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Does Aristotle Demonstrate the Definition of the Soul?

The beginning of the second chapter of Book II of Aristotle's de Anima
raises difficult problems of interpretation, We are here enjoined to go after
our subject from a new point of view, moving from what is unclear and more
obvious to what is clear and more knowable in itself (41%sli-13), Recommendin%
this policy implies that the earlier policy was different., If the traditional
interpretation is correct, this earlier policy was followed in chapter 1 of
Book II and issued in the general definition of the soul:

If then we have to give some general statement which applies
to &ll kinds of soul, it would be the first actuality of
physical organic body (412bi4-8),

The general definitlon of chapter 1 was arrived at from considerations
that were more knowable by nature, so Aristotle seems to say,-and plausibly,
in view of the divisions by which the definition was introduced. But this
characterization putsus before a puzzle, for Aristotle goes on to say in chapter
2 that the definitory argument must show not only the that but must show the
cause (¥13413-16). This implies that the preceding chapter, chapter 1 with
its general definition, stated the that and not the cause, Aristotlels remarks
seem to be contrary to each other, as Cajetan? puts it. The gemeral definition
is more knowable and at the same time it is a that~type definition, stating
the fact and not the cause.

This puzzle leads straight to another cne., If the general definition
does not show the cause, some future definition will--so the passage would
seem to say. When we look shesd we fiod an argument that is syllogistic in
form and is perhaps the argument to which Aristotle refers, but this argument,
nearly everyone agrees”, is a demonstration through the effects, to use the
scholastic word. sristotle here shows that the soul is correctly called form
or actuality in the case of three of its particular functions, Butrition,
perception and understanding, which are forms of life for which soul is respon-
sible, Here a second definition of the soul 'is advanced as minor premise, and
the conclusion which issues is the general definition of chapter 1. The proof
shows that soul is actuality or form because the soul~-and this is the second
definition~-is that by which we primarily live, perceive and understand, But
this of course is not a demonstration at all, for none of these so~called
effects are causes.

Does Aristotle ever get around to showing the cause? It is our point
that there is no proof, no demonstration of the general definition of the soul,
for the reason that the definition of the soul 1s general, This is nothing
new. The general definition applies to none of the things that are (414B26-27),
The terms of the definition are not precise and therefore cannot be mediated,
But it shall also be our point that demonstration is perhaps possible for the
particular functions of the soul, the functions of mutrition, perception and
intuitive thinking. Demonstration is possible for these functions to the degree
that a cause can be shown for each of them. Now each of these functions has
a corresponding abject. Nutrition has as its object food; perception has
as its object the object of perception (color, for example, is the object of
the faculty of sight); and intuitive thinking has as its object the object
of thought, the qufiJ. We have grounds to suspect that for each of these
functions the object is the cause, At least this is the case for perception,
which we shall take as model for the other functions. The object of perception
arouses the faculty of perception to activity. o
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If our posing of the problem is correct, we shall have reason for thinking
that in the spheres of the particular functions the object is displayed by a
middle term showing how & certain kind of actuality pertains to a certain kind
of potency characteristic' of the function. When this happens, when one term,
the actuality, is shown to -belong to another, the potency, because of the
presence of an object, something is demonstrated about the faculty in question.
Now the soul as a whole is not exposed to objects. Therefore the causality of
objects in respect to the whole soul cannot be shown. There is no middle term
which can show why first actuality, taking this as the major term, belongs to
organic physical body, or physical body potentially having life, taking either
of these expressions as minor terms. Therefore the general definition af the
soul, if its terms are construed univocally, cannot be demonstrated,

But the objects to which the soul is exposed have spheres of operation
in the special facultiés. Though the objects cannot be objects for the soul
as a whole, the actualities they arouse, and the potencies to which those
actualities are shown to be connected, bear a certain resemblance to the actu-
ality and potency of the general definition, Put differently, the meaning of
actuality and potency-~the opposition expressed in the original definition--can
be made precise in the case of the particular functions. For these functions
an object is furnished--an e&fJuSis forthcoming--showing how they are aroused
to actuality, But the terms, whose comnection is by this means displaydd, are
equivocally the same as the terms of the general definition. In a certain
sense, then, the general definition can be demonstrated; it can be demonstrated
within the spheres of the particular functions of the soul; it can be demon-
strated because its terms are equivocally the same as those of the particular
functions. ) . o

The philological problem posed by the juxtaposition of chapters 1 and 2
can be regarded as an invitation to explore the problem of causal mediation -
for the functions of mutrition, perception and thought., The rest of this paper
must be considered an excrcise, a sifting of the available material with the
aim of discovering the terms for presenting the arguments., The fact that the
arguments, with greater or lesser clarity, shall involve objects will glve some
indication of the point of view that presides over the undertaking. The results
of our philological posing of the problem are as follows: The text confronts
us with two paradoxes.,. (1,) The general definition was at once, we were led
to believe, more knowable and a that-type definition. (2.) Some future defi-
nition stating the cause will be demonstrated, but the only full scale syllo~
gistic argument which seems to fit the bill is an argument showing the fact
not the cause, an argument showing the more knowable through the less knowable,
We bhave just indicated how one must go about settling the first paradox, The
general definition, which is admittedly a definition stating the fact, is more
knowable by virtue of a series of equivocations, by resemblance to terms
presented in the discussions of the particular functions. As for the second
paradox, a solution depends on whether the particular functions are taken
separately or taken together, Taken separately, the accounts of the particular .
functions, because they show the objects, will show the cause, In this respect
these accounts are concerned with the more knowable, Herein consists the
analogy with mathematical demonstration, But the knowability of the particular
functions has no bearing on thelr knowability taken together. The rarticular
functions taken together are a listing. There is no proof which shows the
ground of their belonging together,--shows it, that is, in the sense of
providing the cause., The first question to be asked is what is it about the




general definition that should cause us to seek the solution we have indicated?
The root difficulty with the definition is not so much that it is general or
common, as that, while being common and therefore applicable to none of the
things that are, it nevertheless lays down the guidelines for subsequent inves~-
tigations, This brlngs us to the question of homonymy.

The deflnltlon seems to be deficient., It does not mention obJects which
would furnish the éu giving the terms of the definition precision. Not only
that, it would be dlfflcult, if net impossible, to derive an account of the
objects from the general definition., But the general’ definition does provide
the framework within which the search for the middle term would be meanlngfulb
The general definition, in other words, does not provide material for future
deductions, but throws out terms in need of further dlfferentlatlons.'

Now what are these gumdellnes for investigation? They are what we have
called, by a certain license™, the ma;or and minor terms., One of the many _
things we could say about these terms is that there is nothing to prevent first
actuality from being cal%ed second potency.5 The point can be illustrated from
Aristotle's own example.® Vision is the soul of the eye (412b18~20). It is

the ‘substance and presumably therefore the first actuality. To this is con-
trasted the activity of the eye, the actual seeing, which is like waking, &
higher degree of actuality (412b28). But Aristotle goes.on to compare the soul
to vision, and vision is.the faculty or ocapacity or power (¢\/,giii3) of the
organ of sight (413al). Vision is here likened ih one relatlon to the actua-
1ity which is substance, and in another relation to a potency. The power of

an organ, which is the higher degree of potency, must be distinguished from

the potency which is the matter. There are then two potencies. The higher
degree is presumably equivalent to first actuality, and the faculty of percep-
tion is this kind of potency (eof. 417530-41841). When we say that something

is potentially something, we are not speaking univocally, says Aristotle., There
is a dlfferemca7' in how the word for potency (or potentiality) can be used.

I wish to guggest that the failure to observe this difference, when it is
a question of the terms of the genersl definition, leads to howonymy. The
point can be put negatively.,  Because we can assign numbers to the degrees
of potency or degrees of actuality, we must not think, in the absence of extra
information, that precision is given to the entitieés or capacities which are
assigned rankings by this means. When we say that something is in second
potency in relation to a lower potency and at the same time in first astuality
vis-a~vig a second actuality, we are not stating an exact relation between the
somethings thus describéd. The distinction between higher and lower tells us
that there is n difference, and in this senss the homonymy is avoidable. But
it does not tell us why there is a difference, and in this 1atter sense homio-
nymy is implicit in the distinction. '

It homonymy should occur, it would oceur. on the following model. An eye
without vision is an eye without that kind of potency characteristic of a body
such as to live. An eye without vision is homonymously an eye(41.2b20-22).
The  relation of dead to 11v1ng here can be applied to the whole living body.
It is the relation of what is not potentially existent so as to 1live to what
is potentiadlly existent so as To live (412b25-26). The whole faculty of per-.
ceptlon is proportioned to the whole perceptive body qua such i.e. gua such .
as to perceive. Such a body is potentially existent so as to.function id.e. so
as to perceive, Now it is possible that perceptive body could be devoid of
this potency, that is to say, dead,in which. case perceptive body would -be




homonymous. He who mistakes the dead body for a living one (or the dead organ
for a living one) would be mistaking a body which is not such for one that is
such, i.e. potentially existent so as to 1ive., The mistake would involve the
difference between the absence and the rresence of a potency.

A similar relation holds between seed and full-fledged organic body. The
former is potentially such (412b27)}, that is to say, potentially potentially
(sic) existent so as to iive, while the¢ latter is such, i.e. potentially exiss
tent so as to live. Now the mistake of taking a seed for a full«fledged organic
body would involve differences between degrees of potency: a seed is potentially
such body, and such body is potentially existent so as to live,

There is a similar error possible in reference to the organ and the faculty
animating it, and still another in reference to the faculty and its activity,
Both errors are failures to notice differences in degrees of potency and
actuality,

Now the mistake in such cases would not lie in using the word '‘potency"
or "actuality" incorrectly, but in using a word for an organ, faculty or acti-
vity and meaning the wrong degree of potency. The homonymy in these cases
results from the words used in DRaming the psychic funetions. The point is
not that one is likely to say that one potency is another--that one potency is
homonymously the same as the other--but that the failure to distinguish the
organ from the faculty or the faculty from the activity involves the failure
to distinguish degrees of potency, Just as in the case of "eye'', the failure
to distinguish dead from living eye involved the failure to distinguish absence
and presence of the relevant potency, ' :

Potency and actuality are technical terms. One uses them to explain the
failure of the correct application of other terms. For example, because there
is no word ''colorizing! expressing the. actuality of color, there is the danger
of a possible homonymy on color. We are protected from this homonymy by dis-
tinguishing an actuality of color, which is nameless, from the potency of
color expressed by the word 'tolor™ (426a214),

The minimum to be drawn from this discussion so far is that little is
gained by being able to say that a faculty is ik act vis-a-vis a lower potency
and that it is in potency vis-a-vis its activity, although the chances of
homonymy are thereby diminished. The reason for this is that the. exact relation
of potency to potency or of potency to act is not through this means stated,
fnalogy is not enough. The reason in turn for this is that what the actuality
is cannot be stated without the object. The relation, or at least part of it,
is made precise when the object is presented, As Aristotle's slogan has it,
the faculty of perception is potentially such as the object already is actually
(418a3-4)., Here the meaning of "potentially' is filled out by the actuality
of the object. The object is an gfﬁgq y & visible species without matter, and
perception is that which is receptive of this £)So4(424818-19), The faculty
is potentielly such; that is, the potency of the faculty is defined by reference
to the object in actuality., It is then this potency and no other.p '

However, I think it can also be said that in defawlt of theEihOSprovided
by the object, the application of the technical distinctions potency and
actuality leads to homonymy, if one wishes to explain, fully explain, psychic
functioning by the use of these terms. If it is possible that the relation of
a faculty to an actuality can be stated by reference to an object, and if this
reference is not forthcoming, then, homonymy connected with the technical
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language used to describe this relafion becomes possible, for in that case one
may or may not be referrlng to an gfékpg by means Qf the terms of the language.
The homonymy depends on the possibility that the ﬁi5{7 is ascertainable, though
not yet ascertained. Now we know that there are objects forth coming in the
sphere of perception, and that the relation of the faculty to its activity can
be stated by reference to this object. And we also imow that the terms of the
general definition can be uded in the attempt to expl®sin the relation of po-
tency and actuality in the spherc of perception,-~-are so used, for after all
they are the same terms. Lvt the terms of the gemsval delinition may or may

not have reference to the a;p, wrovided by the objests. Theralore these terms
involve homonymy. In other wérds, the homonymy comiaeccted with the terms of

the general defimition can be established when it ie shown that the object of
psychic functioning stands in a certain relation to ithe laculty and its activity,
when, that is, the relation of these factors to each other is lald bare in a.
demonstratlonns' - S R

Slnce it is not our view that. the argument of*chapucr EEKMJ&aH 19), in
which the gensral or/firsti éefinltlon of.the soyl is proven. ‘through'a 8&¢ond,
is an argument-showing the.cause, the questﬂen might “weli be asked: what. klnd
of argument is it? Tt is not at all’ the proof that 15 rvqulred it does inot
show hoew first actuality, the major, pertains to the mianor, orgamic phv51ca1
body, through a middle showing the- cause., What is being shown rather is that
the entire definiens of the general definition, foﬂ_f?L“Ltuall Ly of that whlch_
is capable of receiving it, applies to the definiesdum gsoul. And it is being
shown in the case of the functions or parts of the soul da stmngulshed earller
in chapter 2, three of which taken together and prefixed by the expre551on -
that by whlch we prlmarlly” form the middle term. W

Tt is probable that the demonstration of chapter 2 is of the kind sét _“: 
forth by Aristotle in II 8 of Posterior Analy sics (93%83%7-93b3), The example
is as follows:: o ' .

Moon is C, eclipse A, and B is the full moon's not being able . «..on:’
to_produce a shadow though there is nothing visivle betwesn us
‘and_the moon. Then if B, not being able to procuce a shadow
though there is nothing between us and the moon, belongs to C, .
. ‘and if A, having been eclipsed,belongs to B, it is obviocus that
there is an eclipse, but why there is an eclipse is not yet
obvious, ‘and we know that there is an eclipse but what it is
we do not know.

Now the principle to follow in the application of this material from the
Posterior Analytics is that in II2 of de Anima we are not yet clear as to what
phenomena are before us; we are not yet clear as to what is the fact. If we
are clear as to the fact, then we can go on to find the cause.  The function.

of the demonstration of chapter 2 is to display the fact, to display the inter-
connections of the mesanings of soul, life, and form of such and such a body,
But this, which is no easy task, 1nvolvos special difficulties as to the dis-
position of terms,  The simplest course to taeke, though it reverses the ordering
of Cagetan9, is the following: ILet A be soul, B that by which primarily we
live and perceive and think, and C form, What we want to achieve through this
arrangement of terms is to make it obvious that there is soul in the sense in
which it is relevant, i.e. through the function of its parts. Soul has the
meaning it has through a list of conditions, just as eclipse has the meaning

it has through a list of oondltlons, which together form the middle term of the
that syllogism,




_ An advantage of this arrangement of major, middle and minor is that it
permits the minor, form or actuality, to carry with it the complete definiens,
albeit in a revised format, If it is said that soul is form and actuality
because it is’ not matter or subject, it is also said that it is. form and
actuality of some body (cf. 412817-19 with blhalk and 414418-19). Soul is
actuality of that which is capable of receiving it (41449-10). And this should
not strike us. as strange, for in a proof of the fact before us, it is entirely
in.place that the whole of the original definition, with is uneliminated "of!
and its covert negation, be shown to attach to the major,

Furthermore, it is desirable that soul be the major term rather than the
minor. Soul is comparable to eclipse, and in the examples that we have at our
disposal (compare II2 of Posterior Analytics with chapter 8 of the same book)
eclipse not only turms up as the definiendum. It may also be the major term,
That it be the major is to be expeeted in syllogisms showing the fact, but the

~reason for this doesn't beccome apparent until we have moved from factual to
causal syllogisms. When setting up a factual syllogism we put forward three
terms, one of which is the thing to be defined. When the cause is at length
produced, we have the three terms of the causal syllogism plus the definiendum,
which was the major cof the factual syllogism, When this happens, conversion
of the major of the causal syllogism with the definiendum becomes possible.
How does this happen? When the cause is produced, it is shown forth by a new
term, the middle term of the causal syllogism. The middle term of the factual
syllogism is then displaced; it becomes the major (in an abbreviated form) of
the syllogism showing the cause., For example, the cause of an eclipse is the
interposition of the ¢arth., When the cause is introduced as a middle, this
means that the old middle is displaced and & reorganization of the terms of the
syllogism must follow. The list of conditions forming the middle of the fac-
tual syllogism telling us when an eclipse is preseat is, in the syllogism
showing the cause, represented by the phrase "absence of light," Now eclipse’
is not a term in the causal syllogism because absence of light or its equiva-
lent, the middle of the factual syllogism, is now the major, But nothing
prevents eclipse, the definiendum of the causal syllogism, from being substi-
tuted for absence of light, i.e. nothing prevents it from becoming major term.
And ‘this is epparently what is happening at Posterior Analytics 93830-31.

The definiendum, then, is convertible with the new major, which we must remember
is not merely absence of light, but a series of conditions which present the
resulte of investigation. When the middle of a factual syllogism is sufficientiy
articulated, the chances of seeing the cause are increased. Wher the cause is
at length producud, the reorganlzatlon of the terms of the syllogism is then
possible. :

Now why is soul the maejor term of the factual syllogism? The reason is
that soul is the definiendum, and as such, must be replaceable in the causal
syllogism, if there were to be one, by the old middle, the so~-called effects,
That is to say, with the reorganization of terms produced by the advancement
of the cause, the effects would be the new major., Soul would then yield up
its place as major in the causal sylloglsm and this could not happen unless
it were convertible with its effects--unless, in other words, soul were the
major of the syllogism showing the fact, Aristotle- says that when the terms
are immediate the fact and reasoned fact are seen together. T take this to mean
that the fully documented fact and its commensurate cause are khown simul-
taneovsly (93%a35-36). 1In the case of the soul we shall see that the documenw
tation of IIZ2 d¢ Anima leads to the iunsight that the commensurate cause is to




be found on the level of the particular functions taken separately,--an insight
that has certain consequencas for the reorganlzatlun of terms.

If the demonstrations of the definitions of soul and eclipse were at all
points similar, we should cxpect that just as in the case of eclipse one can.
show the cause, viz. the interposition of the earth, so pne could show why
soul is actuality of that which is capable of receiving it. This would be to
advance a new middle showing the connection between the so-called effects of-
the soul and the definiens. That is to say, with the sawersion of soul with-
its effects, we would have had as terms of the causal syllogism, the e¢ffects,
the cause and the original definiens, In both cases, if the analogy of soul
and eclipse held, we should move from a syllogism showing the fact to a syllo-
gism showling the cause. At this point our use of II Posterior Analytics must
be revised, for there is nn moving from the fact to the cause in the case of
the soul., Because the soul in its entlrety is not exposed to obaects there
is no middle term that can be introduced into the so-called demonstratlon
through the effects, What happens rather is that we find causes in the spheres
of the particular functions and it is here that we can look for analogues to
interposition of the carth, for in the spheres of the particular functlons
chjects are forthuomlng, -This at any rate was our’ hypo+he51sa

In the case of perceptlon, which shall furnish us with a model for the

other functicus, we have as terms 4 activity of perception, B object of per-
“ception, C faculty of perception. What is being defined is perception.
Perception is the activity which belongs to the faculty bocause of the presence
of an object. Where do we get these terms from? XLet us return for a moment

to the that syllogism, the so-called demonstration of the definition of the
soul through its effects. While we can't provide a causc for the soul in its
entirety and so reorganize the terms of the that syllogism, we can nevertheless
concede on the level of a particular function what must be rcfused for the
whole soul. If a causal middle had been provided for the whole soul, the new
major would have contained the "effects!, for it would have been the okd middle,
that by which we primarily live, perceive and understand. Now, as we hypothe~
sized, there is no such major in a causal syllogism for the whole soul, because
there is no such syllogism, -But the term has as its heir in the sphere of
pepaeption the major term act1v1ty of perceiving GX”N?AV{Aéh{) This activity
is an actuality, Morceover, the actuality in question is the higher grade of
actuality that is contrasted by Aristotle to the first actuality characteristic
of the soul as & ground phenomenon, And it turns out; conveniently enough,
that this first actuality is none other than the minor term. The minor of the
demonstration through the effects was the whole definiens, actuality of that
which is capable of recciving it. On the level of perception the term. under=--
goes a certain degrec of specialization., It is actuallty, to be sure, but

that kind of actuality characteristic of what it is to be a faculty. In other
words, the firstactuality of the general definition is on the level of percep-
tion properly called not an actuality but a potency, a faculty, and appears
therefore as the minor. It is the second potency of our earlier discussion.

These considerations give us the major and minor of the sylloglsm dealing
with perception. On the level of perception, then, we find analogues wibth the
original, general definition,--but also a shift in the degree of actuality.
First actuality is paired off with the higher degree of actuality cnarantarlstle
of the activity of perceiving; these are the majors. Physical organic body,
or physical body potentially having life, is paired off with the faculty of
perceiving; these are the minors. And because of the shift in the degree of"



actuality homonymy is possible. In the case of the major there is homonymy

on actuality. The word "actuality" could mean first or setond actuality.,

In the case of the minor there is homonymy on. potency €75 S.vdhit€i &4 )a The
word "potency" could mean second potency or first actuality. 4And he who attempts
to explain the activity or faculty of perception by reference to the terms
actuality and potency is inm danger of falling into errér because of the homonymy
associated with these terms, Precision would be given to these terms, actuality
and potency, when there is an ¢{ - forthcoming, and this consideration brings

us to the middle term, 2

The middle giving 'the cause is the new factor, which, as has been indicated
earlier, has no anteceédént in the general definition of the soul or its demon-
stration through effects: There are two reasons which cause us to elevate the
object of perception Eé"the.privileged status of a demonstrative middie, One
is that the object isi'prior to the activity of perceiving, just as the activity
is prior to the facuity (4#15a16-22). The obiect is, secondly, with the possible
exception of the object of smelling, a causelQ vis-a-vis its media and faculties.
For cxample, the object of hearing, sound, is that which sets in motion a con~
tinuous mass of air up to the hearing (420a3-4). The examination of the five
senses. centers around the definition of the objects, not the faculties.

In explanation of the terms as I have arranged them here it must be noted
that just as there is a distinction between the activity of the faculty and the
faculty itself, and this is the distinction betwecn major and minor, so also .
is therc a distinction between activity of object and object itself.ll But
this latter distinction does not yield a new term, for the actuality of the
object and that of the faculty is the same.

Taking this arrangement as paradigmatic (we shall have occasion later
on for a revision), let us move on to nutrition, the most primitive of the
soul's functions. Aristotle does us the favor of prescnting a schema for the
function of nutrition as follows, ringing changes on the root verb "to feed':
There are three factors, the thing fed and that by which it is fed and the
feeder. The feeder is the fiirst soul, the thing fed is the body having this,
and that by which it is fed is food (416b20-23), The feeder is a psychological
function. It is the first soul, that grade of actuality sufficient to guaraps
tee a minimum of life. The thing fed is itself a compesite including this
function, viewed as a potency capable of having it. The feeder and the thing
fed are respectively the major and minor. But what about the middle?.

Food is a problematic term and 2 trescherous middle, The first thing we
notice about_ it is that it is not =2 cause in the desired sense:; it does not
involve an €)495 which is bequeathed by its agency to a factor receiving it.
It is rather like matter. Understeod as a contrary (416a3l-b3), it suffers at
the agency of the thing fed (here to be taken as including the capacity to
feed)s The thing fed on the other hand does not suffer. Its only change is
that from imactivity to activity (4i6b2-3), and, moreover, this actuality does
not seem to involve actuality of the food. .

The difference with perception is striking. In the case of perception,
there is a change of the facultyl? from unlike to like. After it has suffered
it is like its object (417218-20), This "suffering" is a progress %o actuality
(§1707), a preservation of what is potential by what is actual (417b%-4), The
object is itself responsible for the change (compare 417b20-21 with 417a17-18
and 417b3-5), But the movement of food from undigested to digested, from unlike
to like, does noct seem to be an actuality; and food is not responsible for




this change (416a29~416b9). It is rather the first soul thet is the agent.

Food has two rfles, one as like and another as uplike., Whereas in the
case of perception the difference of like and unlike is suspended in the higher
perfection of an actuality, this does not sécm to be possible with food. Food
has &as a term two meanings, not one, Moreoveér, it does not perform its job -
as mediating between the first grade of actuality and the compositum which
possesses this. We cannot say of feeding that the actuality of food and the
actuality of feeding is the same i3 | \ '

It might be argued that though the defects of food as a term render suspect
its réle as a middle showing the cause, the sins of the object on the level
of nutrition are redecemed clsewhere--on the level of perception. We turm
therefore to further observations on perception, which we took as our model casée

According to Aristotle, the actuality of the object of perception and the -
faculty of perception is one and the same (425b26-27) Here, so it seems, we
have the results of the successful functioning of the middle term, We even have,
in a related argument, something that looks like a syllogism. When that which-
is capable of hearing is activated and that which is capable of sounding sounds,
then the actuality of hearing =nd actuality of sound takes place at the same
time (425b29-31). Now we started out in our earlier discussion suggesting,
with the materials then at our disposal, that the faculty of perception is’
aroused to activity through the presence of an object. A few considerations
will show that the earlier approach was misleading, in that it implied that
the object of perception, without gualifiers, was sufficient to produce the
result stated in the conclusion: that actuality pertains to the faculty.

This orientation will have to be revised. a ‘

What we have here in the premises is a statement as to the actuality of
sound as well as a statement as to the actuality of hearing. Granted these
premises, the simultaneity of the two actualities would follow. We may take
it, since the actuslities are assumed in the premises, that the combined.
capacities (that what has hearing can hear, and that wkat has sound can sound)
are not sufficient to produce the desired simultaneity. Not only this, the
capacities taken separately are not sufficient. It is not necessary for that
which hag hearing to be actually hearing, and it is not necessary for that
which has sound to be always sounding (425b28-29). | -

These obasyvations show us, among other things, that the object of percep~
tion, though it may be the causative factor in perception, is something in
potency and is therefore not in itself sufficient to guarantee the actualiza-
tion of what is potential. This object must be in actuality before anything
follows,L* but once the object is in activity we have some entailments. The
actuality of the object involves that of the faculty, and the actuality of
the faculty involves that of the object. For, as Aristotle says, it is neces-
sary that hearing and sound, if spoken of in the inflections of actuality, be
saved and déstroyed at the same time (426817-18). The object of perception is
not tont court the middle terxm. This is certainly one lesson to be drawn from
the present passage. ‘ ' -

But Aristotle goes on to say that just as the action and the passion are
in the passive factor and not in the active factor, so also the activity of
the object and that of the faculty of perception is in the faculty (426a29-11):
This stating of the argument throws a new light on our problem, The interest
of the passage lies in showing that once the actuzlities arc vresent they must
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be in thé passive factor. It was for this reason that Aristotle had said at
the cutset that though the object and faculty were in actuality the same, in
being they were other (425b27). They must be other in being, because after
actualization, there must be something left over, something different in being
from actuality, in which the actuality takes place. Or rather, in order for
the actuality to toke place, there must be present as a condltlon that in which
it takes place, This is the faculty,

We have here not a sclution to the question of the mediation between po-
tency and act but a sharpening of the gquestion, It is necessary that the
actuality of both the faculty and the object be in that factor which is affected.
If this is the conclusion to be shown, then the issue is no longer how the
faculty may be raised to amctuality, as we thought in our earlier discussion.

Nor is the issue the identity of the two actualities, that of object and faculty.
That 1dent1ty ie now among the premises. The faculty of perception receives

the (;h;as of the objects without the matter, This passage of C|ﬁ03 is now
assumed, and the problem has become, not the fact of successful vision, but

the grounds upon which the actuality of vision could be in something, could

be sustained by something in potency. But this is, in more narrowly restricted
terms, the problem with which we began: the relation of an actuality to what

is potential,

We have remaining as a problem the ralation of intuitive knowledge to
iss objects. We already know that the object (vo: {Thﬁ) is prior to the act1v1ty
02 thinking ( voe|v ) just as thinking is prior to'the faculty (Vo)Tiix &N
See IT 4.hi5al6-22, The question may be asked, what among . these thLee terms
is the cause? :

If we are to believe III 5 de Anima it is not the object of thought that
is the cause, for the teaching of that celebrated chapter is rather that the
mind or intellect is the cause. To the mind in its active capacity belongs
the: epithet Troin TV and this would seem to settle the issue. There is
a mind which is related to a passive factor, also désignated mind, as cause
and sgent is related to matter, One mind is what it is by becoming all things,
the other mind by making all things (rroterv 430a15). The chapter seems to
put insuperable difficulties before our hypothasis that the object of knowledge
isg causative. _

Now one can agre. that the mind which is serarated and impassive and
unmixed is tujh[T¢|\mS, and that it is immortal and eternal,; buit on2 is not
thereby committed Lo an interpretation that would have this mlnd achive and
causative vis-a-vis the objects of knowledge. One is not thereby committed,
for. it does not follow that because the mind is active it is active vis-awvis
its proper objects., The mind is indeed -the active factor, but not because it
works on its proper objects. The objects of knowledge are themselves unmoved
and eternal (ﬁgﬁ. 1072a24-27), and qua objects of knowledge cannot be said to
be in a relation of potency to a faculty which knows them., If chapter 5 does
not establish that the object of knowledge is the causative factor in knowing,
it does not deny this; and there is no passa%e in this chapter which can be
s0 construed as to say that what is actually an object of knowledge suffers

at the agency of the intellect. We have no right to deny the title NOJqTﬂeQSV
te Vo,l.o« because that title has been awarded to VD(} ; Jjust as we have
no right to deny primacy to Vo{Js on the contrary supp051tion.
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The thesi§ agserting that the mind in its active capacity is primary and
that the vor T4 | its objects, suffer at its agency produces difficulties for
the interpretation of chapter 4,‘which‘:f5ts its exposition on the analogy with

_perception (cf, B31b2l-24), The passive~’ mind rather then the active mind
is the theme of chapter 4, but at no point does this chapter suggest that the
factor which operates on the passive. mind bringing it to actuality is the
active mind, and in this respect the chapter stands in contrast to chapter 5.
It is rather the object which is assigned the role of acting upon the mind. 1o
And it certainly dees not suggest. that the obgects in actuality suffer at the
agency of mind.

If thinking is like perceiving, it must be either a process in
which the mind is acted upon by the object of thought or a process
different from but analogous to that. The thinking part of the
soul must therefore be, while impassible, capable of receiving
theauuus, it must be potentially such as this object, but not
-ddentical with it.  Mind must be related to what is its object

as perception is. to its object (429a13-18) .

Chapter 4 is smlent on the active mind as such, just as chapter 5 is
silent on the objcct as such. We seem to be confronted with-two different
doctrines. The doctrine of chapter 4, based on the analogy with perception,
suggests that just as the object of perceptlon is Moty hikows 80 also is the
. object of mind. The doc¢trine of chapter 5 suggests tHat mind, because it

- makes &1l things, ought to be called 1oy flKU)‘ The solut1on to the ques-~

tion of the rclation of mind and objsct 1£es in the connection of the doctrines.

Now there is no reason why both doctrines should not hold. Granted the truth
of the former, i.e, granted our interpretation of chapter 4, how can we bring
ourselves to accept the latter? To ask the questlien why mind is active is

to ask for the syllogism which will produce as a conclusion the doctrine of
chapter 5. The solution lies in providing the extra premise that will give
this @8 a result. We do not have to look far for this extra premise. It lies
" in the dictum that the mind in actuality is its object, a dictum that is the
common property of chapters 4 and 5. In the words of chapter 4; 1In the case
of things without matter, that which is thinking and that which is being thought
is the same, for theorstical science and that which is known by theory is the
same (43083-5). In the words of chapter 5: science in actuality is the same
as the thing (430a19-20), If mind is its object in actuality it would follow
that mind or object could with equal justice be designated 1 r?\“‘riKLJ! The
doctrines of chapters 4 and 5 both hold as long as the identity of mind and
object holds. The syllogism hefore us is: if the mind is in actuality the
object, and if the object is causative, then the mind is causative.

But what kind of gain is thls, and is this the syllogism which would show,
once and for all, the relation of the actual to the potential? The syllcogism
is neater than the arguments suggested for nutrition and perceptiony .but
this neatness puts us before a problem. For we obhain.the syllogism by virtue
of a degree of abstraction that takes it altogether out of the sphere of enti-
ties whose connections we wanted to demonstrate. ' If any of the terms, mind,
object and'ﬂa;qilggg involved potentielity to any degree, the conclusion
wouldn't follow; but because no potentiality is involved, nothing is demon-
strated which is of help for the earlier problems we posed, For what we
wanted to demonstrate was the connection between a faculty which was a potency
and its activity, and we wanted to do this through an object that was a cause.
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In thu present case we have an obaect and a faculty but nelther term is a
potency. : .

The same dlfflculty could be ralsed in connectlon w1th the term'TJI'rFuiow
The utility of this word lies in its relation with ”cﬁ&w,!mﬁd, that which is
affected by the agency of what is active. Bubt there is no.something else in
the syllogism the receptivity of which is underscored.

If we revert to the state of the question as we left it with perception,
we find that the terms were on the one hand the actuality of perception and
its object, and on the other hand that in which the actuality was at home,
‘In the case of perception we were unable to find a middle term showing the
‘cause for the connection of these terms., It is conceivable that the situation
is similar here. But whereas in the case of perception the issue,; as redefined,
was showing how the actuality of ‘the active and passive factors could be in
that which suffers, here the issue is, or ought to be, to account for an absence.
Here we have an actuality, the identity of mind and object, but there is no
passive thing corresponding to the faculty of perception, which is to receive
this actuality when it is actual. If the actuality of mind and object is one
term constituting & major, there is no minor term to which this term could
stand in a positive relatioh.

. The po:nt requires a little. eluc1dat10n¢ On the level of perception the
actuality of perception and object was thé same. But this actuality did not
exhaust the nature of either objéct or faculty. Perception and object of
perception are in being different. They retain connections with their respec-
tive substances or bearers, The faculty of perception was that in which the
activity of object and faculty took place, Because it was in being other than
that actuality the faculty was not entirely consumed in the actuality, but
maintained a residusl existence in which the actuality, that of object and
faculty, had its life. . Therefore the faculty qua that in which was a separate
term, and -therefore there.was a problem as to the relation of the two terms.

But mind is not this kind of entity. Though it is true to say of mind and
its object, the actuality of the mind and its object is the same, it 1s not
true to say that they are in being other.  The clause "in being they are dif-
ferent! doesn't apply, because the mind is nothing before it thinks and is
therefore not a being at all. The relation between mind and object in actua-
lity is an identity that is complete, whereas the identity of perception and
its object was not .expressible without reference to other conditions, thé.
complexity of the animel or the complexity of the world to which the animal
was exposed. Perception, for example, needs an organ. Thought on the theo-
retical level is not limited by this condition; and thought is perhaps
independent of the lewer faculties. '

In short, it would be.a mistake to think of mind as possessing attributes,
as if it were a faculty like perception, before it thinks. And it would be a
mistake, when mind has become its objects in actuality, to think that there
is a mind still there, possessing the attributes of a finite potency, a faculty
in which thinking takes place. Mind is not that kind of faculty.

Even in its revised presentation, we cannot bring our undertaking to
completion, i.e. cannot show the comnection between what is in actuality,
here the identity of mind and object, and that which is in a relation of po-
tency to it, for mind is in its passive condition nothing at all, and therefore
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not a term. The immediacy of the relatlon between mind and object in actuality
. mekes mediation between this, taken as a major, and the passive mind, taken’

as a minor, impossible. Further, we can't show that the object is cause in
the sense providing the mlddle botween potency and act, for the difficulty

- that has arisen in the case’ of perception rises again for thinking: the result
of the causality of the object, however it is brought about, meets us in the
premises, and what remains to be proven is the relation between this result

and the potency.

our conclu31on must be that the deflnltlon of the soul is not, in the
light of the evidence we have advanced, demonstrated. .There is a certain
irony attachlng to this conclusion.. We have seen that the perfection of actua-
lity, 1.e. the identity of ming and object, involved the elimination of potency
to which it could be relateds. Add we: should be reminded in. this -connection
of an aporia of theoretical or intuitive thinking. It is the activity of no
body (413a7), and if mind is part of the soul ‘then the thesis ‘that the soul is
not separated from the body must be qualified (cfs 415810-11)s Now one of the
claims wade for actuality was that the unity of scul and body was preeminently
a unity of actuslity (412b6-9). We had every reason to suspect that if once
precision were given to the term.actuality, the relation of it to body in a
condition of potency could be shown. But on the level of intuitive thinking
this promisc has been fulfilled in a peculiar way. There is an identity to
" be sure, that of mind and object, but’ this identity enters into no relation to
passive mind ascertainable by sylloglstlc analysis, or to any term that is heir
to body in a condition of potency. And the absence of a relation between the
terms must put an end to the attempt to demonstrate the definition of the soul
on -any level,——unless we allow that the terms can be relateq ‘bhrough negation,
though the chances for demonstration in the sense of prov;ding knowledge of
the essence (Post, A . 79226~ 27) would be diminished by this® relaxatign,

- Qur search for the ‘middle term has been a search for the object. The
ambiguous results of this undertaking should cause us to review the posing of
the problem, The mathematical example, so far undiscussed by us, provides
a c¢lue. At the beginning of chapter 2 Arlstotlu 88ys that the. argument stating
that squaring is the discovery of the mean proportional states the cause of

the thing (¥1%a19-20). The middle term here is discovéry of the mean, not
simply the mean. It is not the object simply that should have becn advanced

as a-term in our use of the Aristotelian materlals, but the object considered
in its relation to the circumstances of discovery, What would this have meant?
Undoubtedly = fuller use of the devices of Aristotle's formal logice Negation
is one such device, already mentioned; and from the beginning a reduction of
the modalities has been a desideratum. It is the purpose of the present paper
to have given some indication of the problems which the formal, 1nstruments
would be 1ntroduced to solve.

 Edward Bérksdale’
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FOCTNOTES

lgee for example St. Thomas' commentary, Pirotta ed. # 21% and # 245 to
# 252. TFor a recent version of the two—layers theory see I. During, Aristoteles
(Heidelberg, 1966), pp. 558-59. .

2Vio Cardinalis Caietanus, Scripta Philosophica, Commentaria in de Anima
Aristotelis, Vol. II (ed. Coguelle; Rome, 1939): # 82, Pa 77

JAlbert the Great is an important exception. See J. Vennebusch, Ein anony-
mer Aristoteleskommentar des XIII., Jahrhunderts (Paderborn, 1963), Pe - L3,

bvnis is a license because there is no mediation of the terms of the
general definition, and therefore those terms are, strlctly speaking, not major
and minor, :

5Phlloponus 204, 35, Cf. H. Cassirer, Arlstoteles Schrift "Von der Seele'
(Tubingen, 1932), p. 46 and p. 181. :

6Consult Trendelenberg, 2nd ed., p. 257 with footnote and D 2?3,
7The difference is 4V!}VUH|(5 (418al). A

8It is to be noted that terms for faculty, object and act1v1ty of a ,
particular function have all the same root, 2.g. gl )T(KOV ’ d|gﬁi Tov
w.gé& veglisy « It is possible that we have here a phenomenon similar to that
described at Met. "1003%3a3%3-b4, The terms within the sphere of a partlcular
function are said in. many ways but not homonymously. This is a necessary
condition, as I havé suggested, of the homonymy of the terms of ‘the general
definition. :

Icaietanus, 00 cits, # 94, pp. 85-86; # 107, p. 95: Major, ratio and
species (or actus # 96, pp. 86-87); mlddle, that by which we primarily live
and perceive and move and think; minor, soul. The vet. trans, (and Moerbeke)
after sentimus adds st movemur. This would have made the tally with the listing
at 41§b12 l% sasier. T adds at the same place K hauoawd,é% , dropping
Kat davood e e - . o |

1O0Note presence of MoinTiK f and " KV T 5« and related words in the
chapters of Book II dealing wmth the objects of perception: 418a31-32, 420a3,
422b15-16, 4obal. Cf. F. Siwek, La Psychophysique humaine d'apres Aristote
(Paris, 1930), p, 10l. Note, moreover, that the object of sight is an essence,
T AP Tha T A]N A 419a9-10, -

1 ’ . l . .
. 11H10k5 and Slwek retain the MS, reading dlé(iﬂvﬂféiki » If we follow Alex,
AT oy djq. 8346, we ought to read &b TV at 417213, Whether this is
rlght or not depends on how w4 is taken at 417218: i3 1?3 ﬁou-Tfﬁd3 PANEL

lCﬁéé!A dvrn*See nre. 12 and 14 below.

12The point is that the facuity of perceptlon not the object, bears the
parallel with the object in the sphere of nutrition. In the sphere of percep-
tion, the change of the faculty from unlike to like does not seem to involve
a similar change on the part of the object of perception,

13cf, Philoponus 280.17: "food is potentially like the thing fed, in
actuality opposed.” : .
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14The doctrine of III 2 on tﬁis point is perhaps different from that of II

5. At 417217-18 we learned that everything is moved by the agency of a causative
factor which is in a state of actuslity. We now see that the object of per-—
ception, if it is still to be dubbed causative, is not, by virtue-of that

_ consideration alone, in actuality.

157he image at 450&15—17, homever it is to be interpreted, camnot be used
to subvert this contention, for the reason that the action of light, to which
mind is compared, is directed to colors in a state of potontiality. The image
says something about the action of mind on what is potentially khowable--a
gquestion that is not within the: scope of the present essay.

16Th1s is the mistake of Barbotin, who, postulatlng the primacy of the
intellect, seems to think thé activity of the object would rule out that pri-
macy. According to Barbotin, if the active intellect 1s moved. by the 1ntel-
ligible object it loses 1ts autonomy (E. Barbotin, La Théorié aristotéliciernme
de 1'intellect d'aprés Theophraste (LouvaingParis, 1954),, pps 155-7). But
there is nothing in the relevant Theophrastean fragments I™, VI, VIII (ibid,,
Pp» 121-2) which otatbg, as & proposition to be rejected, that the mind in &
state of actuality is moved by its object; and there is nothing which states,
as an implication to be embraced, that the mind would lose its primacy if
moved by its object. Fragment VI says merely "eeofor the actuallty of. the
mind to submit to another thing moving it is moreover absurd, in pariicular
it is to make something other than the mind prior to it...." The absurdity
results if something else ( r¢}av ) moved the mind in actuality. But that
"something elae! is not herse the Vo Tov , a5 Barbotin assumes. If Priscian's
context is to be credited, it is rather the mind's relations to soul when soul
is preoccupied with bodily things (29,10) that is here at issue, and not its
relations to objects of knowledge., Tt is indeed-sbsurd to think that mind in
act could be moved by soul thus preoccuped by bodily concerns. The problem of
the "other intellect! clears itself up very nicely within the context of the
interrelations among the faculties. The only possible exception to the rule
‘that among the faculties (i.e, exclusive of objects) the mind is mover and
not moved would be another mind.

Slmllar considerations should govera the interpretation of fragment XIIT.
Here the issue is the interrelations between principles of motion assoolated
with body and those associated with soul, The "other'" is not avo-7uv, as
Barbotin thinks, but a lower principle (i.e. a principle which is Lot;ﬁ errrey
within the body-soul complex, that governing somatic movement. Naturally
one cannot refer the movement of mind to a principle lower than it; and naturally
Theophrastus rejects this alternative, the alternative namely that intellectual
activities could be referred to 2 somatic pr1n01ple, Now Barbotin assumes
that the principle in questlon is the vo +4J « But where does Theophrastus or
Aristotle say that the VOquv is a principle inferior to the mind in actuality?

The aporisi of fragment IP are solved by the identity of mind in actuality
with its obiject; the fragment gives no support for Barhotin's casea

70y possible intellect, if one prefers (429a22). ‘'Passive," of course,
is to be understood in light of the revisions of 417b2-16, Further qualifica=-
tions on the use of this word for mind emerge from the discussion of m;r;{itxﬂ
429029-b5 and from the aporia at 429b23-26, b29-31. One cannot conclude from
the revised acceptatlon of1r;¢ A&ty meaning a kind of pessage to<v}gz¢|x,
that the VuiIquOeS not play the active role.

18¢s, vird 42981l with the same preposition at 417a18 and 417bh. Cf. also
Metos 1072a30.
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