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SEPARABILITY . DIFFERENCE:
PARTS AND CAPACITIES OF
THE SOUL IN ARISTOTLE

KLAUS CORCILIUS AND PAVEL GREGORIC

The ancients are divided . . . about the parts of the soul, and
in general what is a part and what is a capacity, and wherein
their difference lies.

(Stobaeus . . a=Porphyry fr.  Smith)

. Introduction

I the opening chapter of the De anima Aristotle provides a list of
methodological questions that a systematic enquiry into the soul has
to address. The question whether the soul has parts or not opens up
a series of related questions and problems, and it seems that the way
to answer them is to assume that the soul does have parts. However,
if the soul has parts, two further methodological questions suggest
themselves: () ‘should one first investigate the whole soul or parts
of the soul’, and () how should one ‘determine which parts are by
their nature different from one another’ (b–). Question ()
has to do with the status of the whole soul in relation to its parts,
whereas question () has to do with the status of parts of the soul in
relation to one another. These two questions seem to have differ-
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ent underpinnings, the first one dealing with the ‘vertical’ whole–
part relation, and the second dealing with the ‘horizontal’ part–part
relation. Although the two questions are connected and require an-
swers that cohere well with one another, they seem to be sufficiently
distinct to be investigated independently. In this paper we shall in-
vestigate how Aristotle answers the second question.

The main difficulty for the view that the soul has parts, as we
learn from the last sections of DA . , is the concern for the unity
of the soul. How can the soul, which is supposed to be the prin-
ciple of unity, account for the unity of the living being if it itself
has parts? This seems to explain Aristotle’s occasional expressions
of reservation regarding the talk of parts of the soul (e.g. DA . ,
b–; . , a–b; Juv. , b–). On the other hand,
Aristotle himself often speaks of parts of the soul in putting for-
ward his own views (e.g. DA . , b, ; . , a; PA . ,
a–b). Moreover, the way he sets out his positive account of
the soul in books  and  of the De anima strongly suggests that
Aristotle’s answer to the aforementioned methodological question
is that the soul does have parts and that he has succeeded in ‘deter-
mining which parts are by their nature different from one another’.

The standard way of resolving this tension is to say that the soul
has parts only in a very special or loose sense. Material objects
have parts in the strict sense, parts which can be detached from the
whole andwhich can exist separately from one another and from the
whole. Not so with the soul. The soul can be divided only concep-
tually, namely by distinguishing various capacities of the soul. Each
capacity of the soul enables a living being to perform one activity,
and thus each has an account which is different from the account of
the other capacities. As such, the capacities are merely logical parts
or aspects of the soul, which does not imply that they can be de-
tached from the whole so as to exist separately from one another or
from the whole. Hence, Aristotle can talk of parts of the soul and
yet not be worried about compromising the unity of the soul, for he
is talking of parts only in a special sense.

On this view, any capacity of the soul can be called a ‘part of the
soul’, for it is conceptually distinct from every other capacity of the
soul. For example, Richard Sorabji claims that ‘Aristotle’s state-
ment that the most appropriate account of the soul is the one which
picks out these capacities, already suggests the thought that perhaps
the soul just is these capacities. This thought is confirmed when we
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notice that Aristotle speaks of the capacities as parts of the soul.’

This view seems to be adopted also by Jonathan Barnes: ‘The lan-
guage of parts need not trouble us: morion is used interchangeably
with dunamis and archē, without any substantialist implications.’

More recently, Ronald Polansky writes of ‘the soul’s faculties, that
is, its “parts”’. On the standard view, then, every part of the soul
is a capacity of the soul, and every capacity of the soul is a part of
the soul.

There is much to be said in favour of this view. It explains Aris-
totle’s uneasiness about the idea that the soul has parts, and it in-
telligibly shows how Aristotle can nevertheless talk about parts of
the soul without jeopardizing the soul’s unity. Moreover, this view
sits well with passages in which the main capacities of the soul,
as they are distinguished in the De anima, are called ‘capacities’
and ‘parts’ interchangeably (e.g. DA . , a–b, b–; .
, a–).

In spite of its initial plausibility, we think that the standard view
fails to do justice to some passages that seem to speak against the
identification of capacities with parts of the soul. Let us briefly re-
view two such passages.

T(a) At present we must confine ourselves to saying that the soul is the
principle of those [i.e. the activities of living beings mentioned in a–
b] and is divided into these, viz. threptikon, aisthētikon, dianoētikon,
kinēsis. (b) But whether each one of these is a soul or a part of the soul, and
if a part of the soul, whether in such a way that it is separable in account
only or also in place, in some cases it is not difficult to see, whereas in
others there is a problem. (DA . , b–)

Here Aristotle asks whether each of the capacities he has introduced
in the immediately preceding passage (a–b) is a soul or a part
of the soul, and if it is a part, what that involves. Then he adds a
comment that for some capacities it is easier to answer these ques-

 R. Sorabji, ‘Body and Soul in Aristotle’, Philosophy,  (), – at .
 J. Barnes, ‘Aristotle’s Concept of Mind’ [‘Concept’], Proceedings of the Aristote-

lian Society,  (–), – at .
 R. Polansky, Aristotle’s De anima [De anima] (Cambridge, ), . This is

also the view advocated in a recent monograph by one of the two co-authors; see
P. Gregoric, Aristotle on the Common Sense [Common Sense] (Oxford, ), –.
The criticism advanced by the other co-author at the II. Kongress der Gesellschaft
für Antike Philosophie in Hamburg in July , by participants of the Berlin An-
cient Philosophy Colloquium in November , especially Christof Rapp and Ben
Morison, as well as by some reviewers of the monograph, induced him to rethink his
position.
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tions than for others. This whole passage is rather puzzling on the
standard view, not least because it should be equally easy to an-
swer these questions for all capacities, if their conceptual distinct-
ness were sufficient to grant them the status of parts of the soul.

The second passage is the following:

T For those who divide the parts of the soul, if they divide and separate
them according to capacities, they [sc. parts of the soul] become very nu-
merous, viz. the threptikon, aisthētikon, noētikon, bouleutikon, and, further,
the orektikon. (DA . , b–)

This passage is no less puzzling on the standard view. If the stan-
dard viewwere correct, there would be no alternative to dividing the
soul into parts according to capacities, whereas the passage clearly
implies that there is an alternative, and that in this alternative the
number of parts of the soul will not be ‘very numerous’ (πάµπολλα),
but presumably manageably small.

These two passages should suffice to show that Aristotle did make
some distinction between capacities and parts of the soul, and that
he did not think the relation between the two to be trivial. But what
is this relation? Judging from the second passage, it seems true to
say that every part of the soul is a capacity of the soul, but not the
converse—not all capacities of the soul are also parts of the soul for
Aristotle. Furthermore, it seems that both passages establish a close
connection between parthood of the soul and some sort of separa-
bility, such that being a part of the soul involves being separable in
some way. Unfortunately, Aristotle does not tell us explicitly, here
or anywhere else, what this distinction is or what sort of separabi-
lity it involves. Nevertheless, we think that the two quoted passages
give us good textual reasons for thinking that Aristotle indeed dis-
tinguished between parts and capacities of the soul and that this
distinction involves a particular sort of separability.

Another reason for taking the distinction between parts and capa-
cities of the soul seriously is of a more philosophical nature. ‘Parts’
and ‘capacities’ seem to be the only pieces of terminology available
to Aristotle by means of which he can draw distinctions among dif-
ferent aspects of the soul, and without some distinction among them
hewould be unable to organize these aspects in a systematic fashion.

 The context of the two passages makes it clear that what Aristotle has in mind
here is not separability of the soul, or a part of the soul, from the body, but rather
separability of one part or capacity of the soul from another; see n.  below.
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The importance of this issue is obvious. DA .  alone mentions
nous, the nutritive capacity, the perceptual capacity, the locomo-
tive capacity, imagination, the capacity for desiring, the capacity
for feeling pleasure and pain, and the capacity to form opinions as
capacities of the soul. Are we supposed to treat all of these capa-
cities on an equal footing? And if so, what about the capacity for
remembering, the capacity for recollecting, the capacity for dream-
ing, and several other capacities mentioned outside of theDe anima,
notably in the Parva naturalia? Or, indeed, what about the capacity
for thumb-twiddling or for letting one’s hair grow, not mentioned
by Aristotle? Does Aristotle offer criteria for distinguishing capaci-
ties such as the latter ones from other, more fundamental capacities
of the soul? And if so, what are these criteria? Without some dis-
tinction among psychic capacities, the way the Aristotelian soul is
divided, as well as the number of capacities thus reached, seems to
be arbitrary.

In what follows we shall argue that, in spite of the absence of a
text which expressly formulates the distinction between a part and
a capacity of the soul, Aristotle did have a clear criterion for decid-
ing which capacity of the soul does and which does not count as a
part of the soul, and that the distinction based on this criterion is
capable of saving his theory from the charge of arbitrariness. We
take a start by discussing an important juncture in the argument of
book  of the De anima, where Aristotle turns from the discussion
of the ‘most common’ account of the soul to the discussion of the
soul’s capacities. At this juncture he takes up the aporia of parts of
the soul, originally raised in DA .  and further elaborated in . .
In contrast with . , which is largely aporetic, .  sets forth Aris-
totle’s positive views.

Before we turn to DA . , we would like to mention another,
relatively recent account of parts of the soul in Aristotle. It can be
found in Jennifer Whiting’s paper published in , which deals
with what she calls the ‘locomotive part’ of the soul. Because of her
focus on locomotive functions, Whiting does not provide a general
account of what it is to be a part of the soul, as opposed to being a ca-
pacity of the soul, yet such an account is implied in her paper. In our
opinion it presents a notable improvement on the standard view,
since it (i) explicitly acknowledges a difference between parts and
capacities of the soul, (ii) proposes the criteria for distinguishing

 See T above and DA . , a–b, discussed at some length in sect.  below.
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them, and (iii) does so by using different sorts of separability. How-
ever, her interpretation of the relevant sorts of separability and,
consequently, her understanding of the criteria for distinguishing
parts from capacities are importantly different from ours, as we in-
dicate in a critical discussion of Whiting’s account in the Appendix.

. Parts of the soul in the argument of De anima . 

Having provided a very general definition of the soul in DA . , at
the beginning of .  Aristotle says that another enquiry is needed,
one which will proceed from what is more obvious to what is more
intelligible, and which will be genuinely explanatory. From a
he makes a fresh start with his enquiry. He begins by listing differ-
ent ways in which life (τὸ ζῆν) is said, and he does so because life is
what the soul is supposed to explain. ‘We take, then, as our starting-
point for discussion, that what has soul differs from what has no
soul, in that the former displays life. Now this word has more than
one sense, and if any one of the following [viz. activities] is present
in a thing we say that it lives’ (DA a–). This is the first sys-
tematic step of the enquiry: the soul is established as the explanans
of life.

In the second step, at a–, Aristotle identifies four different
types of life-activity:

(i) thought;
(ii) perception;
(iii) local movement and rest;
(iv) nutrition, decay, and growth.

The presence of any one of these types of activity, Aristotle claims,
is sufficient for the ascription of life. Aristotle does not justify this
claim, presumably because he thought it obvious enough. Any of
the things that people are inclined to call alive—from humble plants
to exalted celestial beings—displays at least one of the four listed
types of activity (or so Aristotle believed). In the second step, then,
Aristotle provides an observation by means of which he establishes

 This statement thereby both confirms and widens the scope of the rather tenta-
tive statement at the very beginning of the work, where Aristotle says that the soul
is ‘like a principle of the living beings’ (DA . , a–).
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differences in the explanandum: to live is to engage in at least one of
the four listed types of activity.

In the third step the established differences of the explanandum
are projected into the explanans; that is, for each of the four identi-
fied types of activities, a corresponding capacity of the soul is pos-
tulated. This occurs in the first section of T:

T(a) At present we must confine ourselves to saying that the soul is the
principle of these [activities] and is divided into these, viz.

(i′) the nutritive capacity [to threptikon];
(ii′) the perceptual capacity [to aisthētikon];
(iii′) the capacity for thinking [to dianoētikon];
(iv′) local motion [kinēsis]. (DA b–)

There is only slight variation between the four types of life-activity
listed in the second step and the four new items. With the exception
of (iv′), local motion, the other three items are substantive adject-
ives ending in -ikos. 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, in this case
the exercise of the aforementioned life-activities. Thus (i′), (ii′),
(iii′), and (iv′) are conceived as capacities of the soul. But this, as
we have seen, is not yet to say that each of these capacities also fi-
gures as a part of the soul. For the passage continues:

T(b) But whether each one of these is a soul or a part of the soul, and if a
part of the soul, whether in such a way that it is separable in account only
or also in place, in some cases it is not difficult to see, whereas in others
there is a problem. (DA b–)

The four capacities of the soul, distinguished on the basis of the
observation that life comes in four types of activity, are prima facie
candidates for being souls or parts of the soul. More precisely, Aris-
totle raises two distinct questions concerning the four capacities of
the soul: (i) are they souls or parts of the soul, and (ii) if they are
parts of the soul, are they separable in account only or also in place?
Aristotle’s answer to these questions is anything but straightfor-
ward, yet we shall argue that it can be extrapolated from the follow-
ing passage and confirmed elsewhere in the De anima. The passage
comes immediately after T(b).

T(a) For just as in the case of plants, when divided some are observed
 This exception, we shall suggest later (p. ), is not accidental.
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to live though separated from one another—showing that in their case the
soul of each individual is actually one but potentially many—so we see this
happening also with other varieties of soul in the case of insects which have
been cut in two; each of the segments has both perception and local move-
ment, and if it has perception, then also imagination and desire; for, where
there is perception, there is also pleasure and pain, and where these are,
necessarily there is also appetite.

(b) We have no evidence as yet about nous or the capacity for theorizing,
but it seems to be a different kind of soul, and it alone is capable of being
separated as the eternal from the perishable.

(c) The other parts of the soul, it is clear from what we have said, are
not separable in the way some claim. But that they are different in account
is clear—since to be capable of having opinions and to be capable of per-
ceiving are different, if perceiving is different from having opinions—and
likewise each of the other aforementioned [capacities of the soul].

(d) Moreover, in some living beings all these [capacities of the soul] are
present, in others some of them, and in still others only one (this is what
makes a difference among living beings); however, the cause of this must
be considered later. Something very similar happens with the senses; some
[kinds of animal] have all the senses, others only some of them, and still
others only one, the most indispensable, touch. (DA b–a)

In the following two sections of our paper we shall discuss Aris-
totle’s answer to each of the two questions by interpreting T. But
before we do so, we would like to underline the importance of Aris-
totle’s discussion of these two questions for his treatment of the

 All manuscripts have τῶν ζῴων at b and a. Ross in his editio maior, 
ad loc., writes: ‘This is a careless statement, for A. undoubtedly ascribes at least the
faculty of perception as well as that of nutrition to all animals (a–b)—even to
insects (b–). It would be possible to omit τῶν ζῴων (l. ) as a gloss, or to
read τῶν ζώντων, in which case the reference would be to plants. But all the MSS.
and all the ancient commentators have τῶν ζῴων (though Philoponus points out that
it should have been τῶν ζώντων).’ A similar case is found at b, where all manu-
scripts read τῶν ζῴων, while Ross in both of his editions decides to print Susemihl’s
conjecture τῶν ζώντων, with some support from Themistius and Simplicius. Inde-
pendently of the textual issues, we believe that in this passage Aristotle must have
in mind all living beings, including plants, for plants are the class of living beings
in which only one of the four capacities is found, namely the nutritive capacity; so
Philop. In DA . – Hayduck; Themist. In DA . – Heinze; and Sophon.
In DA . – Hayduck. Moreover, Aristotle says in T(d) that an explanation
of the distribution of capacities will be supplied later. The last two chapters of the
De anima seem to fit this description best, as most commentators agree, and there
Aristotle’s discussion does include plants; cf. DA . , a–. Finally, Aristotle
opens .  with the following words: ‘Of the aforementioned capacities of the soul
all are found in some beings, as we have said, in others some of them, and in some
only one’ (a–). T(d) is the most likely target of Aristotle’s back reference,
as the commentators correctly observe.
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soul. So far, Aristotle’s division of the soul into the four psychic
capacities is based on the observation that life comes in four types
of activity. This looks like a promising start, but how can we be sure
that these are exhaustive, i.e. that there are no other relevant types
of activity? For instance, in Plato’s brief discussion of plants in the
Timaeus (  – ), being alive is indeed connected with those
four activities, but also with having opinions, reasoning, feeling
pleasure and pain, and having appetites. Moreover, how can we be
sure that the four types of activity are fundamental, i.e. that none
of them can be explained with reference to another?

A scientific principle—and the soul, we take it, is the first prin-
ciple of the science of living beings—would require a stronger
foundation; at any rate, what is derived from the observation that
life comes in four types of activity should receive independent jus-
tification. That is to say, Aristotle must find a way to establish that
the four capacities are indeed all there really is to the soul, that they
are the fundamental aspects of the soul which cannot be explained
with reference to one another or to any other capacity of the soul,
whereas all other capacities can be explained with reference to one
or several of them. Unless that is adequately established, Aristotle’s
programmatic idea that successive accounts of the four capacities
constitute a satisfactory treatment of the soul (DA . , a–;
. , a–) seems to rest on shaky ground. That Aristotle
assumed that he had adequately established that the four capacities
are indeed, in some sense, the fundamental aspects of the soul, and
that his programme is thus sufficiently justified, is indicated by the
fact that the structure of the rest of the De anima is governed by
the list of four capacities produced in T(a).

Wewould like to argue that Aristotle established this in the course
of his discussion of questions (i) and (ii). The first question con-
cerns the status of the four capacities, and we shall claim that it de-
pends on a sort of separability. The second introduces two possible
criteria for determining whether they are parts of the soul, i.e. the

 The connection between life and ‘nutrition, decay, and growth’ in this passage
of the Timaeus is restricted to attributing life to ‘growing things’ (ϕυτεύουσιν), such
as trees, plants, and seeds. However, at   – nourishment, growth, and decay are
closely associated with being a ζῷον, and whatever is alive, including plants, Plato is
willing to call a ζῷον; cf.   –.
 Even the order of the capacities introduced in T(a) is mirrored in the structure

of books  and  of the De anima: Aristotle starts his discussion of the nutritive ca-
pacity in . , of the perceptual capacity in . , of the thinking capacity in . , and
finally of animal locomotion in . .
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fundamental aspects of the soul. Both of these criteria are spelt out
in terms of two types of separability, namely separability in account
only and separability also in place. Obviously, the notion of separ-
ability will play a central role in what follows.

. Question (i)

The first question is whether each of the four aforementioned capa-
cities is a soul or a part of the soul (ψυχὴ ἢ µόριον ψυχῆς). Although
this question does not seem to be answered as directly as the se-
cond question, the discussion in T contains some telling indica-
tions from which Aristotle’s answer can be plausibly inferred. To
start with, let us consider what he says about nous, i.e. the capacity
for theorizing, in T(b). He says that it can be separated (ἐνδέχεται
χωρίζεσθαι). Very generally, to say that something can be separated,
or that it is separable (χωριστόν), means that it can have independent
existence. This notion is indebted to Plato’s use of the verb χωρίζειν
and the adverb χωρίς to express, for instance, that the soul can ex-
ist independently of the body, or that Forms exist independently of
the particulars that participate in them.

SometimesAristotle specifies what it is in relation towhich some-
thing is separable: to say that x is separable from y means that x can
exist independently of y. Occasionally he also specifies the respect
in which x is separable from y, e.g. ‘in power’, ‘in place’, and ‘in ac-
count’, whereby he introduces different types of independence re-
lation. We shall say more about separability as we proceed, but for
now it is important to bear in mind that when Aristotle says that
x is separable, or separable from y—without specifying the respect
in which it is separable—he always means that x can exist indepen-
dently, or independently of y.

By saying that the capacity for theorizing is separable, then, Aris-
totle means that it can exist independently. Independently of what?
Presumably it can exist independently of the body. Aristotle him-
self says something to that effect at several places, and his remark
that this capacity is separable ‘as the eternal from the perishable’

 e.g. Phaedo  ,  ; Parm.  ; Arist. Metaph. Μ , b–; cf. D. Mor-
rison, ‘Χωριστός in Aristotle’ [‘Χωριστός’], Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 
(), –, and G. Vlastos, ‘“Separation” in Plato’, Oxford Studies in Ancient
Philosophy,  (), –.

 DA . , a–; . , b–; . , a–; . , a–.
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(b) supports such a reading. Since the capacity for theorizing
is not the form of any body or part of a body, its existence is not tied
to the ephemeral existence of any body or part of a body. Unlike all
the other capacities of the soul, the capacity for theorizing cannot
be defined as the first actuality of a natural instrumental body, and
it requires a different account (cf. . , a–). This is indicated
by Aristotle’s statement that the capacity for theorizing constitutes
a ‘different kind of soul’ (ψυχῆς γένος ἕτερον, . , b).

Although separability from body is no doubt in the background
of Aristotle’s claim, what seems to be in the foreground is separa-
bility from the other capacities of the soul. Let us proceed on the
assumption that there is a kind of living being which lives by in-
tellect alone, namely God and perhaps the movers of the celestial
spheres. In such beings the capacity for theorizing is indeed found
to exist without any other capacity of the soul. Now if that is true,
then clearly there is nothing more to the soul of such beings than
the capacity for theorizing. Hence, it cannot be a part of the soul of
such beings, because it makes sense to call something a part only
if it is distinct from a whole. But in this case the capacity for the-
orizing is not something distinct from a whole; rather it is a whole,
namely the whole soul of divine beings. So the capacity for theoriz-
ing, at least as far as divine beings are concerned, is a soul, not a part
of the soul. This might also be an implication of the statement that
the capacity for theorizing constitutes a ‘different kind of soul’.

The same applies if one proceeds on the assumption that Aris-
totle is talking about the theoretical capacity developed by indi-
vidual human beings, as Philoponus, for instance, would insist.

Supposing that one’s capacity for theorizing continues to exist after
the demise of the other capacities of the soul upon one’s death, in
such a state the capacity for theorizing would clearly exist without

 As Barnes, ‘Concept’,  n.  writes: ‘The ends of II  (a–) and of
II  (b–a) are superficially parallel: both deal with the chôrismos of psychic
parts. But in fact they discuss perfectly distinct topics: II , the separation of psychic
parts from body; II  the separation of psychic parts from one another.’ J. Whiting,
‘Locomotive Soul: The Parts of Soul in Aristotle’s Scientific Works’ [‘Locomotive
Soul’], Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy,  (), – at –, is of the
same mind. Morrison’s interpretation of this passage (‘Χωριστός’, ), starting with
the claim that ‘χωρίζεσθαι in line  means “to be theoretically distinguished”, or “to
be separated in logos”, not “to be separated in space”’, is peculiar.

 Cf. DA . , b–; . , a–; Metaph. Λ , b–; NE . ,
a–b; V. Caston, ‘Aristotle’s Two Intellects: A Modest Proposal’, Phronesis,
 (), – at ; M. F. Burnyeat, Aristotle’s Divine Intellect (Milwaukee,
), –.  In DA . –.  Hayduck.
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the other capacities of the soul with which it used to coexist during
one’s life. Hence, the theoretical capacity in such a state would not
be called a part of the soul, but a soul.

So whichever way we understand Aristotle’s reference to the ca-
pacity for theorizing, it is said to be separable, which implies that it
can be found to exist without any other capacity of the soul. And if,
or when, a capacity of the soul is found to exist without any other,
we submit, it should be regarded as a soul, rather than as a part of
the soul.

Now there is another capacity that Aristotle frequently calls
‘separable’, and that is the nutritive capacity. For instance, at
a– he claims that the nutritive capacity ‘can be separated
from the other capacities, whereas others cannot be separated from
it in mortal living beings, and that is obvious from the case of
growing things’. In plants, Aristotle argues, the nutritive capacity
is found to exist without any other capacity of the soul, whereas
no other kind of mortal living being is found to exist without the
nutritive capacity of the soul. All living beings endowed with per-
ception (animals), whether or not they are also in possession of the
locomotive and the thinking capacity, have the nutritive capacity of
the soul. Of course, the nutritive capacity of the soul is not found to
exist in divine beings, and that is the point of restricting the claim
in a– to ‘mortal living beings’ (θνητά). At any rate, since
the nutritive capacity is found to exist in plants without any other
capacity of the soul, it follows that, in plants, it is not a part of the
soul, but a soul. Aristotle seems to say so himself: ‘The principle
in plants also seems to be a kind of soul [ψυχή τις]; for it is the only
one that both animals and plants share, and it is separated from the
perceptual principle, whereas nothing has perception without it’
(DA . , b–).

Given that Aristotle speaks of the nutritive capacity of the soul
as being separable, and at T(b) claims that only (µόνον) the capa-
city for theorizing can be separated, is he contradicting himself?
Not if we read the whole sentence at b–. What Aristotle is
saying there is that the capacity for theorizing is the only one se-
parable in the particular way (καθάπερ) the eternal is separable from

 Cf. DA . , b–; . , a–, b–; . , a–; Somn. , a–.
 So Polansky, De anima, : ‘Surely the nutritive power can itself be a soul

since it is all that plants have.’
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the perishable. Unlike the capacity for theorizing, the nutritive
capacity is the form of a particular kind or part of body, and its ex-
istence is tied to the existence of that kind or part of body. Hence,
while the capacity for theorizing is found to exist for all eternity
without any other capacity in divine beings, the nutritive capacity
is found to exist for a limited period of time without any other ca-
pacity in plants. So both capacities are separable, and hence capable
of existing independently of all the other capacities of the soul; only
the capacity for theorizing is such in virtue of being a form that is
not embodied, whereas the nutritive capacity is such in virtue of
being the form of a kind of body that is not equipped for sustaining
any other capacity of the soul, namely the body of a plant.

When it comes to the nutritive capacity and the capacity for the-
orizing, then, the answer to the first question is that, in some cases
at least, they are souls rather than parts of the soul; the nutritive ca-
pacity is a soul in the case of plants, and the capacity for theorizing
is a soul in the case of divine beings. This does not imply, however,
that these two capacities therefore cannot also be regarded as parts
of the soul. For instance, the nutritive capacity of the soul is found
to exist in animals together with the perceptual capacity at the very
least, if not also with the locomotive and the thinking capacity. In
all such cases there is more to being a soul than just having the capa-
city to nourish oneself. Here the capacity to nourish oneself is one
of the several capacities of the soul, and hence it is reasonable to call
it a part of the soul. Perhaps, although this may be more controver-
sial, the same applies to the capacity for theorizing. In those human
beings who develop the capacity for theorizing, or while they exer-
cise it, the capacity for theorizing seems to exist together with all
the other capacities of the soul, and hence it can be regarded as a
part of the soul.

Let us briefly add that a capacity which is found to exist without
any other capacity in some cases eo ipso counts as a part of the soul in
other cases in which it is found to exist together with one or more
capacities. Although in these other cases it may not be separable
otherwise, surely it remains separable in account, and that is suf-
ficient, as we shall argue in the next section, to regard it as a part
of the soul. In any case, the point we wish to make here is that

 The same use of καθάπερ, introducing a specification, can be found one line
down, at b; cf. n. .

 If C is a capacity that is found to exist without any other capacity, C must have
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being a soul and being a part of the soul are not mutually exclusive
categories. A capacity of the soul can be said to be both a part of
the soul and a whole soul, depending on whether it is found to exist
with or without other capacities, as the case may be in various ge-
nera of living beings.

So what is Aristotle’s answer to the first question? According to
our interpretation, it is the following: of the four capacities listed in
T(a), the nutritive capacity and the capacity for thinking (or a par-
ticular aspect of the capacity for thinking) are souls. They are souls
in the case of living beings with no other capacities than to nour-
ish themselves (plants) or to theorize (divine beings). The same two
capacities are also parts of the soul in the cases where they coexist
with one or several other capacities of the soul (in all animals and
in theoretically minded humans, respectively).

Before we turn to the second question, we would like to make
some further observations. We have seen that Aristotle character-
izes the nutritive capacity and the capacity for theorizing as separ-
able. The nutritive capacity is separable because in plants it is found
to exist without any other capacity of the soul. The capacity for
theorizing is separable because in divine beings it is likewise found
to exist without any other capacity of the soul. By contrast, Aris-
totle never says that the perceptual and the locomotive capacities
of the soul are separable, at least not without specifying the re-
spect in which they are separable. In Somn. , a–, he says,
rather cautiously, that plants ‘do not have the perceptual part [of
the soul], whether it is separable or inseparable, although it is se-
parable in power and in being’. So Aristotle is happy to say that the
perceptual capacity is separable ‘in power’ (δυνάµει) and ‘in being’
(τῷ εἶναι), but he is reluctant to call it just separable, separable sim-
pliciter. Similarly with the locomotive capacity of the soul. When
Aristotle comes to deal with it in . , one of the opening questions

an account which makes reference to no other capacity; otherwise, i.e. if C had an
account such that it must make reference to another capacity D, then admittedly C
would not be able to exist without D. The fact that there may also be cases in which
C is found to exist together with D makes no difference to C’s account; C remains
separable in account even though in such cases it may no longer be separable from D
in other ways. In short, C’s separability simpliciter in one case is sufficient to guaran-
tee its separability in account in all cases. We owe the kernel of this point to Andreas
Anagnostopoulos.

 So Aquinas, In DA § Pirotta (trans. Foster and Humphries, p. ); P. Si-
wek (ed.), Aristotelis tractatus De anima, nd edn. (Rome, ),  ad b; H.
Seidl (ed.), Aristoteles: Über die Seele (Hamburg, ), .
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is ‘whether it is some one part of the soul that is separable either
in magnitude [µεγέθει] or in account [τῷ λόγῳ]’ (a–). Again,
he considers the possibility that the locomotive capacity is a part
of the soul, whether separable in magnitude or in account, but we
have no evidence whatsoever that he is ever willing to consider the
possibility that it is separable simpliciter.

We can infer from this that separability simpliciter, i.e. without
specifying the respect in which something is separable, is applic-
able only to those cases in which something is existentially inde-
pendent of any other item in the relevant domain. We have seen
that the nutritive capacity and the capacity for theorizing can be
found to exist each without any other capacity of the soul, and that
is why they qualify for being separable simpliciter. However, the
perceptual and locomotive capacities are not found to exist without
at least one other capacity of the soul. The perceptual capacity is
never found to exist without the nutritive capacity, and the loco-
motive capacity is never found to exist without both the nutritive
and the perceptual capacity. Therefore, Aristotle is unwilling to call
them separable simpliciter.

Now the fact that the perceptual and locomotive capacities are
not separable simpliciter, i.e. are not existentially independent of
any other capacity, does not imply that they cannot be found to ex-
ist without some other capacity of the soul. The perceptual capacity
can be found to exist independently of both the locomotive and the
thinking capacity (in humble sessile beasts), or only of the thinking
capacity (in more developed mobile beasts). Similarly, the locomo-
tive capacity can be found to exist independently of the thinking ca-
pacity (in more developed mobile beasts). So, each one of the four
capacities is existentially independent of at least one other capacity.
This is important because Aristotle makes much of the existential
independency relations among the capacities in T(d) and in some
other passages, as we shall see in Section .

. Question (ii)

The second question for the four capacities runs: if they are parts of
the soul, are they separable in account only or also in place (χωριστὸν
λόγῳ µόνον ἢ καὶ τόπῳ)? Let us start with observations about two
features of the formulation of the second question. First, the ques-
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tion has a hypothetical form: if the four capacities of the soul listed
in T(a) are parts of the soul . . . We would explain this feature
with reference both to something that we have argued in the pre-
ceding section and to something that we shall argue in the present
section. In the preceding section we have argued that being a soul
and being a part of the soul are not mutually exclusive categories.
So the hypothetical form of the question allows for the possibility
that some of the four capacities, at least in some cases, may not be
parts of the soul but souls. In this section we shall argue that one of
the four listed capacities does not satisfy the criterion for being a
part of the soul, so it would be important to formulate the question
so as to allow for the possibility that some of the four capacities are
neither parts of the soul nor souls, but mere capacities of the soul.

Second, Aristotle seems to presuppose that there is an intrinsic
connection between being a part of soul on the one hand and being
separable on the other. He does not consider the possibility of an
inseparable part of the soul, and the way he formulates the question
strongly suggests that being a part of the soul implies either being
separable in account only or being separable in account and in place,
without there being a third option. In other words, question (ii) has
the form of an exhaustive disjunction which can serve as a major
premiss of a disjunctive syllogism.

Let us first say something about the types of separability that
Aristotle introduces here. We take it that ‘x is separable from y in
place [τόπῳ]’ means that x can have a location independent of the
location of y, i.e. x can be found at a place at which y is not found.
Another of Aristotle’s ways of expressing the same relation is by
saying that x is separate from y ‘in magnitude’ (µεγέθει). On the
other hand, when Aristotle claims that x is separable from y ‘in ac-
count’, what he means is that the account of x is independent of y,
i.e. there is an adequate definition of x which makes no reference
to y. The same relation is sometimes expressed by saying that x is
separable from y ‘in being’ (τῷ εἶναι): namely, what it is to be x is

 The same exhaustive disjunction seems to be found at . , a–: ‘either
being separable or not being separable in magnitude but in account’ (εἴτε χωριστοῦ
ὄντος εἴτε µὴ χωριστοῦ κατὰ µέγεθος ἀλλὰ κατὰ λόγον; this is the text printed in Ross’s
editio maior, which follows MS E; other editors print καὶ before µὴ).

 See DA . , a; . , a–; . , b–; cf. R. D. Hicks (ed.),
Aristotle: De anima [De anima] (Cambridge, ),  ad a: ‘κατὰ µέγεθος
expresses the same meaning as κατὰ τόπον, spatially, locally, as one physical thing
and its accidents are separate from another. Either phrase or both can be opposed to
λόγῳ or κατὰ λόγον.’
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independent of what it is to be y, so that x can be adequately defined
without y.

With these tools in hand, we can turn to the text. In T(a) and
(c) Aristotle is making a case against the view that parts of the soul
are separable in place. He introduces an empirical observation that
he has already submitted at the end of DA .  against those who
claim that the soul has parts, and presumably Aristotle’s target here
is the same: the doctrine that each part of the soul is located in a dif-
ferent part of the body, as propounded by Plato in the Timaeus.

The observation starts with the familiar case of plants that can be
divided so that each segment continues to live at a different place,
as in grafting. This shows that the soul in each plant ‘is actually
one but potentially many’: that is, the soul of each plant can be re-
plicated or, as we might say, ‘cloned’. Then Aristotle observes that
this phenomenon has a parallel in the animal world too. Some in-
sects can be divided so that each segment carries on living. More to
the point, each segment keeps all the capacities of the soul that the
insect had prior to being divided. Presumably Aristotle observed
that segments of divided insects wiggle when poked, which was
sufficient for him to ascribe them perception and locomotion. And
having perception and locomotion seemed sufficient for ascribing
to them also imagination, pleasure and pain, and appetite. Now, if
each segment of the divided insect preserves all capacities of the
soul that the insect had prior to being divided, this shows that all
we can ever get at two separate places are two souls preserving all
their original capacities, never two different capacities of the soul.
Hence, the capacities of the soul are not separable from one another
in place. If the soul really had parts localized in different parts of
the body, it should be possible to separate parts of the soul by di-

 In the Timaeus ( ;  – ) Plato argues that the rational part of the soul
is localized in the head, the spirited in the chest, and the appetitive in the abdomen.
Although we find the same parts of the soul mentioned in Plato’s other dialogues,
their localization is found only in the Timaeus.

 This is one of Aristotle’s favourite empirical observations: DA . , a–
; . , b–; Long. , a–; Juv. , a–b, –; Resp. , a–
; IA , a–b; HA . , b–a; PA . , b–; . , b–;
Metaph. Ζ , b–. For discussions of Aristotle’s observation, see R. K.
Sprague, ‘Aristotle and Divided Insects’, Méthexis,  (), –; D. Lefebvre,
‘L’argument du sectionnement des vivants dans les Parva naturalia: le cas des in-
sectes’, Revue de philosophie ancienne,  (), –; and A. P. Bos, ‘Aristotle on
Dissection of Plants and Animals and his Concept of the Instrumental Soul–Body’,
Ancient Philosophy,  (), –.
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viding the body. However, that is not how things work. With this
observation, then, the second disjunct in question (ii) is eliminated.

One would expect Aristotle to confirm the first disjunct in ques-
tion (ii) and thus conclude that the four capacities listed in T(a),
with the exception of the capacity for theorizing, are separable in
account only, but that is not what we get in T(c). Let us look at
the whole section again.

T(c)The other parts of the soul, it is clear from what we have said, are not
separable in the way some claim. But that they are different in account is
clear—since to be capable of having opinions and to be capable of perceiv-
ing are different, if perceiving is different from having opinions—and like-
wise each of the other aforementioned [capacities of the soul]. (b–)

On the standard view, this passage contains Aristotle’s solution to
the aporia concerning parts of the soul. Having shown that the four
capacities, with the exception of the capacity for theorizing, are not
separable—either in place or in account only—Aristotle concludes
that they are different in account. Talk of parts of the soul thus col-
lapses into talk of capacities, as it turns out that capacities aremerely
different, not separable, in account from each other. On this view,
then, the question of parts of the soul is settled by the end ofDA . .

However, this cannot be the correct view. If the question of parts
of the soul were indeed settled inDA . , why would it be reopened
in . ? Moreover, if all capacities other than the capacity for the-
orizing are inseparable from each other, how should one interpret
all those passages in which Aristotle explicitly says that the nutri-
tive capacity is separable (DA . , b–; . , a–, b–;
. , a–; Somn. , a–), or that the perceptual capacity
is separable (in some respects; cf. Somn. , a–)? More spe-
cifically, what is it in Aristotle’s discussion in T(a) and (b) that
justifies the alleged conclusion in (c) that the four capacities of the
soul are different in account? The argument from dissection of in-
sects in T(a) shows only this much: that the four capacities of the
soul, with the exception of the capacity for theorizing indicated in
T(b), are not separable from one another in place. This eliminates

 With a majority of ancient and modern commentators, we take this to be the
gist of the sentence ‘The other parts of the soul, it is clear from what we have said,
are not separable in the way some claim’ at b–; that is, the other parts of the
soul are not separable in place, as Plato claims in the Timaeus. Gábor Bétegh sug-
gested in discussion that the sentence could be read differently, to the effect that the
other parts of the soul are not separable from the body. This would pick up the sort
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only the second disjunct in question (ii), and from that we are not
allowed to conclude that the four capacities of the soul are therefore
different in account. The only conclusion logic permits us to draw is
that the first disjunct is true: namely, if the four capacities are parts
of the soul, they are separable in account only.

There seem to be two possible sources of the puzzling inference
that the commentators are willing to draw from Aristotle’s disjunc-
tion, namely that the four capacities of the soul are merely differ-
ent in account. First, one might think that separability in account
is ruled out along with separability in place. The only ground for
thinking so is that Aristotle does not specify the type of separability
in the opening sentence ofT(c). True, he does not say in b–
: ‘The other parts of the soul, it is clear from what we have said,
are not separable in place, as some claim.’ One might surmise that
Aristotle did not specify the type of separability because he wanted
to cover both types, separability in place as well as separability in
account only. However, nothing that Aristotle says in the preced-
ing text eliminates the possibility that the capacities of the soul are
separable in account only. The fact that each segment of the di-
vided insect has the perceptual as well as the locomotive capacity
of the soul certainly shows that the perceptual capacity cannot be
removed from the locomotive capacity, but it does not show that
the perceptual capacity cannot be adequately defined without the
locomotive capacity. As a matter of fact, the perceptual capacity is
adequately defined without referring to the locomotive or any other
capacity in DA . , as we shall see in Section , which means that
it is separable in account.

of separability mentioned two lines up with reference to nous, and some such view
could be plausibly attributed to Plato, for instance in the Phaedo. However, such a
reading does not fit the context, since the preceding and the immediately following
text talks about separability and difference of parts or capacities of the soul in rela-
tion to one another; cf. nn.  and .

 e.g. Hicks (ed.), De anima, : ‘While we deny that the other faculties can have
separate existence, we at the same time fully maintain that each of them is logically
distinct and separable in thought’; and ‘this [i.e. difference in account] was the alter-
native to spatial or local distinctness set forth in  b ’ (ibid.  ad b); Ross
in his editio maior,  ad b–a: ‘He . . . maintains that the other faculties of
the soul, though distinguishable, are not separable from each other’; Polansky, De
anima, : ‘That the functional parts of the soul differ in account, while not being
separate in other ways, is manifest.’

 Actually, we would claim that καθάπερ τινές ϕασιν serves as a specification; cf.
nn. , , and . However, since this is not an unambiguous reference to Plato’s
Timaeus, we shall leave this point aside.
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Second, the puzzling inference from Aristotle’s disjunction may
rest on the confusion of separability in account with difference in
account. Let us explain why it is necessary to keep these two no-
tions apart. Aristotle is often found to say that x and y are the same
in number but ‘different in being’ (ἕτερον τῷ εἶναι) or ‘different in
account’ (ἕτερον τῷ λόγῳ). What he means is that x and y are two
distinct items or features which may coincide in the same subject.
For instance, one and the same person can be both a doctor and a
patient, but what it is to be a doctor is different from what it is to be
a patient, i.e. doctor and patient have different accounts. However,
their accounts are not separable from one another, since a doctor
is a person who treats a patient, and patient is a person treated by
a doctor. So two things can be different in account without being
separable in account. To put it more generally, two things that are
different in account can be (i) inseparable from one another in ac-
count (being a doctor and being a patient), (ii) separable from one
another in account (being a doctor and being a musician), or indeed
(iii) such that one is separable from the other in account but not vice
versa, e.g. being a doctor and being a member of a professional me-
dical association; for the account of a doctor does not include any
reference to being a member of a professional medical association,
whereas the account of a member of a professional medical associ-
ation must make a reference to being a doctor.

Now Aristotle does not do us the favour of explicitly drawing
the conclusion from the elimination of the second disjunct in ques-
tion (ii). Instead of saying something to the effect that, since the
four capacities of the soul (apart from the capacity for theorizing)
are not separable in place, therefore they are separable in account
only, in T(c) he appends the disappointingly weak claim that the
aforementioned capacities of the soul are different in account (λόγῳ
ἕτερα, b). No doubt this is the key evidence for the standard
view. However, it is perfectly possible to interpret the sentence in
b (‘But that they are different in account is clear’) in a way that
avoids attributing to Aristotle a puzzling piece of reasoning which
contradicts other passages in the corpus and renders his division of

 It is important to observe that separability, unlike difference, is not a neces-
sarily symmetrical relation. If a is separable from b, it is not necessary that b is also
separable from a. For instance, the nutritive capacity is separable from the percep-
tual, whereas the perceptual capacity is not separable from the nutritive. By contrast,
if a is different from b, it is necessary that b is also different from a. Cf. Whiting,
‘Locomotive Soul’, –.
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the soul arbitrary. We propose, therefore, to read the sentence in
b not as a conclusion of the preceding argumentation, but as
a manœuvre to keep the question open: by stating that parts of the
soul are merely different in account, he is stating much less than ex-
pected, leaving it open whether the capacities mentioned in T(a)
are in fact parts of the soul or not.

Of course, one wonders what Aristotle’s motivation is for keeping
the question open. Why does he not state the conclusion of his dis-
junctive syllogism loud and clear here, and thus settle the issue once
and for all? It is hard to say anything with absolute certainty on this
point, but the following two considerations suggest themselves.

First, the conclusion that the four listed capacities of the soul, if
they are parts of the soul, are separable in account only would be
somewhat idle in the absence of adequate definitions of these four
capacities. Only with such definitions at hand can we see whether
these capacities are indeed separable from one another in account,
or which capacities have accounts that depend on which other capa-
cities. However, we cannot expect to have such definitions before
the necessary work has been done. It is no accident, therefore, that
the question of parts of the soul, their separability in place or in
account only, reappears towards the end of the De anima, once the
definitions of the first three capacities listed in T(a) are provided
and it remains to find a definition of the fourth one, the locomotive
capacity (DA . , a ff.).

Second, there is one item in the list of the four prima facie can-
didates for parts of the soul which does not satisfy the criterion of
parthood—that is, separability in account—and yet Aristotle wants
to keep it in play. The item in question is the locomotive capacity
of the soul. That the locomotive capacity is not separable in ac-
count is clear from the fact that, unlike the other three items, it
is nowhere defined in the De anima or elsewhere. Also, unlike the
other capacities mentioned in T(a), there is no correlated object of
locomotion (a supposed kinēton kata topon). And all attempts at
defining it in DA . – end up referring to other capacities, such

 Observe that the grammatical structure and the word order of the sentence in
b (δέ) speak against taking this claim as a conclusion of what precedes.

 In the case of the other three capacities mentioned in T(a) there are such cor-
relates, namely τροϕή, αἰσθητόν, and νοητόν. For further arguments against consider-
ing the locomotive capacity to be a part of the soul, see K. Corcilius, Streben und
Bewegen: Aristoteles’ Theorie der animalischen Ortsbewegung [Streben und Bewegen]
(Berlin and New York, ), –, .
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as the capacity to have desires, imagination, nous, and at a minimum
to the perceptual capacity. So it is clear that the locomotive capa-
city is not separable in account from the other capacities, since all
attempts at stating its account make reference to at least one other
capacity. However, saying so at this point would effectively rule
out the locomotive capacity at a very early stage in Aristotle’s posi-
tive account of the soul. And this would significantly reduce the
prima facie plausibility of Aristotle’s treatment, since—as he him-
self notes twice in the De anima—locomotion is arguably one of the
two most prominent features of living beings (DA . , b ff.,
and . , a–; cf. . , a–). Hence, Aristotle avoids
unnecessary complications by refusing to conclude from his dis-
junctive syllogism that the four capacities of the soul, if they are
parts, are separable in account only.

In any case, and in addition to the points just mentioned, it is suf-
ficient for our concerns that there is nothing in the text that forces
us to think that Aristotle is committed to the highly problematic
view according to which difference in account is sufficient for being
a part of the soul. So we propose to take Aristotle’s disjunction in
the formulation of question (ii) seriously and to draw the only pos-
sible conclusion from it:

() if the four capacities listed in T(a) are parts of the soul, then
either they are separable in account only, or also in place;

() the four capacities are not separable in place;

() therefore, if the four capacities listed in T(a) are parts of the
soul, they are separable in account only.

What clearly follows from the conclusion is that the criterion for
parthood is separability in account: a capacity of the soul counts as a
part of the soul if and only if it is separable in account, i.e. if it has
an account or definition which makes reference to no other capacity
of the soul. But instead of providing a statement of the criterion,
Aristotle remarks that the four listed capacities are different in ac-
count. We have argued that this is a manœuvre to keep the locomo-
tive capacity on the table and not to decide on the issue prematurely,

 Cf. Corcilius, Streben und Bewegen, –.
 We have seen that this applies, strictly speaking, only in the case of living be-

ings whose souls feature at least two of the four capacities. In the case of living beings
whose souls are exhausted by the capacity for theorizing (divine beings) or by the
nutritive capacity (plants), these two capacities are separable simpliciter.
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since fully answering the question requires definitions of all of the
four capacities, which is what the bulk of the rest of the De anima
is about.

Before we proceed with our interpretation of Aristotle’s answer
to question (ii), it remains to comment on his execution of the
manœuvre inT(c). Instead of drawing the correct conclusion from
his disjunctive syllogism—namely that the four listed capacities, if
they are parts of the soul, are separable in account only—Aristotle
appends the observation that they are clearly different in account.
The example he uses to illustrate this observation is the relation
between the capacity to have opinions and the perceptual capa-
city. What it is to be the capacity to have opinions is different from
what it is to be the capacity to perceive, since perceiving is differ-
ent from having opinions. The same, Aristotle adds, goes for the
other aforementioned capacities. An attentive reader will pause at
the question why Aristotle introduces the capacity to have opinions
(τὸ δοξαστικόν) in addition to the four listed capacities, when he
could make the same point just as well with any two of the four
capacities in T(a). And apart from such concerns for economy,
why the capacity to have opinions—of all the other capacities of the
soul? If hemust introduce a fifth one, for whatever reason, why does
he not pick one of the capacities mentioned a little earlier, in T(a),
such as imagination, pleasure and pain, or appetite? We cannot be
sure, of course, but perhaps Aristotle wanted to indicate something.
Remember that both Plato and Aristotle conceive of the capacity to
have opinions as something different from, but dependent on, the
perceptual capacity. The two capacities have different accounts, yet
the account of the capacity to have opinions must make a reference
to the perceptual capacity, or at any rate to the objects of the per-
ceptual capacity, but not vice versa. The same situation, we have
argued, holds between the locomotive capacity and the perceptual
capacity, and that is exactly why Aristotle switches from separation
in account to difference in account. So the examplemay be regarded
as a tacit admission of the manœuvre and a hint as to why it is done.

. Distribution of the four capacities of the soul

After the manœuvre, Aristotle adds an observation concerning the
distribution of the capacities of the soul mentioned in T(a) among
living beings:
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T(d) Moreover, in some living beings all these [capacities of the soul] are
present, in others some of them, and in still others only one (this is what
makes a difference among living beings); however, the cause of this must
be considered later. Something very similar happens with the senses; some
[kinds of animal] have all the senses, others only some of them, and still
others only one, the most indispensable, touch. (b–a)

Before we explain the purpose of this observation, let us first say
something about its content. The observation points at the fact that
the distribution of capacities of the soul among living beings is ar-
ranged in an ordered series. In souls which contain a plurality of
capacities, each ‘higher’ capacity is found to exist together with all
the lower ones: in plants only the nutritive capacity is found, in ani-
mals the perceptual capacity is found in addition to the nutritive, in
more developed mobile animals the locomotive capacity is found in
addition to the perceptual and the nutritive, and in human beings
the capacity for thinking is found in addition to the locomotive, per-
ceptual, and nutritive. Aristotle does not explicate this series in so
many words, but he clearly has it in mind here, since he claims that
the senses are distributed in a similar fashion. Namely, in some ani-
mals only touch is found, in others a few other senses are found in
addition to touch, and in the most developed animals all five senses
are found. The ordered series of the capacities and the senses is re-
stated in a more elaborate way at . , b–a.

Now why does Aristotle mention this here? The ‘moreover’ (ἔτι
δ’) in b makes it clear that he intends to introduce a further
point in the sequence of arguments concerning question (ii). It
seems to contain another reason for thinking that the capacities of
the soul mentioned in T(a) are not separable in place. Except for
the nutritive capacity, which is found to exist apart from all the
other capacities in plants, none of the other capacities is found to
exist without at least one other capacity: the perceptual capacity is
never found to exist apart from the nutritive, the locomotive apart
from the perceptual and the nutritive, and the capacity for thinking
(in the sublunary sphere, at any rate) apart from the locomotive, the
perceptual, and the nutritive capacity.

Aristotle’s observation in T(d) certainly testifies to the local in-
separability of the four capacities of the soul, but it does more than

 Apart from the nutritive capacity in the case of plants, the other exception is
the capacity for theorizing in the case of divine beings. In these cases, as we have
seen, the two capacities should be considered souls, not parts of the soul.
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that—it suggests that the soul is naturally divided into these four
capacities, namely in so far as they are distributed among living
beings by way of ordered series. This distribution, Aristotle main-
tains, sorts out the main genera of living beings, which allows Aris-
totle to assume, as he does in the second half of DA .  (b–
a), that providing successive accounts of the four capacities
amounts to a satisfactory account of the soul, an account which is
explanatory of the souls that actually exist in the world, namely the
souls of plants, animals (sessile andmobile), and humans. TheAris-
totelian natural philosopher’s treatment of the soul is thus sharply
contrasted with what seems to have been the prevailing approach
at the time, restricted to studying the human soul only (DA . ,
b–).

So the observation in T(d) brings a sort of empirical confirma-
tion of the tentative list of capacities adduced inT(a), since it is the
distribution of precisely these four capacities that sorts out living
beings in the main genera. As Aristotle himself says in the paren-
thetical remark at b–a: ‘This is what differentiates living
beings.’ So the four prima facie capacities of the soul are operative
in differentiating themain genera of living beings, whichmeans that
Aristotle’s choice of the four capacities listed in T(a) has strong
vindication in nature, and that justifies the whole programme of
the De anima.

. The criteria of parthood at work in De anima . 

Having provided a systematic account of the first three capacities
of the soul from T(a), Aristotle turns to the last one, the locomo-
tive capacity, towards the end of the treatise, in DA . –. This
is where the question of parts of the soul and their separability is
taken up again. We have argued that this question was not settled
earlier (although the right answer was in the air) because Aristotle
hesitated to call the locomotive capacity a part of the soul, and yet
he did not want to eliminate it from the list of topics that needed a
systematic discussion in order to provide an appropriate treatment
of the soul. This hesitation concerning the locomotive capacity is
justified in DA . –. Each one of the several attempts at defining
the locomotive capacity in the course of the argumentation in DA

 Cf. n.  above.
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. – ends up making reference to some of the psychic capaci-
ties mentioned previously in the De anima. Since it is not separable
in account, the locomotive capacity cannot be a part of the soul. It
must be something other than a part of the soul then, for instance
a capacity of the animal which is to be explained with reference to
one or several genuine parts of the soul. We cannot go into the de-
tails of Aristotle’s treatment of the locomotive capacity here, but
we would like to discuss the passage in which the question of parts
of the soul is reopened in . . Here is what Aristotle says:

T(a) Since the soul of animals is marked by two capacities, by the dis-
criminative, which is the work of thought and perception, and by moving
by way of local motion, let this much suffice about perception and thought,
and we should now enquire about the moving [capacity], what of the soul it
is, (b) whether it is some one part of the soul separable either in magnitude
or in account, or the whole soul; and if it is a part, [we should enquire]
whether it is a special part in addition to those usually distinguished or
mentioned by us, or one of them.

(c) The problem at once presents itself, in what sense we should speak
of parts of the soul and how many [we should distinguish]. For in a sense
there seem to be indefinitely many parts, and not only those that some
people mention when they distinguish the rational, the spirited, and the
appetitive, or with others the rational and the non-rational; for if we take the
dividing-lines by which they separate into these, we shall find parts far more
distinctly separated from one another than these, namely those we have
just treated: the nutritive, which belongs to plants as well as to all animals,
and the perceptual, which cannot easily be classed as either non-rational or
rational; furthermore, the imaginative, which is different in being from all
the others, while it presents a great problem regarding which of those it is
the same or not the same as—if one posits separate parts of the soul; and in
addition to these the desiderative, which would seem to be different both
in account and in power from all the others. (a–b)

In section (b) Aristotle uses more or less the same formulation as
in T(b). With this he clearly addresses the issue he has discussed
earlier, in T and T, namely the question of parts of the soul. He

 For an account of Aristotle’s theory of animal motion and the locomotive capa-
city of the soul see Corcilius, Streben und Bewegen.

 There are some notable dissimilarities between T(b) and T(b). First, in T(b)
the locomotive capacity is said to be either a part of the soul (and as such being se-
parable either in place or in account) or the whole soul; the latter alternative, namely
a capacity being accounted for in terms of the whole soul, is not mentioned in T(b).
Second, the option that a capacity of the soul (namely the locomotive capacity) is
identical with some of the other capacities or parts of the soul does not occur inT(b).
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asks whether the locomotive capacity is separable in magnitude (or
place) or separable in account. Again, difference in account—which
was introduced instead of, and often mistaken for, a conclusion
of the disjunctive syllogism in T(c)—is not even mentioned. In
talking about parts of the soul here, Aristotle allows only for their
separability, namely either separability in magnitude or separabi-
lity in account. Given what we have argued so far, this is only as it
should be.

However, here we are mostly interested in section T(c), in
which Aristotle puts forward his critique of the ways of partition-
ing the soul proposed by other thinkers, presumably Plato and his
followers. His critique is obviously methodological in character.
Here Aristotle is not interested so much in which parts of the soul
earlier thinkers have postulated, but rather how they arrived at
these parts, i.e. what criteria they used to divide the soul. This is
important because such a methodological critique seems to work
only against the backdrop of a different method of dividing the
soul, and hence it should be informative regarding Aristotle’s view
as to what the right method of dividing the soul is. And although
Aristotle again does not tell us straightforwardly what he takes to
be the criterion of parthood of the soul, we believe that his critique
in DA .  presupposes that the criterion is separability in account.

The argument in T(c) has the structure of a reductio. Aristotle,
for the sake of the argument, adopts the Platonist criteria for divid-
ing the soul in order to show that these criteria lead to undesirable
consequences.He argues that, given the Platonist criteria for dividing
the soul, we will end up with an undesirably large number of parts;
hence, the Platonist criteria for dividing the soul must be wrong.

Well, what is the Platonist method of dividing the soul? Accord-
ing to Aristotle, the criteria employed by the Platonists are differ-

 Aristotle seems to distinguish two groups of earlier thinkers, thosewho advocate
tripartite division of the soul into the rational, the spirited, and the appetitive part,
and those who propound bipartite division into the rational and the non-rational
part. Whereas the first group certainly includes Plato and his followers, the second
group is harder to fix, not least because Aristotle himself accepts the bipartite di-
vision in his ethical works; cf. P. A. Vander Waerdt, ‘Aristotle’s Criticism of Soul-
Division’, American Journal of Philology,  (), –.

 Brad Inwood observed that a similar line of criticism can be found in Aristotle’s
Peri ideōn. Given the criteria used for postulating Forms, Aristotle shows that Plato
winds up with too many Forms, including Forms of not-beings, indeterminate and
indefinite things, relatives, etc. For a detailed analysis of Aristotle’s arguments in
Peri ideōn see G. Fine, On Ideas: Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Theory of Forms
(Oxford, ).
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ence in account and in power, both of which he later summarizes as
‘division and separation according to powers’ (ἐὰν κατὰ τὰς δυνάµεις
διαιρῶσι καὶ χωρίζωσι, . , b=T). These criteria are clearly
not the correct ones for parthood of the soul, or at any rate not the
sufficient ones, since Aristotle thinks that their application leads
to an unacceptably large number of parts of the soul. It should be
clear by now that what he militates against here is the division of
the soul into parts according to different capacities of the soul, and
that is precisely what Aristotle’s own position is standardly, and
mistakenly, taken to be. What Aristotle finds objectionable about
‘division and separation according to powers’, we submit, is the idea
that something counts as a part of the soul only because it is a dis-
tinct capacity of the soul: if x is different in account and in power,
then x is separate (=x is a part of the soul). This is clearly wrong
for Aristotle, because difference in account by no means amounts to
separability in account, and still less to separability in place, which
is what characterizes parts of the soul in Plato’s Timaeus.

It follows that, on the standard view of what parts of the soul
are in Aristotle, his critique of the Platonist division of the soul in
.  is either unintelligible or destructive of Aristotle’s own theory.
More importantly, the critique put forward in T confirms our in-
terpretation by showing that Aristotle did not content himself with
difference in account as a sufficient criterion for parthood, but that
he insisted on some sort of separability. And given that he elsewhere
(in T, but also in DA . , b–) rejects the Platonic view ac-
cording to which parts of the soul are separable in place, it is more
than likely that separability in account is the criterion at work in the
background of Aristotle’s argumentation in DA . .

. Conclusions

In T Aristotle accomplishes two important tasks. First, he gives
us good reasons for accepting his division of the soul into the four
capacities listed inT(a). Second, hemakes sure that we do not con-
ceive of these four capacities as locally separable parts of the soul,

 What he has in mind here is, we suggest, not only the famous ‘principle of con-
traries’ of Rep.  –, but also the metaphysics of dispositions presupposed by the
individuation of capacities in terms of their corresponding activities, which we take
the formulation ‘difference in power [δυνάµει]’ to refer to; see Rep.  –; cf. Phdr.
  ff.  See pp. – for a summary of the standard view.
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as they are conceived in Plato’s Timaeus, because such a conception
would pose a threat to the unity of the soul. However, none of what
Aristotle says against locally separable parts of the soul implies that
he abandons the possibility that the four capacities listed in T(a)
are definitionally separable parts of the soul. To be sure, Aristotle is
reluctant to say explicitly that they are parts of the soul on account
of their definitional separability, but his reluctance, as we have ex-
plained, is motivated by two methodological concerns. On the one
hand, he does not want to abandon the locomotive capacity at an
early stage of his treatment of the soul, although its proper treat-
ment will eventually show that it is not really a part of the soul,
since it is not definitionally separable: it cannot be defined without
making reference to other capacities of the soul, the perceptual ca-
pacity at a minimum. On the other hand, concluding expressly that
the four capacities are parts of the soul on account of being defini-
tionally separable would immediately call for their definitions, but
their definitions can come only at the end of a proper enquiry into
each one of them.

If we look at the first three capacities of the soul, we shall find
that each one of them is defined with reference to their respective
objects. The nutritive capacity is what ‘maintains its possessor as
such, while food prepares it for activity’ (. , b–). The per-
ceptual capacity is what ‘receives sensible forms without matter’
(. , b–; cf. . , a–). The thinking capacity is more
difficult, as Aristotle’s account of this capacity is more sketchy, but
it will not be off the mark to say that it is what receives intelligible
forms or what grasps essential features (. , a–, b–;
. , b–). We can see that each one of these three capaci-
ties is separable in account, for each has a definition that makes no
reference to any other capacity of the soul. This is precisely what
entitles them, in Aristotle’s theory, to be called parts of the soul.

This is not to say that having a correlative object, as such, is suffi-
cient for separability in account. For instance, sometimes Aristotle
speaks about the object of desire (τὸ ὀρεκτόν), so one might think
that the capacity for desire (τὸ ὀρεκτικόν) has an account that makes
reference to such an object, without making reference to any other
capacity of the soul, and hence one might conclude that the capa-
city for desire is a part of the soul. However, Aristotle would ob-
ject to such an account: ‘The object of thought implies that there is
thought of it, but the thought is not relative to that of which it is the
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thought; for we should then have to say the same thing twice. Simi-
larly sight is the sight of something, not of that of which it is the
sight (though of course it is true to say this); in fact it is relative to
colour or to something else of the sort’ (Metaph. ∆ , a–b).
So one would have to spell out what the object of desire is indepen-
dently of being the object at which desire is directed, and in doing
so one would have to say, for instance, that it is something perceived
to be good or thought to be good, thusmaking reference to the capa-
cities for perception and thought. It would turn out, then, that the
capacity for desire is not separable in account after all, and hence
not a part of the soul.

Given that separability in account is Aristotle’s criterion of part-
hood, if we want to see whether a capacity of the soul is a part of
the soul, we need to check whether its definition makes reference to
any other capacity of the soul.

() If it does, we can conclude that it is not a part of the soul,
but a capacity dependent on whatever capacity is mentioned in its
definition. For example, imagination is defined as ‘change which
comes about as a result of actual perception’ (DA . , a–), so
it is inseparable in account from the perceptual capacity of the soul.
Memory is defined as the capacity to ‘have an image regarded as
a copy of that of which it is an image’ (Mem. , a–), which
means that it is inseparable in account from the capacity of imagina-
tion, which is itself in turn inseparable in account from the capacity
of perception. Similarly, the criterion is not satisfied by the capaci-
ties to experience pleasure and pain, to have desires, to recollect, to
dream, and indeed to locomote.

Although Aristotle does not want to rule out the locomotive ca-
pacity at an early stage of his positive account of the soul, as we have
argued, he seems to have supplied subtle hints which are supposed
to warn the attentive reader (or a returning reader with the benefit
of hindsight) that the locomotive capacity is not really on a par with
the other three capacities listed in T(a). One hint is found right
there in T(a), where Aristotle uses adjectives formed with the suf-
fix -ikos to designate the first three capacities, whereas the fourth ca-
pacity is not called κινητικὸν κατὰ τοπόν, the term he uses elsewhere
(. , a, b, a), but rather, less technically, κίνησις.
The other hint is found at the beginning of . , where Aristotle ex-
pands on the conclusion of the preceding chapter, in which it was

 Cf. Whiting, ‘Locomotive Soul’,  n. .
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established that accounts of each one of the four capacities operative
in sorting out living beings into main kinds (including the locomo-
tive capacity: see . , a–) constitute an appropriate account
of the soul. However, at the start of .  Aristotle simply omits the
locomotive capacity:

If one has to saywhat each one of these [capacities] is—e.g. what is the intel-
lective capacity, what is the perceptual, or what is the nutritive capacity—
prior to that one has to say what thinking is and what perceiving is, since
activities and actions are prior in account. But if this is so, and prior to these
one has to consider their correlative objects, first one must determine about
them for the same reason, e.g. about nourishment, the sensible object and
the intelligible object. (a–)

One might reply that the locomotive capacity is omitted simply be-
cause it would not fit the illustration, since it does not have a cor-
relative object in the way the other three capacities do. That might
be correct, but if it has no correlative object in the way the other
three capacities do, does that not seem to make its definitional se-
parability problematic?

() If the definition of a capacity of the soul does not make refer-
ence to any other capacity of the soul—as in the case of the nutritive,
the perceptual, and the thinking capacity—should one conclude
that it is a part of the soul? In principle we would say yes, although
we recognize that theremay be cases which, on the face of it, suggest
otherwise. These cases seem to threaten our view that the criterion
of parthood of the soul is separability in account, so let us have a
look at them.

The first case is that of the special senses. Each special sense is
defined with reference to one kind of special sensible, without re-
ferring to any other capacity of the soul. Thus vision is defined as
the ability to receive colours, hearing is defined as the ability to re-
ceive sounds, etc. This suggests that the special senses are separable
in account, and hence that they are parts of the soul. If we find this
suggestion unpalatable, as we of course do, should we not abandon
the view that separability in account is the criterion of parthood of
the soul? Not at all.

Although Aristotle does treat the special senses as independent
capacities in DA . –, which is methodologically a perfectly
sound thing to do, in . – he introduces a series of considerations
which are supposed to show that the special senses are not really in-
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dependent capacities, but only distinct aspects of one single thing,
namely the perceptual capacity of the soul. That is, questions such
as how we perceive the common sensibles, or how we discriminate
between objects of different special senses, can only be plausibly
answered if we suppose that the perceptual capacity of the soul is
really what takes on colours, sounds, and all the other special sen-
sibles. Here is what Aristotle says in De sensu , a–:

If, then, the soul perceives sweet with one part and white with another part,
then what is made up of these parts is either some one thing, or not. But it
must be one; for the perceptual part is one thing. . . . Therefore, there must
be some one thing of the soul with which everything is perceived, as has
been said before, each kind [of special sensible] through one [of its aspects,
i.e. special senses].

This shows that the definition of the perceptual capacity as the abi-
lity to take on sensible forms is very general and only provisional,
because sensible forms come in five different kinds (for simplicity,
we take all tangible qualities as one kind of sensible form), and the
activity of receiving different kinds of sensible forms is different in
each case, corresponding to seeing, hearing, etc. It is tempting to
think that these activities and their corresponding objects belong
to different individual senses, but Aristotle warns us that this is a
misleading way of thinking. It is the perceptual capacity of the soul
that receives all kinds of sensible forms without matter. The five
special senses are just names for its ability to receive five different
kinds of sensible forms. Hence, our view that separability in ac-
count is the criterion of parthood of the soul is not threatened by
the case of the special senses.

The second case is that of the reproductive capacity (τὸ γεννητι-
κόν), which seems to be defined as the ‘ability to produce another
thing such as oneself ’ (. , a–). Well, if this is the account
of the reproductive capacity, and if it does not make reference to
any other capacity of the soul, should we not count it as a part of
the soul? Although this would require a more detailed discussion,
we would argue that the object of the reproductive capacity is really
the same substantial form that the nutritive capacity maintains for

 Of course, there is more to this story because the abilities to take on different
kinds of special sensibles come in ordered series. Moreover, once a living being has
a perceptual capacity with these abilities, and depending on the number and refine-
ment of these abilities, it will also have the ability to grasp features such as common
sensibles and perhaps accidental sensibles; cf. Gregoric, Common Sense, –.
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the individual living being by means of taking in and processing
food. What the reproductive capacity does is perpetuate this form
in another individual (cf. . , b–). Thus we would claim
that the account of the reproductive capacity does make reference,
if only implicitly, to the nutritive capacity of the soul, so that we
should not count it as a part of the soul.

Despite some cases which may require more detailed considera-
tion, then, it is plausible to think that if the definition of a capacity
of the soul does not make reference to any other capacity of the soul,
it is a part of the soul. So the view that separability in account is the
criterion of parthood of the soul seems to stand up to scrutiny.

To conclude, what are parts of the soul for Aristotle? The result-
ing view is this. Parts of the soul are the fundamental capacities
of the soul whose existence we minimally have to assume in order
to be able to provide a satisfactory account of the soul on which
the science of living beings will be based. There are other non-
fundamental capacities of the soul which living beings may have
simply in virtue of possessing the relevant fundamental capacities,
or in virtue of possessing the relevant fundamental capacities and
satisfying some further conditions, such as having the right sort of
bodily organs or enjoying the right sort of environment. The dis-
tinction between parts of the soul and mere capacities of the soul,
i.e. between the fundamental and non-fundamental capacities of the
soul, lies in the fact that definitions of the former make no refer-
ence to any other capacity of the soul, whereas definitions of the
latter make reference to at least one other capacity of the soul. This
distinction not only saves Aristotle from inconsistency and arbit-
rariness, to which he would fall prey on the standard interpreta-
tion of what parts of the soul are in his theory, but allows him to
proceed systematically in building a hierarchy of psychic capacities
with three fundamental and irreducible capacities at the top. And
quite generally, this seems to constitute a very reasonable theoreti-
cal position.

 For instance, Jerry Fodor inTheModularity ofMind (Cambridge,Mass., ),
, is looking for, mutatis mutandis, a similar distinction between what he calls ‘men-
tal capacities’ and ‘psychological faculties’: ‘There are, of necessity, far more mental
capacities than there are psychological faculties on even the most inflationary census
of the latter. . . . A census of faculties is not, in short, equivalent to an enumeration
of the capacities of the mind. What it is instead is a theory of the structure of the
causal mechanisms that underlie the mind’s capacities. It is thus perfectly possible for
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APPENDIX

Whiting on Parts of the Soul

To start with similarities betweenWhiting’s and our understanding ofwhat
parts of the soul are for Aristotle, Whiting () argues against identifying
parts of the soul with capacities of the soul, i.e. against the ‘standard view’.
More importantly, she connects parthood of the soul with the notions of
difference and separability. However, she does so in a way that is different
from ours. In order to make the differences clear, it will be useful to list
the types of difference/separability we have encountered so far:

(i) difference ‘in account’ (or ‘in being’ or ‘in function’): x has an account
or definition which is different from y, and y has an account or de-
finition which is different from x.

(ii) separability ‘in account’ (or ‘in being’ or ‘in function’): x is definition-
ally independent of y, i.e. x has an account or definition whichmakes
no reference to y.

(iii) separability ‘in place’ (or ‘in magnitude’): x is locally independent of
y, i.e. x can exist at some location without y.

(iv) separability simpliciter: x is existentially independent of y, i.e. x can
exist without y.

We have argued that (iv) is the criterion for deciding the question whether
a capacity is a soul or not, whereas (iii) is rejected and (ii) accepted as the
criterion for deciding the question whether a capacity is a part of the soul
or not. Whiting proposes to distinguish (iv) and (iii) in the following way:

For things can be separable in magnitude from one another—or separ-
able in place from one another—without being separable ἁπλῶς: a hand,
for example, may be separable both inmagnitude and in place from a foot
in the sense that each is composed of distinct and non-overlapping bits
of matter, even though neither has the kind of self-sufficiency required
for separability ἁπλῶς. ()

Whiting reserves separability simpliciter for the theoretical capacity, and
claims separability in place for the other three capacities listed in T(a).
That is to say, she argues that parts of the soul are separable in place or

all hands to be agreed about what capacities a mind has and still to disagree about
what faculties comprise it’ (Fodor’s italics).

 In what follows we take the liberty of examining Whiting’s paper only in so far
as it contributes towards what we are interested in here, i.e. towards a general ac-
count of parts of the soul in Aristotle. None of our criticisms is meant to diminish
the scholarly and philosophical merits of this original and illuminating paper.
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magnitude from one another. Indeed, separability in place, as she construes
it, seems to be the criterion of parthood of the soul on Whiting’s account:

My own view is that we should model Aristotle’s way of distinguishing
the various parts of the soul and their fundamental capacities, however
many they prove to be, on his way of distinguishing the various parts of
an animal’s body and their fundamental capacities, which is a strategy
that makes prima facie sense given his hylomorphism. This will allow us
to say that one part of soul may house multiple capacities just as the hu-
man tongue, for example, houses the capacities both to taste and to utter
sounds (PA a–). But more importantly for present purposes, it
will allow us to say that just as the various parts of the body cannot exist
apart from one another even though they are separable in magnitude or
place from one another in the sense that they are constituted by different
portions of matter located in different places, so too the various parts of
an animals’ soul cannot exist apart from one another even though they
are separable in magnitude or place from one another in the sense that they
are embodied in what we might call different ‘physiological systems’—
i.e. physiological systems involving bodily organs constituted by differ-
ent portions of matter and/or located in different places. The nutritive
and reproductive capacities are embodied in one physiological system
(for Aristotle takes what we would call the ‘digestive’ and ‘reproductive’
systems to form a single system), while the capacities of perception, ima-
gination, and desire are embodied in a different physiological system.
Each of these physiological systems is centred in one and the same organ
(namely the heart), which helps to explain their unity with one another.
But each can (at least in some circumstances) function relatively indepen-
dently of the other. ()

This passage clearly shows that Whiting understands separability in place
differently from us. On our view, x is separable in place from y if x is locally
independent of y, i.e. if x can exist at some locationwithout y. OnWhiting’s
view, by contrast, x is separable in place from y if x is embodied in differ-
ent portions of matter located at different places. Although this may be in
itself an acceptable notion of local separability, we do not think that this is
the notion which Aristotle employs. First, we have argued that separability
and difference are two quite different relations; notably, separability can be
asymmetrical, whereas difference cannot. Hence, separability cannot pos-
sibly be reduced to, or interpreted in terms of, difference. Second, we have
interpreted separability in terms of independence, and this interpretation
seems to be borne out by theAristotelian texts we have considered. In order
to be locally separable, it is not sufficient for parts of the soul or their corres-
ponding physiological systems to occupy different portions of matter, but
they have to be capable of existing independently of each other. Thus the
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hand and the foot may be spatially different from each other, but it is diffi-
cult to see how Aristotle could regard them as spatially separable from each
other, since both of them are parts of the same living body. As the observa-
tions with the divided insects show, what Aristotle seems to have in mind
when he talks of separability in place in connection with parts of the soul is
local independence rather than mere difference in location in otherwise co-
herent bodies. Whiting’s construal of Aristotle’s notion of separability in
place, however, dissociates separability from independence and associates
it with mere difference.

Furthermore, the physiological systems in which different parts of the
soul are realized happen to be largely overlapping. Apart from the heart,
the digestive and the perceptual physiological systems, for example, share
the whole network of blood vessels and channels inside the body. So, they
are constituted only by partially different portions of matter. In fact, it
seems that the portion of matter shared by these two physiological systems
is larger than the portions of matter which belong to one without the other.
Therefore, even the notion of difference in place, according to Whiting’s
construal of separability in place, is a qualified or attenuated one.

More generally, we find the suggestion that parts of the soul are separ-
able in place, on any construal of spatial separability, implausible. The idea
that the soul is divided into locally separable parts was advocated by Plato
in theTimaeus, asWhiting herself agrees ( n. ), and Aristotle seems to
find this idea fundamentally objectionable, not least because it undermines
the soul’s unity (cf. DA . , b–). Moreover, the observation about
divided insects is, as we have argued above, intended to show, against the
Platonic division of the soul, that the capacities listed in T(a) as prima
facie candidates for parts of the soul are not separable in place or mag-
nitude. However, Whiting seems to argue () that the observation shows
that only capacities such as the perceptual and the locomotive, which are
explicitly mentioned in the passage on divided insects (. , b–), are
not separable in place ormagnitude, leaving it openwhether the other capa-
cities listed in T(a) are separable in place or magnitude or not. If that is
what the observation shows, however, then it is hard to see how Aristotle’s
observation about the divided insects in T is supposed to make it clear
that ‘the other parts of the soul’—presumably the capacities listed in T(a)
other than the capacity for theorizing—‘are not separable in the way some
claim’ (b–).

Moreover, looking at the shorter of the two passages from Whiting’s pa-
per quoted above, we would like to observe that, although a hand severed
from the rest of the body will not be able to exist self-sufficiently, as re-
quired by separability ἁπλῶς (at any rate not as a hand properly speaking),
the rest of the body, including the foot, will. That is why the hand is not se-
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parable from the body either locally or ἁπλῶς, whereas the rest of the body
is separable from the hand both locally and ἁπλῶς.

We also have an objection to Whiting’s interpretation of T(a). We have
seen that parts of the soul, according to Whiting, are distinguished by se-
parability in place, as she construes it. The role of difference and separa-
bility in account, according to Whiting, is to differentiate, within a single
part of the soul, more basic from less basic capacities. Her example is what
she calls the ‘locomotive part of the soul’. The locomotive part, accord-
ing to Whiting, houses a number of capacities, namely the perceptive, the
imaginative, the desiderative, and the practically intellective capacities of
the soul (,  ff.,  ff.). All of these capacities are (i) different in ac-
count from one another. However, the perceptive capacity is (ii) separable
in account from the other ones, whereas none of the others is separable
in account from it: the perceptive capacity is the only capacity which can
be defined without reference to the other capacities, whereas none of the
other capacities can be defined without reference to the perceptive capa-
city. The whole complex of capacities constituting one part of the soul is
called after this basic capacity within the complex. This enables Whiting
to argue that the aisthētikon listed in T(a), to be counted as a part of the
soul, is not really the perceptive capacity, but the whole complex includ-
ing the perceptive capacity as its basic component. It seems that this goes
beyond what the text says and requires. Remember that Aristotle arrives
at the list of four items in T(a), including the aisthētikon, by specifying
four types of activity such that engaging in at least one of them is sufficient
to attribute life. There is no reason to suppose that aisthēsis, as one of the
activities (a), refers to anything more complicated than sense-percep-
tion. Similarly, there is no reason to suppose that the other capacities of the
soul in T(a), derived from the corresponding life-activities, refer to some
complexes of capacities.

Finally, Whiting includes practical nous among the capacities constitut-
ing the ‘locomotive part’, which means that it is different but not separable
in account from the perceptive capacity. Indeed, Whiting claims that
phantasia, desire, and practical nous are ‘extensions or developments’ of
the perceptive capacity, albeit in different degrees of complexity. How-
ever, Aristotle insists on the fundamental difference between thinking,
which has to do with essential features, and perceiving, which has to do
with sensible particulars. If this difference is to be of any significance,
it seems unlikely that the capacity of thinking, even if ‘only’ practical,
could be reduced to a form of perception, however complex. Although
practical thinking no doubt requires perception, desire, and complex forms

 ‘What distinguishes rational animals from non-rational ones is simply that they
have more complex forms of perception and so more complex forms of imagination’
(Whiting, ‘Locomotive Soul’, ).
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of phantasia as necessary conditions, it is not reducible to perception, at
any rate not in the same way as desire and phantasia are. Phantasia and
non-rational desire are both explicitly defined with reference to perception
(DA . , a ff., and . , a–), whereas nothing of the sort is
said or implied about practical nous. It follows that practical nous, after all,
must contain at least one element which is separable in account from the
perceptive capacity, namely its noetic element, which means that it cannot
belong among the capacities of the ‘locomotive part’.

University of Hamburg
University of Zagreb
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