however, if it is to fit with the account of soul as a
capacity. In what way does the heart have the capacity to nourish, and in what way does
the body have it in a secondary sense? In order to explain what Aristotle is thinking, I
will keep Tracy’s insight that soul is in the heart as a form, but rather than using the
notion of proximate matter, I am going to look at other language that Aristotle uses to say
that nutritive soul is in the heart.’’
It is important to note that when he says that soul is in the heart, it appears to be
shorthand for saying that the heart has the source of the nutritive soul. For example, after

explaining that there are three main parts of the body, with the central one being the

% Tracy 335-336.
*! It is unclear whether the position I adopt is the same as Tracy’s above, just using different language, or
whether they are incompatible. In any case, my formulation is intended to highlight how soul is a capacity.
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chest, he notes that “the source of the nutritive part of the soul (f} ye tiig Opentikiic dpyn
youyfc) is in the middle of the three parts, as is evident from sensation, and is in itself

reasonable.”*?

Thus, he is equally comfortable saying that the nutritive soul is in the
center of the organism and that its source is. In addition, elsewhere he combines ‘being
in’ terminology with ‘the source being in’, as when discussing the relationship between
nutritive and perceptive soul, saying that “if life is in this part (év tovT® @ popim) [i.e.
the heart] in all, it is clear that it is also necessary for the perceptive source (trv
aicOnTknyv apynv) [to be here]; for we say that a creature is alive in so far as it is an
animal, and an animal in so far as it is perceptive.”>> This suggests that when it comes to
discussions of soul, it is equivalent to say that it is in the heart and that its source is in the
heart.

Aristotle uses the term ‘source’ (dpyn) in many different ways, so what does it
mean when he says that the source of nutritive soul is in the heart? He discusses various
senses of apyn in the entry on the term in Metaphysics A.1, meanings such as “that part of

99 ¢¢.

a thing from which one would first move,” “the first from which motion or change by

99 ¢ 29 ¢e

nature begins,” “that from which a thing is first knowable,” “cause.” He summarizes by

saying that “it is common to all sources, then, to be the first from which a thing either

»3* T propose that the meaning of apy1 relevant to

exists or is generated or is known.
nutritive soul is best understood by looking at what he says about the source of blood

vessels and bones.

2 Juv. 2, 468a20-23, Hett translation, modified. See also 4, 469a23-28.
3 Juv. 3, 469a17-20, Hett translation, modified.
*1012b34-1013a23, Apostle translation, modified.
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For each of them, having originated (npypévn) from one thing, is continuous; and

a bone on its own is nothing; rather, it is a part either as part of something

continuous or through contact and binding, in order that nature may use it both as

one and continuous and, for bending, as two and divided. Likewise too a blood
vessel on its own is nothing; rather, all blood vessels are part of one thing. And
indeed, if any bone were separate, it would not perform the function for the sake
of which the nature of bones exists (for if it were not continuous but disconnected,
it would not be a cause either of bending or of straightening).™
The blood vessels and bones are each a system that needs the whole in order to function.
Individual blood vessels and individual bones do nothing on their own. For example, the
bones in the forearm do nothing if not connected to the upper arm; when they are
connected then they can bend with reference to each other at the elbow, and the forearm
can perform its function. Similarly, a blood vessel needs to connect to the other vessels
carrying blood, so it can carry the blood as well. Moreover, as the beginning of this
passage alludes, each of these systems has a source or beginning-point that renders it
functional.

The source of the blood vessels is the heart, because it enables them to perform
their function. It is not just the place from which the blood starts flowing, but without its
heat the blood vessels could not carry blood. This is because “if some blood vessel were
separate and not continuous with its origin (tnv dpynv), the blood within it would not be

preserved, for the heat from that origin prevents the blood from becoming congealed,

¥ P4 2.9, 654a33-654b6, Lennox translation.
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which is apparent when the separated blood also putrefies.”*® A blood vessel needs more
than merely to be connected to the network of other blood vessels. It must also be
continuous with the heart, the key piece of the vascular system. Even if all the other
blood vessels were connected to each other, they would not be a functional vascular
system, for they would lack the source of heat that keeps the blood flowing, not to
mention the source of the blood itself. The heart makes the system as a whole function.
The heart is the source of the vascular system because it is the key piece of it, but this
sense of ‘source’ is potentially obscured by another sense. It might look as though the
heart is the source because it is where something originates and spreads through the
system; it produces blood and heat and sends them out. Aristotle even compares the
blood vessels to aqueducts, since they are “constructed from one origin and spring (&mod
wag apyng Koi Tnyfc) into many and still more channels, always for distribution to all
locations.”” The former sense of ‘source’ is more apparent when turning to the example
of the skeletal system. Switching examples is also helpful because the heart can be
thought of as something external to the blood vessels, since it is not itself a blood vessel,
but the origin of the bones is itself a bone.

The source of the skeletal system is the backbone, and it is the source not because
it is a place from which something physical emanates but because it is the key component
of the system. The backbone is the central component of the skeletal system because the
other bones connect to it and it provides the structure that enables them to perform their

functions: “While the heart is the origin of the blood vessels, the origin of the bones in all

*P42.9, 654b7-11, Lennox translation.
37 PA 3.5, 668a12-14, Lennox translation.
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animals that have them is called the backbone, from which the nature of the other bones
is continuous. For the backbone of these animals is what maintains their length and
straightness.”® The backbone provides the structure of the torso—its length and
straightness. If it did not do this, then the animal would just be a blob. This structure
provides something for the other bones to branch off from, forming appendages. If the
bones did not have a central bone to which they all connect, then they would not be able
to play two of their key roles: supporting the fleshy parts and allowing the animal to
move at joints.” A set of disconnected limbs inside an otherwise gelatinous mass of flesh
would not support that flesh, nor would those limbs be able to move the animal, because
they would have no reference point to bend against. The network of bones depends upon
the backbone for its function. The backbone is not essentially different from the others,
however, for it also supports the flesh of the torso, providing its length and straightness. It
also does not emanate anything out to the rest of the bones; its importance comes from
the way that the others exist with reference to it. It is the origin of the bones solely with
reference to its key role within the system.

Returning to soul, if nutritive soul is a capacity, then its origin will be the sub-
capacity that plays the key role in the whole. For an animal to be capable of nourishing
itself, it needs to be able to do several things. It must bring in food from the outside. It
must separate the useless part of the food from the useful. It must process this useful
nourishment and turn it into a substance that is its parts potentially. Finally, it must

distribute this substance to the whole body so it can be nourished. One capacity—

¥ P4 2.9, 654b11-14, Lennox translation.
¥ P4 2.9, 654b27-35. Aristotle also lists protecting the internal organs, as the ribcage does, but this
function does not as obviously require a backbone.
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nourishing—requires several sub-capacities. This network of capacities has parts that are
critical, however, just as the network of bones has a key bone. In particular, I discussed
above the roles assigned to the heart, and these can be considered the key capacities. The
heart must have the capacity to generate heat, otherwise the whole nutritive system does
not work. Similarly, the key point in nourishing is turning food into a substance that is the
body potentially; the other steps are preparing for this one or distributing its results.
Therefore, the origin of the capacity to nourish could be said to be the sub-capacities to
generate heat and to transform useful nourishment into blood.

As I discussed in the previous chapter, in an organism the form is a capacity. This
is also true for the parts of an organism. The form of the heart is the capacity to produce
the heat that turns food into blood. As Tracy argues above, soul is in the heart as a form.
To say that nutritive soul is in the heart, then, is to say that its origin or key sub-capacity
is the form or capacity of the heart, and no contradiction arises in saying this.

Nutritive Soul As a Capacity: Nourishing and Limiting

While I have explained why Aristotle says that nutritive soul is in the heart, this is
not the only potentially problematic statement he makes with regard to the general
definition of soul. I turn next to a passage in De Anima. Here he is explaining how his
position differs from a materialistic one, one that looks primarily at the elements as the
cause of nourishing. By contrast, he says that the explanation of nourishing is soul. Once
again, the question is how the picture he paints of nutritive soul here is compatible with

the general definition of soul as a capacity.
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The nature of fire seems to some to be without qualification the cause of
nourishing and growing (amA®¢ aitia THg Tpoetig kal T avénoewc), for it alone
of the bodies appears to nourish itself and grow, and because of this someone may
suppose this to be what does these in plants and animals. But it is in some way a
contributory cause (cuvaitiov), not simply the cause (GmA®C... aitiov); rather, the
cause is soul. For the growth of fire is limitless (newpov) so long as there is
something burnable, but with all things put together by nature there is a limit and
proportion (népoag Kai Aoyoc) of both size and growth; these belong to soul but not
to fire, and to account rather than matter (Aoyov péiov fj HAnc).*"
In this passage Aristotle makes three assertions of particular interest when trying to
integrate this discussion with the general definition of soul. 1) Nutritive soul is the cause
of growing and nourishing. 2) It is responsible for the size of an organism. 3) Fire is a
contributory cause of growing and nourishing. I will discuss each of these in turn, and
each fits with nutritive soul being a capacity.

First, nutritive soul is the cause of growing and nourishing. This language should
be familiar from the previous chapters of this dissertation. Soul is the explanation of
activities such as growing (ab&noig) and nourishing (tpoen), and this just means that it is
the capacity for these activities. Nutritive soul, then, is the capacity to nourish and to
grow. It is worth emphasizing that this is Aristotle’s meaning, since some of the other
ways he says this same thing in the same chapter sound different. For example, he also

says that “there are three things: that which is nourished (10 tpepopevov), that by which it

DA 2.4,41629-18.
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is nourished (¢ tpépetar), and that which nourishes (10 Tpépov). That which nourishes is
the primary soul (1] tp®dtn Yoyn); that which is nourished is the body that has this; and
that by which it is nourished is the food.”*' Again, when he says that the primary soul—
nutritive soul—is that which nourishes, he just means that it is soul that is responsible for
the activity of nourishing. The body is nourished by food, and the reason it can be
nourished is because it has the capacity to nourish. Similarly, Aristotle says that “The

work of [nutritive soul] is to reproduce and to use food (Tpofj xpiicOar).”*

To say that
something uses food might sound like that something must be a bodily thing—that it
must wield the food as a carpenter wields a hammer. However, this should also be
understood to mean that the capacity to nourish makes use of the food, as will become
clearer when I discuss instruments below. The active-sounding language Aristotle uses to
discuss nutritive soul—language that might make it sound like a bodily thing—is instead
compatible with the general definition of soul.

Second, Aristotle says that an organism has “limit and proportion of both size and
growth,” and this is due to soul. While this limit and proportion likely includes the
specific proportions of the parts of an organism, given the context Aristotle is focusing on
more general size limitations: some organisms are big and some are small.** This limit
provided by soul is in contrast to what the element fire could provide, for a fire will

continue growing indefinitely as long as it finds more fuel to burn. The fire is only

limited by external factors, not anything internal to itself. By contrast, soul somehow

“' DA 2.4, 416b20-23.

2 DA 2.4, 415a25-26.

* Polansky discusses both aspects, although he emphasizes the first (212). Freudenthal discusses the first
(see below).



125

limits the size of the animal as an intrinsic component of the animal. Mice are small.
Elephants are big. But how does soul do this? If [ want to limit the size of a plant, I can
put in into a small pot, clip its roots or water it sparingly. These are all material or
mechanical processes, however, and they are also external to the plant itself. If soul is a
capacity it cannot limit the size of an organism in any of these ways.

It would be nice to be able to turn to the biology for a clear discussion of how it is
that the size of an organism is limited. Unfortunately, Aristotle does not devote much
discussion to this topic. The most direct passage of what he does discuss regarding size
even states that he will need to continue the discussion later, a continuation not to be
found in his extant works. This passage comes from a discussion in Generation of
Animals concerning the growth of the bones, where he states that the length of the bones
limits the size of the animal.

On this account, the bones continue growing only up to a certain point, for as all

animals have a limit to their size (n€pag 100 peyéBovg), this involves a limit to the

growth of the bones. If the bones continued growing for ever, then every animal
which contains any bone or the counterpart of bone would go on growing as long
as it lived, because the bones set the limit (6pog) for an animal's size. We shall
have to explain later on why the bones do not continue growing for ever.**
Aristotle addresses the question here, but since he does not answer it, this passage teases

more than enlightens.

4G4 2.6, 745a5-10, Peck translation.
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Gad Freudenthal explains the De Anima passage above, when Aristotle calls soul
the limiter of size rather than fire, but his explanation needs more detail for the present
purposes. He takes the passage to be equivalent to one in Generation of Animals. There
Aristotle discusses the heat provided by the father in generation, heat that produces the
flesh and bone of the offspring.

This heat resides in the seminal residue, and the movement and the activity which

it possesses are in amount and character correctly proportioned (cOpupeTpog) to

suit each several part. If they are at all deficient or excessive, to that extent they
cause the forming product to be inferior or deformed. The same is true of things
that are “set” by heat elsewhere than in the uterus; e.g., things which we boil to
make them pleasant for food, or for any other practical purpose. The only
difference is that in this case the correct proportion of heat (trv ti|g Ogppotnrog
ovppetpiav) to suit the movement is supplied by us, whereas in the other, it is
supplied by the nature of the generating parent.*

Freudenthal ties this passage to the discussion of size in De Anima by saying that the two

accounts are equivalent. One describes the size of an organism in terms of vital heat and

one in terms of soul and fire, but this is merely a difference of vocabulary.

The use of one theoretical vocabulary rather than the other depends on the

context. Being devoted to a discussion of soul, the De anima is not the appropriate

context in which to draw on the biological notion of vital heat, which fuses

432.6, 743a26-34, Peck translation.
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together the formal and the efficient causes. Consequently, the two functions—

that of warming and that of informing—are considered as separate.*®
Vital heat is a heat that can inform matter, according to Freudenthal.*’ In De Anima,
Aristotle describes the same phenomenon as he discusses in Generation of Animals, but
he assigns the heating to fire and the informing to soul. Freudenthal’s explanation is
interesting, because it highlights a parallel between the two passages, although the
Generation passage focuses on the proportionality of the parts, rather than the overall size
of the animal. More importantly, the explanation is not yet complete. It still leaves it
unclarified what it means for soul to inform—and therefore to limit the size of the body.
In particular, it does not help to explain what it means for a capacity to do this.

Along a different line, A. L. Peck draws attention to a discussion of the size of
animals by J. B. S. Haldane.* Haldane discusses the ways in which animals must change
as their size changes. For example, a sixty-foot-tall man with the same proportions as a
regular six-foot-tall man would be one thousand times as heavy, but the cross-section of
his bones would only be one hundred times as big. He would break his bones and
collapse under his own weight. For an animal to get larger it must change its proportions
in some way, such as becoming thick and stocky or tall and thin.* This sort of discussion
is helpful when thinking about Aristotle’s views on size, since it shows how the size of an

animal may be related to various capacities. In the example, the animal can only be as

% Gad Freudenthal, Aristotle’s Theory of Material Substance: Heat and Pneuma, Form and Soul (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1995), 33.

7 See the section “Vital Heat as an Informing Power,” 22-29.

* Peck’s comment is not on the De Anima passage, but one from History of Animals stating that bloodless
animals are smaller than blooded (HA4 1.5, 490a21-22). Peck, History.: Books I-11I, 28 note c.

#J.B. S. Haldane, “On Being the Right Size,” in Possible Worlds and Other Essays (London: Chatto and
Windus, 1927), 18-19.
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large as the bones have the capacity to support. However, this example does not sound
particularly Aristotelian (nor is it meant to be), so this idea must be extrapolated to cover
the capacity of nutritive soul.

The best way to expand this idea to cover Aristotle is to link the size of an animal
to the capacity to process nourishment. As I discussed earlier, Aristotle says that the
amount of blood an animal produces is quite small, but if it produced a lot, its size would
be excessive.”’ Aristotle never goes into detail about this, but based upon what he does
say, it is reasonable to think that an animal eventually reaches a size at which only
enough blood is produced to maintain the animal, and there is none left over to grow it
bigger. This would be an instance of Aristotle’s general principle that there is a finite
amount of nourishment to divide amongst the various activities of the organism, so this
limits those activities. For example, he displays this principle when he says that “in the
large animals ... most of the nourishment is used up to maintain the large bulk of their
body, so that but little residue is produced,”' and “semen is absent during childhood...
because the body is growing, and the concocted matter is all used up so soon that there is

none left over.”?

The amount of blood produced will depend upon the amount of food
consumed—an external factor—and the capacity of the animal to process that food. This
capacity is an intrinsic factor, and it is the one sought, for the capacity to process
nourishment and incorporate it into the body is nutritive soul. Just as the bones have a

maximum size at which they can support the body, and unlike fire, which can grow

indefinitely, the capacity to grow and nourish the body has limits upon it. This is the

0GA 1.18, 725a18-21.
31 GA4 1.18, 725a30-33, Peck translation.
2. GA 1.18, 725b19-23, Peck translation.
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sense in which nutritive soul limits the size of an organism. Once again, what Aristotle
says about nutritive soul is compatible with it being a capacity.”

Third, returning to the quote from De Anima above, Aristotle says that fire is a
contributory cause of growing and nourishing. I will argue that this statement fits with the
general definition of soul as a capacity, and I will also use it to transition to a discussion
of soul’s use of the body.

Soul and the Instrumental Body

The relationship between soul and body is one of user and instrument. This is true
in the case of soul and fire as well. In considering why fire is a contributory cause of
growing and nourishing, it is helpful to look at a passage from Parts of Animals where
Aristotle compares fire to a carpenter’s tools.

For while some crudely posit fire or some such potential (mdp 7| ToladTNV TIVA

dvvapv) to be the animal's soul, it is perhaps better to say that soul is constituted

(ovveotdvar) in some such body. That is because among bodies the hot (10

Oepudv) is the one most able to assist (OanpetikdTatov) with the functions of the

soul; for nourishing and producing change (10 tpégetv... kai kveiv) are functions

of soul, and these things come about most of all through this potential. Saying fire

is the soul, then, is like saying the saw or auger is the carpenter or carpentry (tnv

>3 Paul Studtmann speculates that the limits to an organism come from vital heat. This heat causes blood to
emanate outward from the heart, but there is a maximum distance the blood could travel without cooling.
Paul Studtmann, “Living Capacities and Vital Heat in Aristotle,” Ancient Philosophy 24 (2004): 368-9.
This explanation is also compatible with nutritive soul being a capacity, since the distance the blood travels
would depend upon how hot the capacity of the heart can heat it. I prefer my explanation because Aristotle
already ties together the quantity of blood produced and the size of the animal.
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tekToviKNV) because the function (0 €pyov) is accomplished when they are near

each other.
Like soul, carpentry is also a capacity, the acquired capacity the carpenter has for
building chairs and tables. It is clear that carpentry is something different from the saws
and augers that serve as its tools. They do nothing on their own. Even when they are
used, if they are used by a non-carpenter, they will still not produce a finished chair.
However, this passage also highlights the necessity of the tools for carpentry. A carpenter
cannot start from logs of wood and build a chair with her bare hands. She needs the tools.
These tools could be called a contributory cause because they are necessary for the
operation of carpentry, but they play a subsidiary role to it. For example, we may ask,
“Why is there a chair here rather than a log?” It is the carpenter’s skill that ultimately
explains the chair, specifically the fact that it is a particular thing with a particular form.
However, the tools also explain the chair in a way, because the carpenter used them in
order to activate the capacity and produce the chair.”® Similarly, fire is not soul but a
contributory cause of nourishing and growing. As discussed above, fire alone does not
nourish, because it grows indefinitely. However, just as the tools are required by the
carpenter, the hot is the most helpful body with regards to soul. Why this is so is clear
from the biology of the nutritive system: digestion depends on heat. If there is no heat,
then no nourishing happens; food stays food and does not turn into blood. The capacity to

nourish—nutritive soul—requires fire or heat in order to perform its activity.

427, 652b7-15, Lennox translation.
> Aristotle says that the movement of the instruments is “is the activity, the actualization, of the art.” GA
2.4, 740b25-28, Peck translation.
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There is an important disanalogy between soul and carpentry, however, one that
Aristotle does not address: heat is not just required for the activity of soul, but for its very
existence. On the one hand, the carpenter’s tools do not have to be present to the
carpenter in order for her to have the skill of carpentry; they are only needed to actualize
that skill. On the other hand, the capacity to nourish depends upon an organism having
heat. Nutritive soul is not something existing separately that then makes use of heat or
fire, but its existence depends on heat. As Aristotle puts it, “life (t0 {fjv) and the
possession of soul (1] tf|g yoyfic €€15) depend upon some degree of heat; for concoction,
by which animals assimilate their food, cannot take place apart from the soul and heat;
for all food is rendered concoctible by fire.”” Both the activity (life) and the capacity
(soul) depend on heat. When there is no more heat, the organism has no more capacity for
nourishing itself, no more soul, and it is dead: “Violent death or destruction is the
extinction or waning of the heat (for destruction may occur from either of these causes),
but natural death is the decay of the same due to lapse of time, and to its having reached
its appointed end. In plants this is called withering, in animals death.””’ This difference
potentially strains the analogy because when the tools are separate, it is clearer what is
the main cause and what is merely contributory, but when heat is necessary for the very
existence of soul, it sounds funny to say it is only a contributory cause. The answer to this
problem is to recognize that it is not necessary for the user and its instruments to be

separate. The necessary feature, the one that makes one the tool and the other the user,

%% Juv. 14 (Resp. 8), 474a25-28, Hett translation, modified.
7 Juv. 24 (Resp. 18), 479a32-b4, Hett translation.
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involves the relationship of their ends. This becomes clear in Aristotle’s final definition
of soul, and so I will now return to De Anima 2.1 and its definitions.

Right after Aristotle defines soul as the first actuality of a natural body having life
potentially, he transforms the definition once more. This time he comments further on the
sort of body that is ensouled.

Because of this, soul is the first actuality of a natural body having life potentially.

But such a body is instrumental (6pyavikov). (The parts of plants are also

instruments (6pyova), but utterly simple, as the leaf is a covering of the husk, and

the husk of the fruit; the roots are analogous to the mouth, for both draw in food.)

If, then, it is necessary to say something common to every soul, it would be “the

first actuality of a natural, instrumental (6pyavicod) body.”®
In this final definition Aristotle says that the body is dpyavikov, a term variously
translated as ‘instrumental’, ‘organized’, and ‘having organs’. To understand this
definition, then, one has to understand what it means that the body is 6pyavikév and why
it is that Aristotle substitutes this term.

Older translations and commentaries tend to interpret dpyavikcov as ‘having
organs’.” More recently, however, several scholars have suggested that this is the wrong

way to understand the term. They say it should instead be translated ‘instrumental’,

because this is what it always means in Aristotle; it labels something as an instrument or

DA 2.1,412a28-b6.

59 Philoponus, trans. Charlton, 17 (217,13-14); Averroes, 112; Aquinas, 126; Hicks, 313 (note to a28);
Ackrill “Definitions,” 126. Hett, Hamlyn, Apostle, and Lawson-Tancred all translate this passage using
some variation on ‘having organs’. Smith translates it with ‘organized’, while Irwin and Fine use ‘organic’.
Bolton gives ‘serves as an instrument’ as a translation option, but he favors ‘with organs’ (275n6).
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organ, not as something that 4as these.®® While the more recent commentators make a
good case for translating the term ‘instrumental’, two things should be kept in mind.
First, there might not be as much difference between the two positions as it
appears. This is suggested by the way Aristotle moves immediately from talking about
the instrumental body to discussing the organs or instruments of plants.®' This is not to
say that dpyavikov means that the body has organs, but there is nevertheless a connection
between the instrumental body and the organs composing it. He suggests this connection
in Parts of Animals.**
For just as, since the axe must split (oyilew), it is a necessity that it be hard, and if
hard, then made of bronze or iron, so too since the body is an instrument
(dpyavov) (for each of the parts is for the sake of something (€vexd Tvog yop
gkaoTov T®V popimv), and likewise also the whole (6poiwg 6& kai t© 6OAov)), it is
therefore a necessity that it be of such a character and constituted from such
things, if this is to be.®’
Or again, from the same work:
Since every instrument is for the sake of something (Enel d¢ 10 pév dpyavov mav
gvekd tov), and each of the parts of the body is for the sake of something, and

what they are for the sake of is a certain action (wpa&ig 1), it is apparent that the

5 Everson, 64 incl. n27; A. P. Bos. The Soul and Its Instrumental Body: A Reinterpretation of Aristotle’s
Philosophy of Living Nature (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 3, 11, 85-89; Menn, 108-110. Johansen also uses the
translation ‘instrumental’ (e.g., 17), but he does not argue for it.

%! Bos suggests that the passage about plants is a marginal addition, in order to maintain his position on the
meaning of opyavikdv (97-98, 112).

62 Menn also cites both of the following passages, in order to emphasize that the whole body is an
instrument (109, incl. n38).

81,1, 642a9-13, Lennox translation, emphasis added.
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entire body too (pavepov &1t kai T cuvorov odpa) has been constituted for the

sake of a certain complex action (mpa&edg Tvog Eveka Torvpepodc).*

In both cases, Aristotle suggests a connection between the fact that the parts of the body
are instruments for the sake of something and the fact that the whole body is. Each of the
organs performs an activity, so the collection of them—the whole body—performs a
complex activity.65 In light of this, one should still understand that ‘instrumental’ is the
correct translation of 0pyavikdv, and that Aristotle is saying that the whole body is an
instrument. However, this statement is very closely related to the idea that the body is
composed of instruments or organs.

Second, some of the proponents of the interpretation ‘instrumental’ go too far
with their conclusions, declaring the body in question not to be the whole body of the
organism. Stephen Everson, for example, takes the understanding that opyavikév labels
something as an instrument or organ to support his claim that “the bodies which are the
primary bearers of psychic capacities... are organs;” that is, the bodies in question in the
definition of soul are individual organs within the organism’s body as a whole.®® Both A.
P. Bos and Stephen Menn rightly reject Everson’s view of the body while still supporting
the reading of dpyovucov as ‘instrumental’.®” In particular, Menn appeals to the two
passages from Parts of Animals 1 just discussed, since these speak of the whole body as
an instrument. While Bos rejects Everson’s mistaken view of the body in the definition of

soul, he develops one of his own. “Taking all the information into account, we must

64 1.5, 645b14-17, Lennox translation, modified.

8 Polansky argues against Everson and Menn along the same lines (160, incl. n21).
66 Everson, 63-65.

7 Bos, 89; Menn, 108-110.
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conclude that the words soma physikon organikon in Aristotle refer to a special body
within the visible body of a living creature, and specifically to the pneumatikon soma or
pneuma (or its analogues in lower kinds of animals and plants).”®® Bos makes a lengthy
argument for this conclusion, but a key piece of that argument is the interpretation of
dpyovicov as ‘instrumental’.®” Menn’s response to Everson would apply equally in this
case, however; Aristotle refers to the whole body as an instrument, so there is no need to
think that he has a different, special body in view in the definition of soul. Aristotle’s
discussion of this definition in De Anima 2.1 and 2.2 makes sense if the whole body is in
view—including the part about the body being instrumental—so it is best to stick with
the traditional interpretation.

It still remains to explain what Aristotle means by saying that the body is the
instrument of the soul. In particular, just as there is no capacity to nourish if there is no
heat, there are no capacities of soul at all if there is no body.” Unlike the art of carpentry,
which exists in the carpenter and separate from the tools used to actualize it, soul can
only exist within its instrument. Separability is not the key attribute of an instrument,
however. Instead, an instrument is marked by its being for the sake of some activity, and
this activity is in the service of some user.

The first attribute, that an instrument is for the sake of some activity, can be seen
from the two quotes from Parts of Animals above, and they even give some information

as to what the activity is in the case of the body. In the first passage, when Aristotle

68
Bos, 93.

% In the introduction to his book, Bos describes the realization that dpyavikév means ‘instrumental’ as one

of the things that led him away from the traditional position regarding soul (3).

70 Except, perhaps, the capacity to think.
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explains that the body is an instrument, he does so by saying that “each of the parts is for
the sake of something, and likewise also the whole.” The fact that the body and its parts
are for the sake of something indicates that they are instruments. As to what this
something is, the only clue in this passage comes from the parallel with the axe. The axe
appears to be for the sake of splitting wood, so an animal’s body is presumably for the
sake of some action as well. The second passage supports these conclusions. Aristotle
starts it by stating directly that “every instrument is for the sake of something.” He then
clarifies that each of the parts of the body is for the sake of some action, and so “it is
apparent that the entire body too has been constituted for the sake of a certain complex
action.” After a discussion of different relationships between actions, he even gives some
examples of what actions he has in mind. “By ‘affections’ and ‘actions’ (npé&eic) I mean
generation (yéveowv), growth (abénotv), coition (dyeiav), waking (&ypnyopowv), sleep
(bmvov), locomotion (mopeiav), and any other such things that belong to animals.””"
These are examples of the complex actions engaged in by the whole body, since they are
things that the whole animal does, and they are different from the specific actions of
particular organs that are given later in the book. (Blood vessels are for the sake of
holding the blood, the stomach is for receiving the food, and so on.’?)

It is important to ask whether these actions are activities or capacities, since this
will help determine the relationship between body and soul. On the one hand, it would

make sense if Aristotle has capacities in mind, for this makes a straightforward

connection: the body is for the sake of the vital capacities; that is, it is for the sake of

"' P4 1.5, 645b33-35, Lennox translation.
2 P4 3.5, 667b13-18 (blood vessels); 3.14, 674a9-19 (stomach).
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soul. On the other hand, when Aristotle lists the actions, several of the terms he uses have
the —o1¢ ending—yéveoig, adénoic, and &ypnyopoic—the suffix that refers either to an
activity or to a general function. While the ending on its own is ambiguous, it is unlikely
that he has the general function in mind here, especially with the inclusion of €ypfjyopoic,
waking. It is best, then, to view the body as being for the sake of the vital activities. This
position is further confirmed because if it is correct, then it also explains why the body is
the instrument of soul; the body is for the sake of soul in another sense of ‘for the sake
of’.
In De Anima 2.4, Aristotle lists three ways that soul is a cause or explanation. In
the second of these, he discusses it as a cause for the sake of which.
It is clear that soul is also a cause for the sake of which, for just as intellect acts
for the sake of something, nature also acts in the same way, and that for which it
acts is its end. Soul is such an end by nature in animals, for all natural bodies are
instruments of soul (tfig yuytfic Opyava)—just as those of animals are, so also are
those of plants—since they are for the sake of soul. But there are two ways for
something to be that for the sake of which (S1ttéyg 8¢ 10 oD &veka): the purpose
for which and the beneficiary for which (16 t€ 0 kai 10 @).”

Here Aristotle again calls the body the instrument of soul.”

What is especially helpful is
his addition of the two senses of “for the sake of which.” While the Greek is quite

condensed, it is usually taken to refer to: a) the purpose for which something is or is done

73

415b15-21.
™1 agree with Ross that we ought to understand “all natural bodies” to be all natural bodies of organisms,
not all natural bodies in an unqualified sense. He suggests that the texts in certain manuscripts allows for
this reading (De Anima, 229). Polansky argues that the scope of “all natural bodies” is wider (209-210).
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and b) the person or thing which benefits from it.”> That is, X can be for the sake of Y if
either X exists in order to attain or bring about Y, or if Y is that on behalf of which X
exists or operates. These two senses are particularly relevant in the case of an instrument.
The hammer is both for pounding nails and for the carpenter. Its purpose is the activity of
nailing, and it does this in order to bring about the carpenter’s goals. It is because of this
second meaning—because the hammer serves the goals of the carpenter—that it is said to
be an instrument of the carpenter. The same is true with body and soul. As Aristotle says
in the passage above, the body is for the sake of soul because it is its instrument. The
body serves the purposes of soul, and so soul is the beneficiary for which the body
exists.’®

Elsewhere Aristotle gives more information that illuminates the link between the
purposes of the user and the action of the instrument, and this helps to clarify how the
body serves soul.”’

Now the products which are formed by human art are formed by means of

instruments (610 T®v dpydvwv), or rather it would be truer to say they are formed

by means of the movement of the instruments (1 THig Kivijoemg adTd®V), and this

movement is the activity, the actualization, of the art (1] évépyela g TévnC).... "
The carpenter’s art or skill is, as I discussed earlier, the capacity she has for building. It is

insofar as she has this capacity that she is using the tools, since she is not using them

75 This is reflected in the translations of Hamlyn, Hett, Lawson-Tancred, and Irwin and Fine, as well as in
the commentary of Ross (De Anima, 228, note to lines 415b1-3) and Polansky (210). Sachs differs,
translating it “that to which they belong and that for which their actions are.”

" Thus, I agree with Ross that “in 11.20-21 he says that soul is the od &veka in the sense of being that in
whose interest the bodies of animals and plants exist” (De Anima, 228).

7 The example is intended to explain soul’s use of hot and cold, but it fits the present discussion as well.
8 GA 2.4, 740b25-28, Peck translation.
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insofar as she is a human being or a musician. Thus, strictly speaking, one can say that it
is the art of carpentry that is using the tools and benefitting from them; Aristotle even
speaks this way at times: “it is necessary for the art to use its instruments (d€l... TNV p&v
tépvnv xpiiobon Toig dpyavorc).”” Specifically, the capacity for building is using the tools
because it is actualized through their movement. The hammer, in performing the action
that it is for, is actualizing the carpenter’s capacity and being used on its behalf.
Similarly, since the body is the instrument of soul, the activity of the vital capacities
comprising soul is the activity of the body. The soul uses the body as an instrument by
having it act out the capacities of soul. It does not matter that body and soul are
inseparable; the body is still an instrument because it bears this relationship to soul.

This account of instruments also explains why Aristotle can shift his definition of
soul from “the first actuality of a natural body having life potentially” to “the first
actuality of a natural, instrumental body.” As I have been arguing throughout this
dissertation, the relationship between soul and life is central to Aristotle’s discussion of
soul. It is striking, then, that ‘life’ drops out of Aristotle’s final definition. The body
changes from “having life potentially” to being “instrumental.” However, life only leaves
the formulation, not the account. The instrumental body is the one that serves soul, and it
serves soul by performing the activity of soul when active itself. Just as the carpenter’s
tool is one that has the potential for performing the activity of carpentry, soul’s
instrument is one that has the potential for performing the activity of soul. The activity of

soul is life. So, the instrument of soul is a thing that has life potentially.

" DA 1.3, 407b25-26.
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Aristotle can shift from one definition to the other, but why does he? The main
reason appears to be that calling the body the instrument of soul emphasizes the need for
the body to be a particular kind of body. Not just any tool will serve the needs of a
carpenter; belts and scarves make lousy hammers. Similarly, not every body will serve
the purposes of soul. An animal soul cannot be in a plant body, because this would mean
that something had the capacity to perceive but no perceptive organs. Aristotle
complained that his predecessors ignored the requirements upon the body when he
discussed them in book one of De Anima.

They attach soul to a body and place it inside, not at all specifying in addition the

cause or the condition of the body (81d tiv’ aitiov kol wAG EY0VTog TOD GMOUATOG).

And yet, it would seem that this is necessary.... They only attempt to say what

sort of thing soul is, but they do not specify further as to the receiving body, just

as 1f it were possible, as in the Pythagorean stories, for a random soul to enter into

a random body. For it seems that each body has its own form and shape (idtov

Eyewv €160 koi pop@nv), but they speak about the same as if someone were to say

that the art of carpentry (v textoviknyv) enters into flutes. For it is necessary for

the art to use its instruments (ypfioBot Toig Opydvorig), and the soul its body (trv 6¢

Yoy @ ohpartt).™
When Aristotle shifts his definition of soul to say that the body is instrumental, he has
this discussion in mind, and he is emphasizing that the body needs to be of a very

particular kind—one that can be used by soul.

%01.3,407b15-26.
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Nutritive Soul

This general account of the instrumental body may be applied to nutritive soul.
Individual parts of the body perform particular actions. The mouth allows food to enter
and chops it up. The stomach receives the food and starts concocting it. The heart
supplies the heat for concocting and perhaps makes the blood. The blood vessels
distribute the blood to all the parts of the body so they can be maintained. Below the level
of the individual organs, heat or fire works on the food, transforming it. All of these—
heat, heart, and so on—work together as a complete body to perform the activity of
nourishing. This activity is also the activity of nutritive soul, of the capacity to nourish.
The whole body, then, serves as the instrument of nutritive soul, as do its parts in an
indirect way. The capacity to nourish uses the body, and their activity is nutritive life.

This picture of nutritive soul illustrates a concrete instance of soul and its
relationship to the body, and I will finish this chapter by looking at two further ways that
a consideration of nutritive soul helps with thinking about soul in general. First, since all
mortal, ensouled things have nutritive soul, there may be no such thing as something that
has soul and not life. Nutritive soul requires the body to have heat in the heart. If it has no
heat, then it does not have the capacity to nourish itself. It is dead and has no soul, for
“when the region of the heart gets cold, the whole body is destroyed, because the
principle of heat in all the other parts depends on the heat therein, and the soul is so to
speak fired in this organ.... Thus life must coincide with the conservation of this heat,

and what we know as death must be the destruction of this heat.”®! The heat in the heart

81 Juv. 4, 469b13-20, Hett translation.
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is needed for the presence of soul, but as I explained above in the discussion of the
nutritive system, this heat must continually be fed in order for it to persist. That is, the
heart must constantly receive food and be actively processing it. But this activity is life.
Therefore, in order for an organism to have soul, it must also have life. It must have the
activity to have the capacity, the same way that a fire on a log must continually burn in
order to remain capable of burning. This means that for Aristotle there is no in-between
state where something is ensouled but neither dead nor living, at least practically
speaking.™ It is still important to keep soul and life distinct, however, because it is
ultimately soul that explains life, the capacity that is the cause of the activity. It just so
happens that the activity is also needed to maintain the capacity.

Second, and building upon the previous point, soul and its activity may come to
be simultaneously. If there is in fact never anything that is merely ensouled without also
having life, then this has to be the case. As soon as something comes to have the capacity
to nourish, it must also be exercising that capacity. This fact holds relevance for
something I discussed previously. In chapter three I argued that soul is a first actuality
because it is prior in coming-to-be with respect to life. I explained that often priority in
coming-to-be is the same as temporal priority, but that at times, including in the case of
soul, it emphasizes not priority in time but a logical priority that means that the thing in
question is further from the end or that for the sake of which. I raised the question

whether there might even be a non-temporal meaning of priority in coming-to-be, one

%2 One could still ask the theoretical question whether, if something could be ensouled but not living, it
would be considered dead. From the last passage quoted it seems that Aristotle would likely say that death
is ultimately the opposite of soul, not of life. Thus, the organism which is merely ensouled would be living
in the sense of not dead, but not living in the sense of active. Consider the analogy with asking whether the
sleeper should be called ‘seeing’ or ‘sightless’.
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that just speaks to the logical priority. The case of nutritive soul illustrates why it is
attractive to think that this may be a possibility. Soul is prior to life in coming-to-be, but
it looks as though the two must come to be simultaneously. If that is the case, then the
most fundamental kind of soul is a first actuality solely because of its logical priority to
life.

An examination of nutritive soul sheds light on Aristotle’s general account of soul
in a few ways, then. It provides evidence that the particular accounts can be reconciled
with the general definition of soul as a capacity. Through its relationship to the nutritive
system it gives concrete bodily activities with which to illustrate the instrumental nature
of the body. Because of the nature of the heat in the heart, nutritive soul provides a
particularly interesting context in which to discuss the relationship between soul and life.
Finally, it supplies more evidence regarding what Aristotle means by priority in coming-
to-be. Because of this information provided by looking at nutritive soul, this is also a

fitting place to conclude my examination into Aristotle’s account of soul.
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Conclusion

Soul is the capacity for the activity of life, and this is reflected in Aristotle’s
definitions of it. It is the “substance as form of a natural body having life potentially”"’
because form is what defines a thing, and an organism is defined by its capacities. It is
the form of a natural body having life potentially, because soul is the cause of life; when
the body is ensouled it has the capacity to perform life activities. Soul is the first actuality
of such a body, because a first actuality is an actuality defined with reference to a further
actuality; it is a capacity. Finally, it is “the first actuality of a natural, instrumental
body,” because soul uses the body to achieve its ends; the actuality of the body is also
the actuality of the capacities of soul, and this actuality is life.

It has been my project to articulate Aristotle’s account of soul, and in one sense I
have reached its end. I have covered his general definitions and argued that they are
compatible with at least one of the particular accounts. In another sense, however, this is
only the beginning. Aristotle has much more to say about the particular kinds of soul.
Additionally, soul lies at the heart of Aristotle’s philosophy, connected to many different
aspects of his thought, and so to examine it thoroughly is to follow the implications of its
nature. Defining soul just opens up a set of additional inquiries.

For example, | have looked at the most bodily of the kinds of soul—the
nutritive—but what about those that we might label ‘mental’? Does anything about the

general definition of soul help to explain what Aristotle says about these? In particular,

he suggests that there might be some kind of soul that is separable from the body because

"' DA 2.1,412a19-21.
DA 2.1,412b5-6.
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it is not the actuality of any body.? Clearly this kind of soul will have a different
relationship to the body than nutritive soul does, since nutritive soul is such an actuality.
However, | have also argued that there is an important relation the other direction, not
that of which soul is the actuality, but that for which it is the potentiality—Ilife. Could this
relationship between soul and life shed light on what Aristotle means by a soul that is
separable from the body?

And what about the coming to be of a new soul? In Generation of Animals
Aristotle explains how an organism comes to be from its parents. This discussion
naturally includes references to soul. For example, he says of the male’s contribution to
generation that “it is clear both that semen possesses soul, and that it is soul,
potentially.””* This is a cryptic statement, one which needs to be discussed in the context
of everything else he says about generation, but perhaps the knowledge that soul is a
capacity could help to explain what Aristotle means.

Soul also plays a prominent role in Aristotle’s ethics, for the human good is “an
activity of soul in accord with virtue.” In the argument for this conclusion, Aristotle
mentions life several times, using the terms (w1 and 10 (ijv.® As I argued, the literature
on De Anima is unclear when it comes to the relationship between soul and life. Could
having this relationship clearly in mind help one to understand his ethics as well?

Soul does not appear in a central definition of his metaphysics, but it is a

prominent example of a form. As I have argued, soul is a form because it is a capacity.

*DA2.1,41326-7.

42.1, 735a8-9, Peck translation.

> EN 1.7, 1098a16-17, Bartlett and Collins translation.
®EN 1.7, 1097b33-1098a17.
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This presents a different sort of example to think about than things which are primarily
defined by their shape or structure, such as statues and balls, syllables and wax seals.
Could understanding soul, then, also contribute to understanding of Aristotle’s
metaphysics?

While the account I have presented in this dissertation can be seen as the seed of a
much larger project, it was a necessary first step. Aristotle discusses soul in many
different contexts, but if one does not understand what it is, then these discussions are
liable to be misunderstood. My hope is that I have clarified the nature of soul sufficiently
by arguing that it is the capacity for life, and that this seed will sprout further

understanding of what Aristotle has to say.
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