Introduction

In Part 2, Fargued that a number of tater Platonic dialogues, notably the Timaeus
and the Philebus, entich Platos psychological theory by adding a reasonably well
worked out conception of non-rational cognition that is cenired on the senses,
but not limited to what is presented in acts of sensc-perception. It crucially
incledes memory, which Plato conceives of as the preservation and re-enactment
of sensory impressions.

In Part 3, ] intend to show that Aristotle employs a somewhart more developed
version of this Platonic conception in attempting to account both for the motiva-
tion of non-human animals and for the non-rational forms of human motivation.
Like Plato, Aristotle operates with a rich conception of non-rational cognition
that involves sense-perception as well as the preservation and re-enactment of
sensory impressions. One significant Aristotelian addition is a theory of associa-
tions between sensory impressions, which clarifies how non-rational cognition
can involve the formation of complex and ordered sensory representations, as well
as the active occurrence of action-guiding representations that are suitable and
relevant to the animal’s, or person’s, current circumstances as these are grasped by
way of the senses. Like Plato, Aristotle operates with a conception of practical
rationality that is clear and defensible, though not, of course, uncontroversial.
One thing that he takes to be characteristic of practical rarionality is the grasp of
‘for the sake of’ relations, which include, but are not limited to, means—end
relations. This kind of grasp, he thinks, is a prerogative of reasoning creatures,
and of the rational parts or aspects of their souls. For Aristotle as for Plato,
means—end reasoning is always an exercise of reason.

It may be useful to state a number of commitments that are central to both Plato’s
and Aristotle’s psychological theories, as these emerge from the interpretations I am
presenting and arguing for. For Aristotle as for Plato, human motivation springs
from a number of different sources, only one of which incorporates the capacity
for reasoning. The cogpnition involved in the non-rational forms of motivation is
centred on the senses. One way in which sensory cognition is richer than it may
initially appear to be is that it includes the preservation and re-enactment of
sensory impressions. Moreover, it is a fact about the constitution of the human
soul that the intellect and the sensory system are integrated so that at [east some
acts of the intellect are accompanied by exercises of the sensory imagination in and
through which the subject envisages the objects of thought in a sensory mode.

This is not to say that there are no significant differences berween Plato’s and
Aristotle’s psychological theories. There are, and [ shall discuss some of thern in
the Conclusion. The task of Part 3 is to present and interprec Aristotle’s
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conception of non-rational mortivation, and of the cognition involved in such
motivation. As in Parts 1 and 2, my focus will be on appetitive motivation.

% The task of Chapters 8-10 is to lay out and defend a certain view about whar

f:}t} Aristotle takes the mental capacity that he calls phantasia to be, and what role he

i takes it o play in non-rational motivation. On thart view, phantasia is a capacity

“==" for sensory representation that enables the repTesentation of features and objects

of various kinds that are not currently perce;

ved by way of the senses. I shall argue
that Aristotle assigns to that capacity a prominent role in the production of behav-
iour, and in particular in the production

of purposive locomotion, because he
takes it to be able to do something thart perception cannot do, which is to put an

animal in cognitive contact with prospective situations. Such cognitive contact, [

shall argue, is required for the formation of desires that impel the animal in ques-

tion to engage in goal-directed locomotion, which is the particular form of animal

behaviour that is Aristotle’s central concern in his writin abour the motivation
gs

of animals. These writings are the De Motu Animaliun and De Anima 3.9-11.

Chapter 8 introduces the ‘chain of movers’ passage from chapter 8 of the De
Mo Animalivgm (702217~

19). That passage offers a picture of the production of
ich phantasia is given the role of ‘suitably preparing’
meant to shed light on why this role falls ro phantasia,
. what tasks are involved in playing it, and how phantasia can accomplish those
tasks. The chapter adds a number of preliminaries. It presents and briefly discusses
the evidence for thinking that Aristotle conceives of Phantasia as a cognitive
' capacity that enables both humans and non-human animals to apprehend objects.
of desire. It also reminds readers of Aristotle’s denial of reason to the brute
animals, of his interest in animal behaviour, and of his evident awareness of the
considerable cognitive powers exhibited in many forms of animal behaviour.
Chaprer 9 begins by noting two appearances. These in fact are commonly taken
~ at face value in the relevant secondary literature. The first of them is that, accord-
ing to the ‘chain of movers’ passage, forming a desire requires having some suitable
Phantasia. Secondly, Aristotle’s account of animal motivation in De Anima
3.10-11 commits him to the view that if an animal is capable of desire, it must be
capable, not only of perception, but also of Phantasia. On my own view, which
will not be fully stated until the end of Chapter 10, neither of these appeatances is

quite right. Nonetheless, I take both of them 1o contain important grains of truth,

In Chapter 10, I shall attempt to extract those grains of truth. Before this can be

done, however, it js necessary to get clear about what Aristotle is commirting him-
self to in the texts pinpointed by the two appearances just stated. In the context of
the “chain of movers passage, as well as in the entire discussion in De Animg
3.9-11, he is attempting to explain, no desire-formation or action-production in
general, but the rather more specific phenomenon of the production of purposive
movement from one place to another. Once this s duly taken into consideration
and all relevant rexts are interpreted accordingly, it becomes clear that what he
is committed to, so far as non-rational motivation is concerned, is not that
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Pphantasia is required for the formation of every desire, but that it is required for the
formation of desires that impel animals to engage in locomotion, It is specifically
this Aristotelian commitment that my interpretation is meant to explain. I begin
by identifying a cognitive rask that animals must accomplish if they are to form
desires that impel them to engage in locomotion. This s to apprehend prospective
situations. For example, if 2 lion is to form a desire to eat a stag that it sees
somewhere in its environment, it must in some way apprehend the prospect of
eating the stag, This, it should be clear, is not a task that perception by itself can
accomplish. A good part of Chapter 9 is meant to show that, given how Aristotle
conceives of phantasia, it can accomplish that task.

Chapter 9 sets out an interpretation that explains why Aristotle thinks that
some suitable phantasia is required for the formation of desires that impel animals
to engage in locomotion, taking it that, so far as non-rational motivation is
concerned, he is committed only to the view that phantasia is required for the
formation of such desires, rather than to the stronger view that it is required for
the formation of every desire. Chapter 10 completes my argument for thinking
that Aristotle is committed only to the weaker one of these two views about the
connection between desire and phansasia in non-rational motivation. It does so
by offering positive reasons for thinking that he does #o¢ take the view thar desire-
formation always requires some suitable exercise of phantasia, and that he is
committed to rejecting the view that every creature capable of desire must be capa-
ble of phantasia. The overall interpretation of Aristotle’s position that I shall
present and argue for also resolves two apparent contradictions in the De Anima,
one about phantasia and whether there could be animals that are incapable of it,
the other about self-movement and whether there are animals not capable of that.
On both counts, Aristotle’s answer is a clear and unqualified yes'.

Itis in Chapter 11 that I turn to Aristotle’s vetsion of the association of ideas.
The chaprer begins with the question of how he can think that the cognitive achieve:
ments involved in all forms of non-human anirmal behaviour can be adequately
explained just in terms of perception and phantasia. Chapters 11 and 12, it should
be noted, concentrate on non-human anjmal behaviour as exhibiting the clearest
and most straightforward case of non-rational motivation. They aim to bring out
a rich and interesting conception of non-rational cognition, in which phantasia
plays the main role. In Chapter 13, I shall take up the question of the extent to
which Aristotle takes that conception to be applicable to the motivation of
ordinarily developed, adult human beings.

It is plain, to Asistotle as well as to us, that raany kinds of non-human animals
exhibit purposive behaviour in ways that are highly sensitive to their current cir-
cumstances as they grasp them by way of their senses. Their behaviour tends to be
relevant and suitable to their circumstances. For example, a hungry and normally
developed lion that notices a stag in its environment will typically try to hunt it
down and eat it. If Aristotle thinks that such behaviour requires the occurrence of
suitable sensory representations by means of which the lion apprehends the
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prospect of eating the stag, he needs to explain why it is that non-
tend to have behaviour-guiding representations that are relevant
their circumstances. I shall argue that Aristotle’s conception o
enough to enable him to explain the occurrence of relevant sens
tions. What he calls the perceptual part of the soul,-1 shall suggest, is a system of
capacities centred on the capacity for sense-perception, which also includes the
capacity for phantasia. Moreover, 1 shall argue that he takes it to be part of the
functioning of that system of capacities that suitably constituted animals form
and maintain associations o connections between Sensory impressions, to the

effect that the active occurrence in the animal’s perceptual system of one specific
representation tends to ‘trigger’ the active occur

rence of some other specific repre-
sentation. My argument for this view for the most part consists of detailed texrual

analysis of a number of passages from the De Tnsompniis and the De Memoria
The De Insomniis contains

human animals
and suitable to
f sense is rich
ory representa-

a rather elaborate theory of sensory affections being
preserved in the perceptual apparatus of suitably constituted and conditioned
animals, Such affections are potentialities for sensory representations, and
Atistotle’s theory posits the existence of dispositions that obrain among them such
that sensory representations tend to follow one another in certain orderly ways, It
is, moreover, clear from Aristotle’s discussion that he takes the formation of such
dispositions to be part of the functioning of the perceptual part or aspect of
the soul.

Aristotle’s account of recollection in De Memoria 2 makes use of his theory of
ordered sequences of Sensory representations, and in doing so sheds light on the
questions of what sorts of connections or associations he envisages, and how he
thinks the dispositions that underlie them are formed and maintained. He envis-
ages associations of a number of different kinds, such as associations berween
things that are temporally or spatially proximate ro each other, and things thar are
simila, or opposite, to one another. And he thinks the underlying dispositions are
formed and maintained chiefly by habituation. I shall argue that Aristotle takes
the formation and maintenance of at least some such dispositions to be part of the
functioning of the perceptual system of suitably constituted animals. My
argument for this conclusion wil! be somewhat complicated, and will involve a

number of claims about how he conceives of recollecting, and about cerrain
aspects of his conception of memory. A full statement of my argument will there-
fore require analysis both of the discussion of remembering in De Memorig 1 and
of the subsequent remarks in De Memoria 2. The upshot of my argument will be
that it is part of Aristotle’s conception of sense thar the perceptual system of
suitably constituted animals can all by itself account, not only for acts of sense-
perception, but also for associating one thing with another, remembering things,

and being reminded by something of something else. Ifso, it should be clear thar,

so conceived of, the perceptual system can also account for the occurrence of

sensoty representations that are relevant and suitable to a perceiving subject’s
cutrent circumstances,
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In Chapters 8-11, phantasia will emerge as a powerful cognitive capacity that
can account for the occurrence of representations that are both indeterminately
complex and relevant to the subject’s current circumstances as grasped by way of
the senses. On that basis, it will be easy to see why Aristotle thinks that it is at least
for some purposes appropriate to treat phantasia as ‘thinking of a sort’ (De Anima
3.10, 433%9-12). One crucial point of contact between thought and phantasia is
that both can present prospective courses of action, and, in doing so, provide the
cognitive underpinnings needed for the formation of desires that impel animals to
engage in movement from one place to another. :

However, Aristotle plainly insists that phantasiz is different from thoughe, and
that none of the cognitive achievements of the brute animals counts as an act of
thought. Chapter 12 addresses the question of whether his denial of thoughr and
reason to the non-human animals is coherent and well-grounded. The chapter
begins with some clarificatory remarks, showing that, within Aristotle’s conceptual
framework, practical thought is reason’s cognitive contribution to the production
ofaction. To justify his denial of reason to the non-human animals, it is necessary
and sufficient to justify his denial of practical thought to them; and this is what
the chapter attempts to do. I shall provide a detailed picture of how Aristotle
conceives of practical thought. I shall then argue that practical thought, so
conceived of, includes a number of features that are nof part of the conception of
non-rational cognition to be described in Chaprers 8-11. The key point will be
that practical thought crucially includes the apprehension of ‘for the sake of” rela-
tions. I shall conclude on that basis that Aristotle has a viable distinction between
rational and non-tational forms of motivation. While his position invites ques-
tions of vatious sorts, and stands in need of development, it scerns that his denial
of reason to the brute animals is well-grounded and defensible.

In presenting and discussing Aristotle’s conception of non-rational cognition, I
shall for the most part concentrate on the cognitive resources that his psychological
theory makes available to non-human animals. I'shall do this in. order to arrive at a
maximally clear and straightforward Aristotelian conception of cognition which
does not involve, and is not affected -by, any distinctively rational resources.
Having worked out such a conception, 1 shall complete Part 3 by arguing, in
Chapter 13, that Aristotle takes a conception very much along these lines to be
applicable to the non-rational forms of human motivation. T shall argue that even
though it is part of his moral psychology thar all of a human being’s cognitive and
motivating conditions are rational in a way, this leaves intacr a clear sense in which
appetite and spirit are non-rational forms of motivation, and also a clear sense in
which at least some of the cognition involved in such motivation is non-rational,

I shall begin by discussing his outline account of the human soul in
Nicomachean Ethics 1.13. In that account, he says thar the part or aspect of the
soul that is the source of appetitive and spirited desires is rational in an extended
sense of the word. What being rational in this extended sense comes 1o is being
able to obey, or listen to, reason. Aristotle’s claim that the source of appetitive and
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spirited desires is rationa jn this sense, I shall SUggest, requires no more than thar
there are certain ways in which reason can influence and affect appetite and spirie—
for instance, by BETing occurrent non-rational desires to subside, or to grow less
intense. This may come about when reason redirects the petson’s atrention from,
say, the pleasure that seems imminent to some other Prospective pleasure, or to
SOme prospective pain. Aristotle does not have the Timgeys problem about the
possibility of communicatiog between reason and the lower parts or aspects of
the soul,! Pethaps taking his cue from the Philebus simile of the illustrated book,
he sees intellec and sense as integrated so thatall acts of the intellect are accompa-
nied by exercises of the Sensory imagination in and through which the subject
envisages the objects of thought in a sensory mode. As a result, his psychological
theory can easily explain how it is that thoughts of] $3Y, prospective pains or

Pleasures can 8°t a grip on the non-rationa] part or aspect of a person’s acrion-

t be non-rational, It is also designed to show thag Aristotle’s moral psychology
not only leaves roorm for, but in face requires, a conception of non-rationg]
cognition more or leags along the lines of the conception to be presented in
Chapters 8-11.

! For a brief statemen of that problem, see Introduction to Parr 2.
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Preliminaries

We have two discussions by Aristotle of what I shall call animal motivation—the
production, that is, of the kind of focomotion that is characteristic, not only of
human beings in particular, but of animals in general. It is clear from both of these
discussions, the De Motu Animalium and De Anima 3.9-11, that 2 capacity that
Aristotle calls phantasic—often translated as ‘imagination’’—plays a prominent
role in his account of animal motivation. He plainly takes animal motivation to
presuppose desire (8pefis). He appears to think, moreover, that desire, in turn,
presupposes phantasia. To see this, consider the following passage from the De
Moru Animalium (in what follows, the ‘chain of movers’ passage): ‘Affections suit-
ably prepare the organic parts, desire (3petis) [sc. suitably prepares] affections,
phantasia (sc. suitably prepares] desire; and phantasia arises through thought
(vénars) or through perception’ (De Mot Animalinm 8, 702217-19).2 It is clear,
furthermore, that phantasia, as Aristotle conceives of it, has a cognitive aspect.

esires aim at objects,? and so the desiring subject needs to have some form of
cognitive access to the object of desire. In other words, to desire is to desire
something, and desiring something (whatever it may be) involves being aware of
it, or anyhow representing it, as in some way attractive—for instance, as pleasant.
Phantasia is cogpitively rich enough to be able to account for an animal’s
awarcness of suitable objects as in some way attractiv@yThis is shown, for instance,
by a passage in De Anima 3.10, where Aristotle says that objects of desire move an
animal in virtue of a suitable thought or a suitable phantasia (ré vonbipas 4
pavracthijvay, 433°11-12).

! The conventional translation, as it happens, suits my interpretation remarkably well. One signi-
ficant shortcoming of using ‘imagination’ to denote the capacity in question is thar it may suggest it is
limited o wiswal representations or ‘visualizations’. The same, however, goes for the Greek term
pavragis, as Aristotle notes at De Anima 3.3, 429°2—4. A more serious shortcoming of ‘imagination’
as a mranslation of gavracia is that it cannot be used when the Greek word denotes, not a mentaf
capacity; but a product of its exercise—that is, a sensory representation. I shall in what follows use the
word phansasia to denote the capacity. I shall use the same word, and also (I regret 1o say) the plural
phantasiai, to refer to sensory representations. :

* My wranslations from the De Moru Animalium are indebted to Aristosles De Motu Animalium,
ed. and trans. M, Nussbaum (Princeton: Princeron University Press, 1978),

3 Cf. De Anima 3.10, 433%15-16: ‘every desire is for the sake of something: for the object of desire
is the starting point for the practical intellect.’” Most of my translations from the De Anima are, to
some degree or other, indebted to Aristoties De Anima; Books I and I, trans. D). W. Hamlyn
{Oxford: Oxdord University Press, 1968).
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Moreover, it should not be the case that Phantasia represents 1o animals jus:
anythingas being in some *way attractive. If non-human animals of some species or
other are to survive and live in the way characreristic of the species, it is not
enough for them to be equipped with 4 Capacity that represens any random thing
as artractive. They must have 4 capacity that by and large succeeds in representing
things as (say) pleasant thay in fact are pleasant 1o them—e.g. suitable sorts of
food. Thus a lior's Phantasia of something or other—say, a stag_5 pleasant will
tend to be about right: the stag typically will turn out to be pleasant to the lion
much as the phantasia in question promises it to be,

As is well known, Aristotle denies that the brutes have reason (Adyos).4 He
therefore cannot accoynt for the formarion of Phantasiai in non-human animals
in terms of reason and its fesources. Moreover, if rion-human animal phantasia
does indeed have 3 cognitive aspect, as one would naturally €xpect, the cognition
n question must, on Aristotle’s view, be in Some sense non-rational. Now it i

Among animals thar are wild and quadruped the deer s held to be an inzelligent
(ppoviyng) one, not least because it both gives birth alongside the roads (for the wild beasts
do not approach because of the humans) and, after giving birth, first ears the membrane.,
Also they run for the seseli and ear it before going back to thejr young, Furthes, she Jeads
the young 1o their lair, habituating (80{lovon) them to the Place where they should seck
refuge ... Further, the maje when it has grown far (and it does grow very fat during the fryi

catch. .. And when deer have been bitten bya venom-spider or something similay, they
collect crabs and eac them; this is held to make a drink rhat js good for man roo, but jr i
unpleasant, (Historia Animalium 8.5, 6 1215-b73)6

The behavioyr patterns that Aristotle s describing, in this Passage and in many
others like them, are fine examples of purposiveness in the animal kingdom. They
frequently seem to exhibit some form of Sensitiviry to means—end relations: seseli, or
hartwort, the herb said 1o be eaten by female deer after giving birth, is 4 medicinal

4 Aristode also denjes Aoyopés to the nron-human animalg see, for instance, D Arnima 3.10,
433*10-12; Metaphysics 1.1, 980b25_g, For present purpoges, | assume that, Aristotle uses the terms
Adyos and doyropés intcrdlangeably, a5 Plato seetns to do in the Republic. (Note the oceurrences of
both terms jn De Anima 3.10-11 and in Republic 4. Aoyuaps at DeAnima 433°12,24, 25 and 434°8;

> Lfollow Balme's restoration of the manuscript ordeting of books 7..9 of the Historia Animalum,
T also accept his defence of the authenticity of bool 8; see his Arictorls: History of Anitnals, Byops
7-10 (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press, 1991}, 1-13. :

¢ Translations from the Hﬁmn’aArzima[iam are as in Aristorfe: History of Animals, Books 7. d, ed.
and trans. D, M, Baline, with occasional modifications.
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herb chat was believed to soothe post-natal disorders. ‘Many other animals thac
are quadruped act intelligently to help themselves, he adds a little later, adducing
another striking report: ‘In Crete they say the wild goats when struck by arrows
look for dittany: this is believed to have the effect of expelling arrows in the body’
(Historia Animalium 8.5, 612*3-5). His general view is that some species of non-
human animals have a form of practical intelligence,” which they manifest by
exercising foresight for the sake of self-preservation.8 He holds that although the
brute animals cannot, strictly speaking, think, many of them are equipped with a
capacity that in some ways is like thinking (véno1s),? and that can, within lirhits,

—serve the same functions as thought (vols).'® That capacity is phantasia.
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It would be good to know how it is that phantasia is supposed to be like thil_-_ﬁ(iﬂg, :

and how far the functional equivalence of thought and phantasia is supposed

t o

go. It would also be good to know why Aristotle nonetheless insists on the djﬁgi:inc§ l
tion between thought and phantasia. Before we turn to these questions, however, -

it is worth indicating that he relies on phantasia,

not only in explaining o n, «:}

3

human ‘animal motivation, bur also in explaining the non-rational forms of °

human motivation. I shall in due course offer a detailed discussion of the roles of

perception and phantasia in Aristotle’s theory of human motivation.1! For now, a
somewhat rough-and-ready sketch may suffice; a number of significant details will

be filled in later,

In his discussion of animal motivation in De Anima 3.9-11, Aristotle distinguishes
between two kinds of phantasia: a rational or deliberative kind on the one hand
and a perceptual kind on the other: ‘Every phantasiz is either such as to involve
reasoning {Moyroruc) or perceptual (aiobyricd). In the latter, then, the other
animals share also’ (De Anima 3.10, 433b29_30). Perceptual phantasia is
conceived of so as not to involve reasotting (Aoywopds). As a result, it is, as he

-points out, available to ‘the other animals’ as well-by which he means the lower,

non-rational, animals. Now it is important to note that he does 7oz say that

human phantasia involves reasoning, whereas phantasia in non-human animals,

7 They are @pévepo: Metaphysics 1.1, 980°1-5. CF. Historia Animatium 8.1, 608°13-17. For a dis-

cussion of gpévmers in non-human animals, sce J.-I. Labartiere,
D. Devereux and B Peflegrin (eds.}, Biologie,
C. N.R. 8., 1990). Cf. R. Sorabji, Animal Mirds and Huma

Debare (London: Duckworth, 1993), 54-5.

‘De la phrenesis animale’, in

Lagigue ex Metaphysique chez Aristote (Patis: Editions du

n Morals: The Origins of the Western

8 See Nicomachean Fthics 6.7, 1141°26-8. Aristotle is reporting what people say; but the passages
referred 1o in the preceding footrote suggest that he endorses this opinion.
proposes that one might ‘take phanasiz w0 be like a kind

? At DeAnima 3.10, 433°9-10, Aristotle
of thinking (Jss vérqo‘r:v ‘rwu.)’. Cf. J.-L. Iabarriére,

chez Aristote’, Phronesis, 29 (1984), 201,

10 "We see that the mavers of the animal are thought (3udvore), perception

spirit, and apperite. And all of these can be
perception hold the same place as thoughs:

ways that have been stated elsewhere.” (De Mot Animalium 6, 7000

that my transtation is based on, see Ch. 9, n.

vation is specified in De Anima 3.10, 433°13-1

thought (vots) and desire, bue thought which reasons
fers from theoretical thought in respect of the goal.”

‘Imagination humaine et imagination animale

, phantasia, decision, wish,

reduced to thoughr (vets) and desire, For phantasia and

for all of these involve discernment,

while they differ in

17-22; for a defence of the text

19.) The aspect of thought (vots) that is relevant to moti-

5: “These two, then, are concerned with locomotion:
for the sake of something and is practical; it dif-

1t In Ch. 13.

7ot
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being merely perceptual, does not. What he says is rather that phantasia is either
rational or perceptual, and whereas o non-human animals share in perceptual
Phansasia, tational phantasia belongs to Teasoning creatures alone. As a result, fosh
forms of phantasia are available to humans,

Nor is it difficult to see why he makes perceptual phantasia available to humans
as well as to the brute animals. Consider his characterization of rational {or
deliberative, 434%7) phantasia. Tt occurs, he says,

in animals capable of reasoning: for the decision whether to do this or that is already a
task for reasoning; and one must measure by a single standard; for one puisues what is

supericr; hence one has the ability to make one out of many phantasiai (pavréopara).12
(De Anima 3.11, 434°7-10)

The passage is not as clear as one would wish it to be, and we shall return to it in a
short while.!3 For now it is sufficient to point out that the activity Aristotle is
describing is one that involves both phantasia and reasoning and that yields a rea-
soned assessment of what (given some standard) it is best to do in the circum-
stances in question, together with a Phanzasia which, 1 ke it represents the
favoured course of action in some appropriate way. If this activity vields a desire, as
one expects it might, the desire will depend either directly on the assessment of
what is best or on the Phantasiz that represents the favoured option. However,
since the content of the Phantasiz itself depends on the assessment, the desire will
in either case depend on it, whether directly or by way of the phantasia,

But not all desires—not even all human desires—are, on Aristotle’s view,
desires of this kind. His theory of motivation allows for des;

res which arise inde-
pendently of one’s thoughts about what it is best to do. Appetitive desires

(8miBupian) are the clearest case in point. These are desires for pleasure, or (better)
desires for something or other 25 pleasant. They flow simply from beliefs or repre-
sentations to the effect thar something or other is a source of pleasure. They can,
Aristotle thinks, motivate us to act nog only independently of, but even against,
our deliberations abour whar it is best to do.'* He characterizes apperitive and
spirited desires as non-rational (dAoyol dpétews), contrasting them with rational
desire (AoyLorer) dpetis).15

12 Asistotle is here using the word ¢dvranya to refer to senso
Late’ as phaneasizi, in accordance with my policy asstated in n, 1. B InCh. 9,p. 127,
' CE De Anima 3.10, 433%25-6: ‘Desire produces movement also against reasoning (hoyuapeds):
for appetitive desire (embup.io) is a kind of desire,” On the place of apperitive desire in Aristotle’s
moral psychology, see J. Cooper, ‘Reason, moral virrue, and moral value, in M. Frede and G. Striker

Iy representations, | therefore trans-

ogy, see G. Striker, ‘Emotions in context: Arisvotle’s treatment of

moral psychology’, in A. Rorty (ed.), Eisays on Aristorle: Rhetoric
Press, 1996), 286-8.
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As we have seen, he seems to think that forming a desire always involves havinga
phaniasia which represents (what is to be) the object of desire in some appropriate
way. We shall see in the next two chapters that this in fact is his view, except fora
qualification that does not affect the present point.16 Given that his psychological
theory allows for forms of human motivation that operate independently of
deliberation, he cannot consistently hold that human phantasia is in all cases
deliberative. For if it were, human motivation, dependent as it is on phantasia,
could not be independent of deliberation in the way Aristotle holds two of its

forms to be. He therefore needs to make the non-deliberative kind of phaniasia
available to humans; and in fact he does.

16 In Ch. 10, I shall argue that Aristode is committed only o 2 qualified version of the view
that desite requires phantasia. So far as non-rational motivation is concerned, 1 rake Aristotle to be
committed only to the view that desire requires phantasia if it is to lead 1o, and 10 support, the pro-
duction of locomotion—that is, the production of such forms of animal movement as walking, fiy-
ing, and swimming. Thar qualification, which will be introduced and motivated in the following two
chaprers, does not harm the current argument. Aristotle plainly takes it that human non-rational
desire can account for locomotion without deliberation being involved (see, e.g., De Animiz 3.10,
433958 Nicomachean Ethics 7.3, 1147°34-5). So, since human non-rational desire which accounts

- for locomotion requires phantasia, and since such desire can arise independently of deliberation,

humans must be capable of a kind of (desire-supporting) phansasia that does not involve deliberation.




Phantasia, Desire, and Locomotion

We saw in the preceding chapter that a number of

sions of animal motivation (in De Anima3.9-11 and in the De Moy Animalium)
suggest a close link between desire-formation and phantasia. Consider, for
instance, the ‘chain of movers passage: ‘Affections suitably prepare the organic
parts, desire (3pstus) [sc. suitably prepares] affections, Phantasia [sc. suitably pre-
pares] desire; and phansasiz arises through thought (vénars) or through percep-
tion’ (De Motu Animalium 8, 702°17—1 9. According to this passage, thought and
perception may be involved in some way or other in the producti
and in the formation of desire thar res '
perception is involved, phantasiz in an
obvious, either from the passage itse
intends any restriction on the scope of
at De Anima 3.10, 43327-30:

Passages in Aristotle’s discus-

on of movement,
ults in i but whether or not thought or

If or from its context, whether Aristotle
these claims. Some related claims are made

In general, then, a5 has been said, in so far as the animal is capable of desire,
ble of self-movement; and it is not capable of desire withour
sia is either rational or perceptual. In the latier, then,

so far is it capa-
phantasia. And every Phanta-
the other animals share also. 2

The passage seems to imply that if an animal is capable of desire, it cannot be the

case that it merely has (the capacity for) perception, without having (the capacity
for) phantasia.? Why should this be so? One answer, which may seem less than

lluminating, can be extracted from the ‘chain of movers’ passage: for perception
2 g petcep

{or, for that matter, thought) to yield a desire, some appropriate phantasia has to
be present which will ‘suitably prepare’ desire.4 :

! The context of the Ppassage makes clear that Aristote hag
Among other things, the account given in the p i

is thar ‘it is pretty much at the same time thata creature thi
something else irnpedes it (De Mot Animalium 8, 702151 7).

2 The translation is Hamlyn’, slightly adapted. In the next chapter,
different teanslation,

? For the possibility of an animal having perception withour having phantasia, see De Anima 3.3,
428°8-11; ¢f. 2.3, 415%811; f alsg Postertor Analytics 2.19, 99%36-100%]
4

account along these lines is offered in M. Nussbaum, Arésrotlet De Moty Animalium, Bssay
5: “The role of phansasiz in Aistotle’s explanations of actior’. Nussbaum thinks Aristorle is commi

ted to the view that ‘phansasiz is 2 necessary condition for desire’ (221, 234). She atempts to explain
this by relying on the idea thar o be moved to action an anima] has to become aware of something

{shall propose a significandy
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The passage that follows immediately (De Anima 3.11, 433*31—434°5) might
seem to corroborate the view that if an animal is capable of desire, it canno,
according to Aristotle, be the case that it merely has perception, without having
phantasia. In that passage, he is discussing the question whether certain imperfect
animals have phantasia. He says that these animals have perception, albeit by
ouch only. This, incidentally, makes it plain that he takes perception to be a
different capacity from the relevant kind of phentasia—perceptual phantasia, that
is, as opposed to rational phantasia, the prerogative of animals capable of reason-
ing. For although imperfect animals have perception (by touch), it remains an
open question whether they have (perceptual) phansasia. Since they have appetite,
a Form of desire, one might expect, in view of the claim made at 3.10, 433*27-9,
that they have phantasia, too. In fact, Aristotle does not disappoint that expectation,
suggesting that the creatures in question have phantasia in an indeterminate way:6
‘How could they have phantasia? Shall we say that just as they move indeterminately,
so also they have these things [sc. phantasia and appetite],” but indeterminately?’
(De Anima 3.11, 434%4--5). It may seemn tempting to think that Aristotle s, in the

gua what-it-is-called; he has to see the man as a man, not just as pale’ (239). Itis the role of phansasia,
then, to enable the animal 1o pick things out under the appropriate substance terms. However, there
is, a5 . Everson has pointed out, no good season to think thar motivation requires the identification
of something or other as falling under some substance term: ‘I may well reach out for, or chew some-
thing, simply in virtue of its being, say, ted or sweet, withour any awareness at all of what that object is
apart from its having that property’ (S. Everson, Aristotle on Perception (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1997), 164).

s Contra Bverson, Aristotle on Perception, 184, n. 103: his view is that when Atistotle introduces
perceptual phantasia av De Anima 3.10, 433*28-30, ‘this must be taken to be referring to perception’.
& Contra M. Wedin, Mind and Imagination in Aristotle (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press,
1988), 41: ‘Apparently ready o grant them [sc. the imperfect animals mentioned at 433"31-434°5)
pains and pleastires and, thus, perhaps even wants {epizhumian), Aristode hesitates over imagination.
Perhaps, he suggests, they have no imagination, but are moved only indeterminately [kineitai asristos]
or have pains, pleasures and wants only indetetminately.” Wedin's construal of the argument relies on
the assumption that, on Aristoele’s view, the relevant animals are not capable of desire (3pefis). In fact
this assumption is spelled out in n. 20, 41; “Notice thart Aristotle carefully avoids saying they have
desire [orexis]. In thar case, as 433279 asserts, they would have imagination and be capable of
action.’ Tt should, however, be perfectly clear that appetite (&mfup i} is, on Aristotle’s view, one of the
three species of desire (8pefis). Thus being capable of appetite is precisely one way of being capable of
desire. See De Anima 2.3, 414°1-6. (Cf. als0 2.2, 413°21—4; 3.9, 432°3-7; 3.10, 433°25-6; De Moru
Animalinm 6, 700%22; Eudemian Ethics 2.7, 1223*26-7.) Cf. C. Freeland, ‘Asistotle on perception,
“appetition, and self-motion’, in M. Gill and J. Lennox (eds.), Self-Motion: From Aristotle to Newton
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 50, n. 31: ‘Since the lower-level animals possess only
primitive sensory capacities and have no capacity for self-motion, Aristote himself wonders whether
they have imagination (De an. 1111}, He writes that though the lowest animals may have appetite
(epithumia), they do not have desire (orexis), for they have no images.” However, in the passage
Freeland refers to, Aristotle states explicitly that the animals he has in mind move, albeit indetermi-
nartely (434%4, cf. 433%31). Since he evidently appeals to desire and phantasia to account for this
movement, the movement in question must be self-movement. Sa it is a mistake to think that the rele-
vant creatures {on Aristode’s view) lack the capacity for self-motian. Furthermore, Aristotle plainly
does nerwrite that the relevant kinds of animal do not have desire, nor that they lack phaniasia.
7 Pace Wedin, Mind and Imagination, 41, and Freeland, ‘Aristotle on perceptiony’, 50, n. 31, the ref-
erence of ‘these things’ (+air") at 434°5 certainly includes phantasia, back in line 4; since it is plural, it
should also refer to appetitive desize in line 3, and possibly to pain and pleasure as well.
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present chaprers, revising an earier claim, namely that one way in which
phantasia and perception can be scen to be distinct is that perception is invariably
present to animals of all kinds, while Phantasia is not (De Anima 3.3, 42828-11).
He thinks thar ali animals, having perception, also feel pleasure and pain; and he
seems to think that he can infer from this that they also experience appetitive desire.8
So if desire in fact tequires phantasia, as it seems to do according to De Animy
3.10-11, then it turns out thar animals of all kinds must have phantzsiz.9

There is a complication that should at least be noted |

object of desire, 5o as to be moved, or 1o engage in movement, |
For instance, he says that the object of desire moves

So one might take it to be Aristotles view that in some episodes of moveme
production the object of desire is apprehended, not by phantasia, bu by thought.
One might then think thar Pphantasia need not, according to Aristotle, be involved
in every episode of movement-production, on the grounds that whatever phantasia
may do in the production of fnovement can also be done by thought. It would,
however, be rash to assume that in cases in which thought rouses an anjmal to move
from one place to another, phantasia is not, on Aristotle’s view, involved in the pro-
duction of that movement, This is not the place fora detailed discussion of the roles
of phantasia in Aristode’s conception of rational motivation. Nonetheless, it may
be worthwhile and hel pful to offera few comments on the topic.

There are several passages in Aristotle’s psychological writings which make it
clear that, on his view, human the ught in general does not function indepen-
dently of phansasiz-10 according to the most succincr statement of this view, ‘the

# For the claim that all animals have pleasure, pain, and appetite, see De Anima 2.3, 414°3-6; cf
2.2,413%21-4,

? Note the interpretation offered by Themistius, 122, 5-14: "How do these animals [sc. e.g. fiies
and wotims, line 6] desire, wichout phantasia, which we said they do not have? Pain and pleasure can
be seen to be in such animals; but where there is pleasure, by all mea

ns there is also appetite
{(Fmbupia); and where there is apperite, by all means there is also desire (3pstis); and where there is
desire, there is also Phantasia; but the previous account denied phantasiz to such animals. Shall we sa
thar as they miove indererminarely, so also they engage in phantasia (povréleras) indeterminarely? So
that they have phantasiz, but in an inarticulate and confised form, just as they have petception: for
perception too they have in an incomplete and indeterminage form. {et this question then be investi-
gated and resolved in this way. Cf. D. Frede, “The cognitive role of phantasiz in Aristotle’, in
M. Nussbaum and A. Rorty (eds.), Bssays on Aristorles De Anima (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1992), 281; and V. Caston, “Why Aristotle needs imagination’, Phronesis, 41 ( 1996}, 23, n. 9,

19 It is not, however, part of Arisvotle’s psychological theory thar thought quite generally involves
Phantasia. He wants 1o say thar there are beings which think without being capable of Phantasia, for
instance the prime mover (sec e. g Metaphysics A 7, 1072%19-21), Whar he seems ro think, then, is
that the involvement of bhantasia in thinking is not a fearure of thoughe quite generally, but of the
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soul never thinks without a phantasia (pévracpa)’ (De Anima 3.7, 431*16-17).11
It is, unfortutiately, far from clear whart Aristotle rakes phantasia to contribure to
human thought in general, and why he thinks some contribution from phantasia
is required for any thought. However, a De Anima passage at which we have
already taken a brief look suggests a relatively derailed view of how he takes
phantasia o be involved specifically in practical reasoning:

Deliberative phantasia occurs in animals capable of reasoning; for the decision whether to
do this or that is already a task for reasoning; and one must measure by a single standard;
for one pursues what is superior; hence one has the ability to make one out of many
phantasiai.  (De Anima3.11, 434°7-10)

The passage suggests that there are at least two ways in which phantasia is involved
in practical reasoning. First, the ‘many phantasias mentioned in the last clause are
involved in the subject’s thinking about a number of alternative courses of action, in
the process of reaching a decision ‘whether to do this or that’. Presumably the
thought is that phantasiai support the subject’s activity of concretely envisaging
candidare courses of action. Moreover, phantasia seems to play a further role when
a person arrives at a decision to do one thing in preference to another on the basis
of deliberation. This seems to involve the production (woueiv) of ‘one out of many
phantasiai’. The thought would seem to be thar rational motivation tends to
involve, not only a decision to prefer one course of action over others, bur also the
formation of a phantasia that represents in an integrated way both the favoured
course of action and others that were thought worthy of consideration. However
that may be, it is in any case clear, from the passages we have just now looked ar,
that Aristotle takes phanzasia to be involved, and involved in more ways than one,
when someone is roused by thought 1o move from one place to another.

I return to non-rationa! motivation. We have noted the following appearances
that may arise from Aristotle’s discussions of animal motivation.

(1) According to the ‘chain of movers’ passage, forming a desire requires having
some suitable phanzasia.

{2) The discussion at De Anima 3.10-11, 4_33]’27-434“5, commits Aristotle to
the following view: if an animal is capable of desire, it must be capable, not
only of perception, but of phantasia as well.

An interpretation of Aristotle’s conception of animal motivation should aim to
accommodate or at least explain these appearances. In this chapter and the next, I
shall actempt to do precisely that.

occurrence of thought in mortal or perishable beings. It may be relevant thar Arstode in the
De Anima occasionally restricts the validity of claims to mortal or perishable beings: for instance, at
De Anima 2.2, 41532 and at 2.3, 4159.

11 Cf De Anima 3.7, 431%2--3; 3.8, 432°3—10; De Memoria 449°30—450%9. For a discussion of
these passages and their relevance to action contexts, of. Wedin, Mind and Imagination, 109-113.
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It should be noted right away thar Aristotle does not offer a discussion that
clarifies fully or satisfactorily just what role, or roles, phantasia is supposed to play
in the formation of desire and production of movement, whether or not thought
is involved.12 As a result, any interpretation that attempts to clarify Aristotle’s
conception must, at some point, resort to speculation. Fortunately, there is a good
deal of relevant material that can guide and constrain such speculation,

A few general rematks may be helpful. T begin with a point that may appear
tivial, but that nonetheless seems to me both important and easy to miss.
Atistotle’s topic in his discussions of animal motivation, (in De Anima 3.9-11 and
in the De Moty Animalium) is, not the formation of desire quite generally, nor the
production of action or behaviour in general,!3 but the production of animal
locomotion. This is made very clear in De Anina 3.9, which begins with Aristotle

announcing that he has now completed his account of the soul’s discernment-
involving capacities, perception and thought, and is about to turn to the capacity
for locomotion (43221 5-18).1 In the course of the same chapter, he makes it
plain that he conceives of animal locomotion as always being for the sake of some-
thing (&vewcd rov, 432°13-17). In other words, in writing of animal locomotion
Aristotle has in mind goal-directed locomotion.
We might compare the following programmatic statement at the beginning of
the De Moru Animalium: ‘But now we must consider in general the common expla-
nation for moving with any kind of movement (for some animals move by flying,
some by swimming, some by walking, some in other comparable ways)’ (De Mot
Animalium 1, 698°4-7). And as in the related discussion in De Anima 3.9-1 1, also
in the De Moru Animalinm Aristotle conceives of animal locomotion as being goal-
directed: ‘All animals effect movement and are moved for the sake of something, so
that this is the limic (+épas) to all their movement: the thing for the sake of which
{76 o fvexa) (De Motu Animalium 6, 70141 5-16). In the two discussions of anjmal
motivation that we are concerned with, then, Aristotle is discussing the formation of
desire as part of a larger context which deals with goal-directed animal locomotion,
What he has to say, in that larger context, about the formation of desire may not be
meant to apply to all cases of desire-formation. It may be meant to apply only to the
formation of desires that impel an animal to engage in locomotion—for instance, a
hungry lion’s desire to eata stag that it has just spotted somewhere at some distance
in its environment.15 ] shall return to this point in the next chapter.
12 Cf. M. Schofield, ‘Aristotle on the immagination’,

in M, Nussbaum and A, Rortey (eds.), Esays on
Aristorlet De Anima, 260, n. 35: Aristotle’s whole trearment of phantasizin the non-rational animals
is puzzling.’

' Note the pervasive assumption in Nussbauns book on the De Motu Animaliwm that Aristode’s
topic in De Anima 3.9-11 and in the De Morw is how and why it is that animals are moved o act, or
moved to action. ’

14 Cf. the programmatic statement ar De Anima 1.2, 403%24-8: “The beginning of our enquiry is
to present what are most of all thoughr to be the narural attributes of soul. The ensouled is thought
most of all to differ from the unensouled in two respects, movement and perceiving. Roughly speak-
ing, these two points about the soul have been handed down to us by our predecessors.’

1% Cf. Nicomachean Ethics 3.10, 11 1820-3.
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In the remainder of the present chapter, I shall first attempt to identify a
cognitive task that animals must perform if they are to engage in goal-directed
locomotion. I shall then offer reasons for thinking that, within Aristotle’s psycho-
logical theory, it is specifically the capacity for phanzasia that accomplishes that
task for subjects that either are unequipped with the resources of reason or at the
time fail to employ those resources appropriately.

We should begin by attending to a number of features of Aristotle’s general
discussion, in De Moty Animalium 6, of animal locomotion:

all animals effect movement and move themselves for the sake of something, so that this is
the limit to all their movement: the thing for the sake of which (78 o8 &vexa) . . . So that the
object of desire and thought is the first mover; not every object of thought, but the goal
{rédos) of things that can be done. Therefore the mover is 2 good of this kind, but not every
good; for it is a mover in so far as something else is for the sake of it, and in so far as it is the
goal of things that are for the sake of something else. And it is necessary to suppose thatalso
the apparent good holds the place of the good {éya86v), and also the pleasant: for it is an
apparent good.  (De Mot Animalium 6, 700015-29)

The identification of the goal (té)os), the ‘thing for the sake of whick’ (& of
£vexa), and the good (d&yadév) is introduced in Physics 2, in the contexr of a dis-
cussion of the final cause. It might be useful briefly to have a look at the discussion
in Physics 2, so as to see what Aristotle has in mind when he mentions goals, or
‘things for the sake of which’. Here is how he introduces the final cause:

Again, [sc. something is called a cause] in the sense of the goal (76 TEhos): this is the thing
for the sake of which (+3 of &exa), as health is thar for the sake of which there is walking
about. “Why is he walking about?” We say: In order to be healthy.” And having said that,
we think that we have given the cause.  (Physics 2.3, 194832-5)16 :

In general, a goal or thing for the sake of which is something that can be achieved
or attained—for instance, the well balanced state of an organism or 2 worthwhile
activity.!” In cases of agency, someone does something or other for the sake of 2
goal (for instance, being healthy), and in this case the goal is a project or purpose
that she wants to achieve.?® The goal the person in question wants to achieve,
Aristotle thinks, accounts for why she does whatever she does, if indeed she does
what she does for the sake of the goal. For instance, Jones’ purpose of being
healthy accounts for his walking about, if it is the case that he is walking about for

16 Cf. Physics 2.3, 195°23-6, for the identificarion of the good {rd dyoBéy) with the goal
{(7édog).

17 For more detailed analysis, see D. Charles, “Teleological causation in the Physics’, in L. Judson
(ed.), Aristorles Physics: A Collection of Essays (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991}, esp. 101-11.

18 For the notion that goals are things to be achieved, of, Physics 2.6, 197°22- 6: ‘[the expression “in
vain®] is used when the thing for the sake of which does not come about through the thing which is
for its sake——for instance, if walking is for the sake of emptying the bowels, and if emptying of the
bowels daes not follow after walking, we say that we walked in vain, and that the walking was in vain.
For tha is “in vain”; whenever something which is naturally for the sake of something else does not
achieve (mepaivew) that for the sake of which it is.’
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the sake of health. Both in De Animz 3.9-11 and in the De Motu Animalium,

Aristotle applies this style of account to the production of animal locomotion.
| The animal’s goal, according to De Mot Animalium 6, is an object of thought
: (BiavonTév), a good of a certain kind, or an apparent good—for instance, some-
j thing pleasant. This of course raises the question: what about animals that lack the
1 capacity for thought (814voia)? Given that Aristorle is evidently meaning to offera
general discussion of animal locomotion (cf. De Motu Animalium 1, 69834-7), he
¢ had better have an answer to that question. And of course he does: he has said
B already that non-intellectual capacities (perception and phantasiz) ‘hold the same
1 Ili place’swithin his explanatory framework, as the capacity for thought (voi):

We see that the movers of the animal are thoughs, perception, phantasia, decision, wish,
\ spirit, and appetite.!” And all of these can be reduced m thought (vots) and desire. For
\ ¥ phantasia and perception hold the same place as thoughe: for all of these involve discern-

ment (kperucd), while they differ in ways that have been stated elsewhere, (De Moru
Animatium 6, 700¥17-22)

We may take it, then, that when Aristotle goes on to refer to the animal’s goal as an
object of thought (Suavontéw), this is a shorthand expression for the idea that the
animal’s goal is something it picks out in virtue of some discernment-involving
capacity or other, the relevant capacities being thought, perception, and phantasia.
There is good reason to think, then, that Aristotle is meaning to account for the
locomotion of animals by appealing to purposes that they want to achieve, His Iist
of animal movers includes, not only thought, but also other discernment-involving
capacities, namely perception and phantasia. By including discernment-involving
—.. Capacities other than thought, he makes available cognitive resources that non-
human animals can rely on in forming purposes. Given that it is animal
locomotion that he is fueaning to explain, he must have in mind the formation of

S

Pl

N

12 1 follow Torraca’s De Moru Animalium edition in reading the full list of movers found in the
group of manuscripts Nussbaum refers ro as the by sub-family; cf. also J. Barnes’ review of Nussbaurm’s
edition in Classical Review, 30 (1980), 224-5. Nussbaum'’s edition follows the other manuscripts,
which mention neither perception at 70017 nor spirited desire in line 18. However, if perception
and spirited desire are not included in the list, it is hard to see why they show up in lines 20 and 22, If,
on the other hand, they are induded, we can read 19-23 as clarifying how the movers mentioned in
the list are related to thought and desire: Phantasia and perception, being discernment-involving
capaciries, can (within appropriare limits) occupy the same place as thought in Aristotle’s explanatory
frameworlk; wish, spirit, and appetite are the forms of desire; and decision involves hoth thought and
desire. Nussbaum defends the shorter list in “The “common explanation” of animal motion’, in
£ Moraux and ], Wiesner (eds.), Zweifelhafies im Corpus Aristotelicum (Berlin: Walter de Gruyrer,
1983}. The other members of the & family, she points out, agree with all of the 2 family in offering
the shorter list; and it is improbable that the same shortening of the kst should independendy
have occurred twice or several times over. However, the £, group evidently has a number of superior
teadings—which are accepted by Nussbaum —where all members of 4 and several other members of
barcin agreement in offering the same inferior reading: 700°8; 701°19; 702°20; cf. also 700226, It is,
Tchink, difficutt to account for this fact without assuning that the members of 4, are influenced bya
source that is independent of the archetype common to 2 and . Once this assumption is in place,

however, there is no good reason norto add b,'s clearly supetior list of movers to the list of bys readings
thar seem to draw on that independent tradition. o
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purposes that motivate animals to engage in locomotion, as when a lion forms the
purpose of eating a stag that it sees somewhere in its environment. Forming such pur-
poses always, or at least typically, involves accomplishing the cognitive task of envis

;e

aging a prospective situation, one that does not currently obtain and that may, as a@%}

matter of fact, never come to obtain. I shall refer to this task as envisaging prospects.? -

Tt should be acknowledged at once that, unfortunately, Aristotle does not say, in
the De Motu Animalium or anywhere else, that animal locomotion always or
typically involves envisaging prospects, or that animals can envisage prospects in
virtue of having the discernment-involving capacities of perception and phanta-
sia. He may well think, I suggest, that this goes without saying, perhaps relying on
the Philebus discussions of desire and anticipatory pleasure.?! There is, however,
a relevant and valuable passage in the Nicomachean Ethics, where Atistotle plainly
does attribute the ability to envisage prospects to non-human animals, not

- directly in connection with purposive locomotion and desire-formation, but,

rather intriguingly; in connection with pleasures of anticipation. In Nicomachean
Ethics 3.10, his task is to identify the sorts of pleasure that the virtue of temper-
ance and the vice of self-indulgence are concerned with. These are, he says, ‘the
kind of pleasures that the other animals share in, which therefore appear slavish
and brutish; these are [sc. the pleasures to do with] touch and taste’ (Nicomachean
Ethics 3.10, 1118°23—6).22 He holds that sights, sounds, and smells are at best
incidental sources of pleasure to the brute animals:

Nor is there in non-human animals any pleasure connected with these senses [sc. sight,
hearing, smell], except incidentally. For dogs do not take pleasure in the scent ofhares, but
in the eating of themn, but the scent told them thar the hares were there; nor does the lion
take pleasure in the lowing of the ox, but in eating i, buc it perceived by the lowing that the
ox was near, and it appears to take pleasure in the lowing; and similarly what pleascs the
lion is not the sight of ‘ stag or 2 wild goat’, bur that he is going to get 2 meal.
{ Nicomachean Ethies 3.10, 1118*18-23)

He acceprs that animals like dogs and lions may show signs of pleasure, and in fact
may experience pleasure, when they see, hear, ot smell suitable things located in
their environment—for instance, hares, oxen, stags, or wild goats. But he insists
that in such cases they take pleasure, not in the relevant sights, sounds, and smells,
but in the prospect of eating. The lion is pleased right away when it sces a stag,

20 Could there be locomotion-effecting purposes that do not involve the apprehension of a

prospect? Pechaps: your recoiling from the oven when you inadvertently put your hand on a hot
may be driven simply by your aversion to an intensely painful experience, without any appre-

hension of a prospect being involved or required in addition; and it may be appropriate to say that
your locomotion has a purpose, which is to avoid or stop the painful experience, However, this is
hardly a standard or typical example of purposive locomotion. Morcover, it plainly does not providea
model that could serve to explain the variety of forms of animal motivation.

21 See Chapter 7, pp. 102—4.

22 Translations from the Nicomachean. Ethics are indebted ro those in J. Barnes {ed.), The Complete
Warks of Aristotle (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), as well as 1o C. Rowe’s translation in
S. Broadic and C. Rowe, Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics {Qxford: Oxford University Press, 2002).
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132 Phantasia and Non-rational Desirg in Aristotle

before it hunts it down and gets its teeth into ir.23 What pleases ir, though, is not
the look of the stag, Aristotle thinks, but the prospect of making a meal of it.

thing that gives the lion pleasute. It seems safe to assume that if a lion envisages
such a prospect and is pleased by it, it will also be motivated to hunt down the
stag, 50 as 1o get its teeth into it. In other words, the lion will want to ear the stag,
and it will engage in vigorous locomotion for the sake of this goal. What I am
suggesting is simply that Aristotle recognizes, and in fact takes it to go without
saying, that the purposive locomotion of animals involves and requires envisaging
prospects like the one that pleases the lion in the example.

Now, envisaging prospects is, of course, a task that perception by itself cannot
account for—even on Aristotle’s notion of perception, which, as is well known, is

Qrema:kably generous. “By perception’, he remarks in the De Memoria et

Reminiscentia (449°13-15), ‘we apprehend (yvespifopev) neither what is future
nor what is past, but only wha is present.” Creatures endowed with perception,
bur no other cognitive capacity, could apprehend perceptibles presently locared in
their environment, but could not envisage prospects. It may come as a surprise,
but there is in fact reason to think that, on Aristotle’s view, there are such animais.
Consider the following passage from the last chapter of the Posterior Analytics:

Given that perception is in them, in some animals the sensory impression persists
percep Ty imp
{8yyiyverar pov) Tob atoBiparos), in others it does nor. If it does not, then the animal has

The passage suggests that Aristotle takes the view that there are animal species
whose members can apprehend nothing other than perceptibles presently located

locomotion. This, however, may be just as it should be: some kinds of animals,’

after all, are stationary. They lack the capacity for purposive locomotion.?s I shal
turn to them in the next chaprer.- '

% The Homeric passage to which Aristotle is alluding in lines 223 is well chosen. In that passage
Menelaus, who is delighted to see Paris, is compared to 2 hungry lion who has come across the carcass
of a stag or 2 wild goat. Menelaus has just seen Paris, and is pleased alteady; likewise, the lion has just
come actoss the carcass, and is pleased already. The Homeric Passage runs as follows: ‘Menelaus saw
Paris thus stride our before the ranks, and was pleased as a hungry lion that lights on the carcass of

stag or a wild goat, and devours it there and then, though dogs and youths set upon him. Bven thus
was Menelaus pleased when his eyes caughe sight of Paris, for he deemed thar now he should be
revenged’ (Hiad 3, 21-9, based on Samuel Butler’s ranslarion).

24 Cf. Plaro, Philebus 21 C 1-8, on certain creatures of the sea (for instance, testaceans) which
have perception, but rerain no memory of any kind. Interestingly, Alexander of. Aphrodisias mentions
testaceans as animals which (like all animals) have perception, but lack phantasia (De Anima 67,2-3).

% See, for instance, De Anima 3.9, 432°19-21: ‘For there are many animals that have perceprion,
but are stationary {péwsa) and unmoving throughour. their lives {d« yre Sut téhovs).’ CF De
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i Thaveargued thatifan animal’s purpose is to motivate it to engage in locomotion,
i forming that purpose will, at least typically, involve envisaging a prospect. So far as
 rational motivation is concerned, the purpose in question is an object of thought.

. There is nothing mysterious about a thinking subject’s ability to envisage

sitvations that do not currently obtain: thought ranges freely over past, present,
and future, and over what is actual as well as what is merely possible. Non-human
animals, by contrast, are not in a position to avail themselves of the capacity for
thought, so as to form purposes that may motivate them to engage in locomotion.
Moreover, even human behavious, Aristotle holds, is not always guided by
thought. At the same time, he indicates that, within his explanatory framework,
perception and phantasia ‘hold the same place’ as thought. This means, I assume,
that perception and phantasia can, within appropriate limits, serve the same
functions as thought. So we expect that while rational subjects can rely on thought
in framing goals for action, non-rational subjects, and rational subjects who fail to
make suitable use of the capacity for thought, are limited to perception and phan-

tasia in forming whatever purposes they may form. Accordingly, we expect that
perception and phantasia, jointly or individually, are cognitively powerful enough
to enable subjects to form purposes that, if all goes well, get the animal in question-
to fly, swim, run, or otherwise travel from one place to another. Forming such

purposes, however, is a task that perception by itself cannot accomplish. I shall

now argue that phantasiz can.2

In Posterior Analysics 2.19, as we have seen already, Aristotle distinguishes

between animals that have perception without being able to rerain sensory
impressions, and animals that, apart from having perception, also have the

capacity for retaining sensory impressions.?” This distinction made, he says thar

animals that lack retention have no cognition apart from perceiving, either in

general or with regard to the items that they do not tetain. This suggests clearly

and strongly that animals that have the capacity for retention have cognition apart

from perceiving. It is reasonable to assume, then, that, on Aristotle’s view, animals

capable of retention can apprehend appropriate sorts of things thar they do not at

present perceive, provided that they retain suitable sensory impressions.

It is, moreover, clear that the capacity for phaniasia, as Aristotle conceives of it,

involves the capacity for retaining sensory impressions. He thinks of phantasiai as
changes or affections (kwiosts) that occur as a result of the activity of perception,

Anima 2.2, £13%2—4: for also living things which do not move or change in respecr of place, but have
perception, we call animals’; De Anima 2.3, £414°14-17: ‘let this much be said, that those living things
which have the sense of touch also have desite. As for phantasia, we have not yet achieved clarity, and
we must look into this later. Some animals, in addition to these [sc. capacities], also have the capacity
for locomotion’; Physies 8.7, 261%15-7; Parts of Animals 4.7, 683°9--10: ‘Some species of testaceans
are absolutely unmoving (&« ima wépmes), and others nor quite but nearly so.’

%6 In Ch. 11, I shall supplement the present chapter’s argument by discussing the interaction

between perception and phantasia in enabling the formation of desires that are sensitive and suitable
to the subject’s situation-specific circumstances,

¥ jovt) To alabijparos, 99°36-7; alobopdvars Exew Ere v o] Poydi, 99°39-10041.
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and he takes such changes both to occur simultaneously with the activity of
perception, and to be retained beyond the relevant episode of perceptual
activity.28 Phantasiaiare like perceptions, Aristotle says, and they are able to persist
(Sppévew, De Anima 3.3, 429°4) beyond the activity of perception.2®

On the basis of Posterior Analytics 2.19, then, we may assume that, on Aristotle’s
view, animals that have the capacity for retaining sensory impressions can
apprehend appropriate items thar they cannot currently see, hear, or otherwise
petceive, provided that they retain suitable sensory impressions. We can now add
asecond point, namely thar the capacity for phantasiain fact involves the capacity
for retaining sensory impressions. These twao views, taken together, suggest a cog-
nitive role for phantasia. Animals thar are capable of phantasia have cognition
apart from perceiving: they can apprehend appropriate items that they do not
currently perceive by way of their senses, provided that they retain suitable sensoty
impressions. :

A number of passages in the De Mot Animalium corroborate the view that
phantasia, as Aristotle conceives of it, enables subjects to apprehend appropriate
items that are not currently present to their senses. Here is one:

In the animal the same part can become larger and smaller and change its shape, as the
parts expand on account of heat and contract again on account of cooling, and undergo
qualitative changes. Qualitative changes are produced by phantasiai, perceptions, and
thoughts. For perceptions are at once a kind of qualitative change, and phantasiaand thought
have the power of the acrual things: for in a way the form, apprehended by thought, of
something hot, cold, pleasant, or terrible happens to be such as each of the things
themselves, and this is why we shudder and are agitated just thinking of something, All
these are affections and qualitative changes.  (De Mot Animalium 7, 7011’1 3-22)

Aristotle takes it that phentasiai, perceptions, and thoughts are capable of bring-
ing about qualitative changes in parts of the body which may result in large-scale
changes like blushing, pallor, shuddering, trembling, and the like. He is remark- ‘
ably brief about why perceptions can bring about such qualitative changes:
perceptions, he says, are already qualitative changes of a kind, and he seems to
think that once this is understood, there is no difficulty in secing how they can

% According to De Anima 3.3, 428°25-30, Phantasia with respece ro proper sensibles is true while
perception is present, phantasiai with respect to common and accidental sensibles may be false {which
suggests that they may also be true}, both while perception is present and while it is absent (xal [sc. i
aioboews] mapodons kel drrodos).

# For the connection between phantasiz and the retention of sensory impressions, see also De
Anima 1.4, 408°15-18, where Aristotle says that recollection is a change or motion thar issues from
the soul and extends 1o the ‘changes’ o ‘states of rest’ (jeovds) in the sense-organs. In the De Memoria,
Aristotle picks out changes of this kind by using the term phantasia (pivraoua, 450°10-11), and
likens them to paintings (olov Larpplypmud T, 450°29-30) and imprnts (olov 7émov Twé, 450731).
Note moreover De Anima 3.2, 425524-5, with discussion in J. Freudenthal, Jber den Begriff des
Wortes phantasia bei Aristoeles (Gotringen: Rente, 1863), 6-8. Aristorle’s discussion of dreaming is
another context in which he makes explanatary use of the retention of sensory impressions: see De
Insomniis 2, 459*24-8 and 460°32-3,
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bring about changes of the relevant kind in parts of the body.® The ability of
phantasiai and thoughts to bring about such changes seems to stand in need of

. more explanation than perception’s ability to do so. In providing this explanation,

Aristotle relies on the idea that phantasia and thinking reproduce, or retain, some-
thing of the character of their objects. Thinking of yesterday’s delicious meal can
be pleasant in much the way having the aciual meal was; and Aristotle wants to
explain this fact by saying that thought can apprehend suitable perceptual forms
and, in doing so, generate an experience that is much like the experience of having
the actual meal. By generating such experiences, thought can bring about
affections such as shuddering and being agitated. These are, or involve, qualitative
changes in parts of the body. Aristotle thinks he can show, then, that thought has
the power to bring about qualitative changes in the body: it has the power to bring
about affections like shuddering and being agitated, and such affections are, or
involve, qualitative changes in appropriate parts of the body.

Although Aristotle’s examples concern perceptual forms being apprehended by
thought, there is no reason at all to think that, on his view, such forms can be
apprehended by thought only, and not also by phantasia. Rather, he is appealing
to thought in order to illustrate a point that he takes to apply to phantasia no less
than to thought. He is, after all, arguing for the claim that phansasiai and
thoughts, no less than perceprions, can bring about qualitative changes in the
body. Moreover, a later passage, which is presented as a restatement of the account
offered in De Motu 7 and 8, confirms that the notion of forms being apprehended
by a subject (for instance, the forms of something hot, cold, and the like) is meant
to be applicable to the functioning, not only of thought, bur also of phantasia.
Phantasia as well as thought can, Aristotle holds, present such forms to the subject:
‘For thinking and phantasia, as has been said before, present the things thatare pro-
ductive of affections: for they present the forms of the things that are productive
isc. of the affections]’ (De Motu Animalium 11, 703°18-20). So while perception
enables an animal to apprehend things that are present to its senses, Aristotle takes
both thought and phantasia to enable their possessors to go beyond that range.

Aristotle takes phantasiai 1o be like perceptions (De Anima 3.3, 428°10-7;
429°48), and he takes phantasia and perception to have the same range of
objects.3! As a result, phantasia benefits from his generous notion of what can be
perceived through the senses.3? Phantasia can thus apprehend, not only perceptual

30 We may note in passing thac this text sugpests rather swrongly that Aristotle conceives of
perceptions as being realized in qualicative changes in appropriate parts of the body (presumably the
sense-organs, including the central organ of perception). This view has been forcefully chalienged ina
series of articles by M. Burnyear, beginning with ‘Is an Aristotelian philosophy of mind still credible?
A draft’, in M. Nussbaum and A. Rory (eds.}, Essays ont Aristorlés De Anima, 15-26. According to
Burnyear, perceprion as Atistotfe conceives of it is a strictly immaterial activity, such that there is pre-
cisely nothing that stands to it as marter to form. '

31 De Anima 3.3, 428°12-3: ‘phantasia is of that of which there is perception’,

32 Sorabji, Animal Minds and Human Morals, 17-20, discusses Aristotle’s rich notion of percep-
tion. Some passages that may serve as examples are De fnsomniis 3, 462°3 (perceiving that one is
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features, but also objects like stags or humans. It should also be possible to have
phanzasiai {for instance) of being in some state or other, of performing some
action, and of enjoying an experience.3? There is, then, good reason to accept that
Aristotle conceives of phaniasia so that it is cognitively powerful enough to enable
a subject to apprehend what one might, speaking loosely, refer to as situations—
performing an action, say, or enjoying an experience. It is, of course, a further step
to accept that phantasia, on Aristotle’s view, also enables subjects to apprehend
prospective situations (e.g. eating the stag over there). In fact, one might wonder
how phantasia, given the way Aristotle conceives of it, can possibly account for the
apprehension of prospective situations.34 Now it should be noted that the same
qQuestion arises for Socrates’ accounts of desire and anticipatory pleasure at
Philebus 32 B 9-36 C 2.35 There it is memory, the preservation of perception, that
accounts for the apprehension of objects of desire, and of prospective bodily
replenishments or restorations. One migh think that since sensory impressions
derive from particulars—say, from a particular episode of eating a particular
stag—their retention can only explain the apprehension of particular episodes
that occurred in the past, buc neither of types of actions (e.g, ‘stag-eating’), nor of
prospective actions (say, making a meal of the stag over there).

It is, however, a mistake to think that because what perceivers perceive are
particular items of some sort or other, it follows that what sensory impressions
represent, and what they enable a subject to apprehend, is limited to particular
items of some sort or other. A perceiving subject may see Socrates, but a sensory
impression that originates and derives from the encounter may represent, not
Socrates, but (say) ‘snub-nosed man’. Sensory impressions of this sort may
not enable their subject reliably to pick out some individual or other in future

asleep); Nicomachean Ethics 9.9, 1170°25-%8 (perceiving that one is walking); and Rbetoric 1.11,
1370°27-8 (perceiving an affection thar one is undergoing). There are, of course, questions about
how perceprion can account for a subject’s awareness of (e.g.) being in some state or other, being
engaged in some course of action, or having something happen to one. But such questions pertain 1o
Aristotle’s conception of perception, which this is not the place to discuss and elucidare.

33 . Cooper’s teview of R. Sorabiji's Aristotle on Memory, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, 57
(1975), 68-9, includes some pertinent remarks on -De Anima 3.3, 428°10-17: ‘an act of imaging is
here described as a “mortion” thar reseméles an act of seeing or hearing or whatever. OFf course, the
resemblance berween the two acts will be partly due to the fact that the act of imaging has for its con-
tent an image that resembles the thing originally perceived; but it is the resemblance berween the two
acts that Anistotle emphasizes in the first instance. ... on Aristotle’s theory one can explain, say,
remembering how to do something as the ability to run through in one’s mind the process of doing
i’. According to the interpretation offered in Sorabji, Aristotle on Memory (London: Duckworth,
1972}, 97-8. Aristotelian phansasiai may represent (for instance) whar someone did last Monday, or
theaction of purting away a chisel. Cf. De Memoriz 2, 4525304532, about a person who remembers
‘that he did something or other the day before yesterday’.

3 Note, for instance, the quesdon raised in D, Gallop, Aréstotle on Sleep and Dreams
(Peterborough, Ont.: Broadview Press, 1991}, 160-2, about how phansasiz can represent an action
the subject 15 going to carry out, as Aristode’s discussion of divination through dreams seems 1
require: “If anyone has a dream of an action that he merely intends to carry our, such a dream could
hardly be due to a residue of waking perception. There could be no such residue from perceprion of
an event that has, ex bypothest, not yet occurred.” 3 Ch. 7, pp. 1024,
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Desire without phantasia

In the preceding chapter, T pointed out that Aristotle’s discussions of animal
motivation, in De Anima 3.9~11 and in the De Motu Animalium, are concerned,
not with the formation of desire or with the production of behaviour in general,
bur specifically with the production of animal locomotion. As a result, when
Aristotle, in the contexr of these discussions, presents desire as being preceded and
prepared by some suitable phantasia, as he does in the De Mosw’s ‘chain of movers’
passage, this is not by itself a good reason to commit him to the view that forming
any desire always requires some exercise or other of the capacity for phantasia. In
the present chapter, I intend to show that there is in fact good reason to think thar
he does 7oz take the view that desire always requires some suitable phantasia. |
trust that showing this is worthwhile in its own right. It will also complete my
argument for the view that, so far as non-rational motivation is concerned, he
takes phantasia to be required specifically for the formation of desires that are such
as 1o motivate an animal to engage in locomotion.

A numbser of texts in the De Anima commit Aristotle to the view that it is possi-
ble for an animal to be capable of desire without being capable of phantasia. In De
Anima 2.3, he links the capacity for desire to the capacity for perception:

Ifa living thing has the capacity for perception, it also has the capacity for desire. For desire
comprises appetitive desire, spirited desire, and wish, And all animals have at least one of
the senses, touch. For that which has perception, there is both pleasure and pain, and both the
pleasant and the painful; and where there are these, there also is appetitive desire: for this is
desire for the pleasant.  (De Anima 2.3, 414%1-6)1

‘According to De Anima 2.3, then, an animal is capable of desire if it is capable of
perception. In De Anima 3.3, Aristotle points our that there are animals that
have the capacity for perception without having the capacity for phantasia.?

! A shorter version of this asgument is at De Somno 1, 45422931, CF. De Anima 2.3, 414°15-17.

2 Cf. Posterior Analytics 2,19, 99°36-100°1. Note also the claim, at De Anima 3.3, 4281924,
that many animals have phantasia. Thete is a problemaric passage in De Anima 2.2, namely
413"21-4, where Aristotle claims thar when certain insects are cut in two, each of the parts has per-
ception and locometion, "and if they have perception, they also have phantasizand desire: for where
there is pesceprion, thete is pain and pleasure, and where these are, there is necessarily also appetitive
desire’. If 5o, all animals have phantasiz, given that they have perception. Freudenthal, Uber den
Begriff des Worses phantasia, 8, proposes to delete xal pavroctay in line 22, partdy for the following
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In fact, this is one of his arguments for the distinctness of phantasia from
perception:

Furthermore, perception is invariably present [sc. in animals], but not phantasia.® If they
were the same in actuality, then it wonld be possible for all animals to have phantasia; but it
does not seem to be so: ants and bees, for instance, have phantasia, while grubs do not.4
(De Anima 3.3, 428°8-11)

Tt is clear, then, that Aristotle says both that (1) if an animal is capable of percep-
tion, then it is capable of desire, and that (2) some animals have the capacity for
perception, but lack, or anyhow seem to lack, the capacity for phantasia. From (1)
and (2), it follows that some animals have the capacity for desire, bur lack, or
anyhow seem to lack, the capacity for phantasia. Now, since this is Aristotle’s view,
he had better conceive of desire and of what is required for it in such a way thatan
animal can be capable of desire whether or not it is capable of phantasia. It seerns

-that a fragment contained in De Anima 3.7 offets an outline of such a conception:

{1) Perceiving, then, is like mere utterance and thought; but when something is pleasant or
painful, [sc. the soul] pursues or avoids it, as it were affirming or denying it; (2) and the
pleasure and pain in question are activities of the soul with the perceptual mean in relation to
the good orbad as such. And this is also what the actual avoidanoe and desire in question are;’

reasons, which seem to me cogent, First, it interrupts the train of thought, since Aristotle goes on to
argue for the link between perception and desire, but has nothing to say abour a link beeween percep-
tion and phantasiz. Secondly, the view that any animal has phantasia, given that it has perception, is
contradicted at De Anima 2.3, 415°10-11, and at De Ansma 3.3, 428°8-11.

3 1 translate delin line 8 as ‘invariably’, in agreement with the interpretation of the passage offered
in R D. Hicks, Aristotle: De Anima (Cambridge: Cambridge Univessity Press, 1907}, 461-2.

4 All our manuscripts read ofov pdppnwe §) pehbrry, wal ordmke. T acoept Torstriles conjecture
ofov pdppm v  peNiry, srdikee § ob, and wranslate accordingly. Ants and bees should plainly nez
be included in a list of animals that may not be capable of phantasia. First, Aristotle is in fact commit-
ted to the view thar bees have phantasia, as Hicks, on p. 462, points out: he attributes memory o
them (in Metaphysics 1.1, 980%27-98025), and his account of memory in the De Memoria makes
clear that having the capacity for memory reguires having the capacity for phantasia. Secondly,
Thermistius {(writing in the fourth century AD)} seems t0 have read something racher different from whar
our manuscripts say: ‘Some animals’, he writes, *have phantasia, others do not: perhaps the ant and the
bee, much mote so the dog, the horse, and whatever animals have perception Isc. have phantasiai,
while the grub does not’ (90, 6). Alexander of Aphrodisias (second—third centuries AD) mentions es-
taceans and grubs as exarnples of animals which have perception without having phantasiz (no men-
tion of ants and bees); De Anima 67.2-3. CE. also Philoponus on De Anima 2.2, 41322 (240, 11-5):
ants have phantasia; ‘but grubs, as he will say in whar follows, are not seen to have phantasia’.
(Simplicius, writing in the sixth century AD, appears to have read the text as our manuscripts have it.)

5 Ar 43112, the manuscripts are divided berween totro on the one hand, and 15 076 or Tadrév
on the other; so are the ancient commentators, with Philoponus reading to¥ro and Simplicius
reading robréy; and so are modern scholars, with Torstrik (1862) and Hicks {1907) reading wotro
and Ross {1961) and Hamlyn (1968) reading tadvé. 1 much prefer robro—fitst, because in this
way we avoid what Hamlyn concedes is a ‘hard saying’, namely that ‘acrual avoidance and actual
desire are the same’y-and secondly because it enables us to construe the passage as expressing what
seems 1o me 2 racher dlear and attractive train of thought, with section (2) clarifying the relarions
holding among the items which figure in section (1), i-e. perception, pleasure, pain, pursuit {or
desire), and avoidance {or aversion). Section (2) asserts copstieutive connections both berween
perception and certain forms of pleasure and pain, and between those forms of pleasuse and pain and
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and the desiderative part or aspect (rd 8psrriedv) is not different from the part to do with
avoidance (16 peukTicdy), nor either from the perceptual part (76 aloByricdv); they are,
however, different in being. (3) But to the thinking soul (1) Sowonrend doyii), phantasiai
serve as percepts (ailobipara). And when it affirms or denies good or bad, it avoids or
pursues.  (DeAnima 3.7, 431°8-16)6

In the section marked as (1), certain forms of pursuit and avoidance are presented
as arising from perceptions of something pleasant or painful.? In section (2},
Aristotle seems to identify the relevant forms of desire and avoidance with percep-
tual activities that involve pleasure or pain. It thus seems that he envisages a direct
link between perceptual activity on the one hand and activity of desire or
avoidance on the other. Certain forms of perceptual activity either result in, or
constitute, certain forms of desiderative activity. There is no mention, in sections
(1) or (2), of any contribution from phantasia to the formation of desire.
Phantasiai only come in later, in section (3), when Aristotle turns to thought,
apparently intending a contrast to what precedes: ‘Bur to the thinking soul,
phantasiai serve as percepts? _

It seems to me very much worth noting that in this whole passage, locomo-
tion is not mentioned. By contrast, locomotion is, as we have seen, at the centre
of Aristotle’s attention in De Anima 3.9-11, and in the De Moty Animalium. In
the preceding chapter, I argued that Aristotle assigns to phantasia a distinctive
role in the formation of desires that account for purposive locomotion. Ar the
same time, he may have reasons for leaving open the possibility of desires
that can be explained, without appealing to phentasia, but simply in terms of
perception, pleasure, and pain. He may also have reasons for leaving open the
possibility of animals that are capable of desire, withour being capable of phan-
tasia. After all, there may be kinds of animals that show no sign of purposive
locomotion, but that do engage in behaviour that he will want to explain in
tertns of cognition and desire. If so, he will be inclined to attribute to such
animals the capacities for perception {minimally, touch) and desire, whereas he

cerrain forms of desire and avoidance. Certain forms of feeling pleasure and pain are forms of
perceptual activity, and these forms of perceptual activity at the same time constitute desiderative
states of activities. If so, perceptual activity of these forms is ar once cognitive and desiderative, We
might compate Aristotle’s conception of decision (rpoalpeais), which similarly shares in both
cognition and desire (see, for instance, De Motu Animalium 6, 700°23; Nicomachean Fthics
6.2, 1139°4-5), although the cognitive element involved in decision is intelleceual, rather than
(merely) perceptual.

¢ Tam grateful 1o David Charles for drawing my attention ro this passage,

7 The relevant forms of pursuit and avoidance, I assume, are ones which spring specifically from
appetitive desire or aversion. These, afier all, are the motivaring conditions which arise from aware-
ness, or from the representarion, specifically of pleasant or painful things. Accordingly, I take it chat
what Aristotle has in mind in section (2) are, nor desire/pursuit and aversion/avoidance in general,
but the particular forms of motivation thar feature in section (1). One good reason for reading the
passage in this sestricted way is thar Aristotle in secrion (3} turns to forms of pursuit and avoidance

that arise, not from pleasant or painful perceptions, bur from thaughts that affirm or deny goodness
or badness.

i L
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What, then, of the appearance that, according to the ‘chain of movers’ passage,
forming a desire requires having some suitable phantasia? As we have seen already,
that passage has its place in the context of a discussion of animal locomotion. In
fact what it says is specifically meant to explain why it is that ‘it is pretry much at
the same time that a creature thinks it should walk (87 mopevréov) and that it
walls, unless something else ifnpedes it (702*15-17). We may, then, record a
qualified vession of the claim that the ‘chain of movers’ passage at first sight
appeared to imply:

{1') Forming a desire that can suppott, and account for, goal-directed locomo-
orming? . b ; g
tion requires having some suitable phantasia. !4

So far as non-rational motivation is concerned, we can explain Aristotle’s commit-
ment to claim (1') in the following way. If a desire is to support, and account for,
purposive locomotion, forming it involves envisaging a prospective situation.
Envisaging a prospect, then, is a cognitive task that a subject must actually
perform if it is to engage in purposive locomotion. Now, Aristotle takes it that
there are three cognitive capacities that may be involved in the preduction of ani-
mal locomotion: thought, perception, and phantasia. Perception by iself plainly
does not enable an animal to envisage prospects. At the same time, Aristotle denies
the capacity for thought to non-human animals. He also holds that humans can
be motivated to act, and no doubt to engage in purposive locomotion, without

- thought being active at the time.1% Thus we expect that phantasia, as Aristotle

focus (rcasonably enough, I think) on forms of animal movement such as flying, swimming, walking,
and the like—forms of movement, thar is, which involve movement of the wholr animate organism
from one place to another. Note the identification of locomotion with progressive motion (ropevTuciy
xivqms) at De Anima 3.9, 432513-14; of. wopeie (‘progression’} at 25-6. This leaves it somewhat
unclear what Aristotle wants to say about forms of behaviour which involve locomotion enly of pars
of an organism, or only changes other than locomotion. It is worth pointing out that the former case
does not, for Aristotle, count as a case of movement of an organism ‘in its own right’ or “as such’ (o’
a78); an animal which engages in movement only with regard to some part of itself engages in move-
ment only incidentally (xard oupfepnrés). See Physics 8.4, 254°7-14, and p. 27, n. 9. Aristotle’s
general idea is, I suggest, that if a theory can explain the complex and demanding achievement of pur-
posive animal locomotion, it can surely explain the more primitive forms of animal behaviour, such as
teactions to perceptual stimuli as displayed by stationary animals of various kinds.

14 [t is perhaps worth noting that Aristotle does not, either in De Motn Animalium 8 or anywhere
else, assert in so tmany words that if an animal forms a desire which results in locomotion, the animal
in question necessarily or invariably has some suitable phantasia. However, the De Moty Animalium is
aiming ro offer a general account of animal locomorion, as its second sentence makes clear (De Mo
Animalium 1,698*4-7). And in that general account of animal locomotion, phantasia is envisaged, in
the ‘chain of movers’ passage, as playing the role of ‘suitably preparing’ desire. So we have good reason
to assume that, on Aristotle’s view, phantasia is involved in the preduction of animal locometion
either invariably or at least so far as cases are concerned which be takes to be sufficiently central to
facus on them. For the sake of simplicity, I retain (1) as formulared above.

15 De Anima 3.3, 429°4-8: ‘Because phantasiai persist in the animal and are like perceprions,
animals do many things in ways that depend on them fsc. rather than on thought]. As for the brute
animals, this is because they do not have an intellect (voiis). With humans, it is because their intellects
are sometimes covered over by passion, disease, or sleep.” I offer a suggestion about what precisely the
last sentence may mean in Ch. 13, n. 29
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conceives of it, enables an animal to envisage prospects. In Chapter 9, I offered
what seem to me good reasons for thinking that, in fact, it does. -

Aristotle thinks, moreover, that when thought rouses an animal 1o travel from
one place to another, this too involves the formation, or anyhow the active occur-
rence, of some suitable phantasia.!6 He may well think that, in that, in this case
too, the occurrence of some phantasia is required for the formation of the desire in
question. In fact he may take it to be required for the very possibility of rational
motivation.!” At least for present purposes, then, we have arrived at a sufficiently
clear and detailed view of why Aristotle thinks that, in general, forming a desire
that impels an animal to engage in goal-directed locomotion requires the occur-
rence of some suitable phantasia.

[ turn to appearance (2):

(2) The discussion at De Anima 3.10-11, 433°27-43435, commits Aristotle to
the following view: if an animal is capable of desire, it must be capable, not
only of perception, but of phantasia as well.

It is worth noting that at De Anima 3.10, 433279, Aristotle appears to connect
the capacity for desire, not only with the capacity for phantasia, but also with the
capacity for self-movement: ‘In general, then, as has been said, in so far as the ani-
mal is capable of desire, so far is it capable of self-movement (a¥rob kumTikév);
and it is not capable of desire without phanzasia.’'® In this passage, he'appears to
assert general connections between the capacities for desire, for self-movement,
and for phantasia. As we have scen, he has already noted a connection berween the
capacities for perception and for desire:

If a living thing has the capacity for perception, italso has the capacity for desire. For desire
comprises appetitive desite, spirited desire, and wish. And all animals have at least one of
the senses, touch. For thar which has perception, there is both pleasure and pain, and both the
pleasant and the painful; and where there are these, there also is appetitive desire: for this is
desire for the pleasant.  (DeAnima 2.3, 414°1-6)

We have now come close to having to diagnose an inconsistency within the De
Anima. Aristotle asserts, or appears to assett, that all animals have perception,
minimally in the form of touch; that whatever has perception also has desire; and
that whatever has desire also has the capacities for locomotion and for phantasia.'?
If we take him to make these claims, we have to commit him to the view that all
animals are capable of locomotion and of phantasia. However, he states in De
Anima 3.9 that ‘there are many animals which have perception, but are stationary

16 This is clear from the ‘chain of movers’ passage. Note also De Anima 3.11, 434*7-10.

17 | give more content to this suggestion in the Conclusion, pp. 205-6.

18 Thisis Hamlyn’s translation, slightly modified. 1 should reiterace that this is not how I think the
passage is best understood. I shall shordy propose an alternarive transtadon.

19 °T. Irwin, Aristotles First Principles (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988}, 304-5: “Since per-
ception requires desire, and desire requires appearance, perception requires appearance.” Similarly
V. Caston, “Why Aristotle needs imagination’, 23, 0. 9. .
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and unmoving throughout their lives' (De Anima 3.9, 432°19-21).20 He also
claims, as we have seen, thar there are kinds of animals which have the capacity
for perception, but lack, or anyhow scem to lack, the capacity for phantasia (De
Anima 3.3, 428°8-11). One way of responding to these difficulties is to offer a
developmental interpretation—for instance, something like chis. There was a
time in Aristotle’s intellectual carcer when he believed that there are some animal
species which lack the capacities for locomotion and phantasia. Some traces of this
view can be detected in the De Anima and other texts. At a later stage in his devel-
opment, Aristotle (for some reason or other) came to think thar all animals are
capable of locomotion and phantasia, at least in rudimentary and indeterminate
ways. According to this developmental interpretation, Aristotle in De Anima
3.10-11 revises views that he committed himself to in some earlier passages of the
De Anima?

Another prima facie possibility is to take a developmental view of phantasia,
but to insist that, so far as locomotion is concerned, what Aristotle says in the De
Anima is consistent. One way in which this might be done is by assuming that the
capacity for self-motion, which is mentioned at 3.10, 433%27-9, is more broadly
conceived than the capacity for locometion, which is denied to some animals in
several places of the De Anima (for instance, at 3.9, 432b19-21). For there may be
animals which do not move from place to place, but which are nonetheless
capable of moving parts of their bodies: such animals could be regarded as being
capable of self-motion, without having the capacity for locomotion.22

However, Aristotle does not give any indication, in the discussion in De Anima
3.9-11, that he intends there to be a difference between (self-) locomotion and
self-motion, let alone that he intends 10 exploit such a difference.23 On the
contrary, he makes clear, at the beginning of 3.9, that the topic to be discussed in

* Note also De Partibus Animatinm 4.7, 6834910 ‘Some species of restaceans are absolutely
unmoving (dxivyra wdprer), and others not quite but nearly so.” Also Physics 8.7, 261%15-17: ‘some
living things are completely unmoving (SMws éxivgra) due to lack of an appropriate organ—viz.,
plants and many kinds of animal.’ Note furthermore the restriction s far as animals are concerned
that engage in selfmotion (8co. keveiror adrd o) at De Motw Animalium 4, 700°7-11, and
700°21-5. Cf. De Anims 2.3, 414414-19. For a discussion of Aristotle’s views on the lowest forms of
animal life, see G. Lloyd, Aristotelian Explorations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996},
67-82.

21 A developmental interpretation is su.§gcsted by (for instance) Irwin, Arisiotles First Principles,
587, n. 3. On his view, De Anima 3.11, 433°31-434%7, revises the earier view expressed at De Anima
3.3, 428°9-11: ‘These later thoughts seem to be the best.” Similarly D. Frede, “The cognitive role of
Phantasia’, in M, Nussbaum and A. Rorty {(eds.), Essays on Aristorles De Anima, 281, who suggests
‘modification’ on Aristotle’s part.

2 CE Irwin, Aristorles First Principles, 587, n. 2, about stationary animals: "Even though they do
not move from place to place, they move parts of themselves; a sea-anemone or 2 shellfish, e.g., may
close up and protect itself if it is poked, H4 4874711

28 Note the frequent shifts, in De Anima 3.9-10, berween ‘motior’ expressions (wety, ximats)
and locomotion’ expressions (kwvaiv kaéTémav, KIvMots Ko a Témov), with no suggestion at all that
such shifts involve a broadening or narrowing of scope: locomotion ar 432°17, motion at 432718,
tocomorion at 4328, motion at 432°28, 4337, 4339, locomotion at 433%13, motion at 433*18, and
so forth.

s e

UL PR~ 2 SISO -+ S




otle

i2019-21).20 He also
ich have the capacity
ity for phantasia (De
ifficulties is to offer a
ke this. There was a
there are some animal
#a. Sorne traces of this
ater stage in his devel-
ik that all animals are
ury and indeterminate
ristotle in De Anima
: earlier passages of the

iwal view of phantasia,
wristotle says in the De
s by assuming that the
27-9, is more broadly
>d to some animals in
-21). For there may be
vhich are nonetheless
d be regarded as being
ymotion.2?

iscussion in De Anima
(self-) locomotion and
. difference.2> On the

opic to be discussed in

of testaceans are absolutely
hysics 8.7, 261°15-17: ‘some
an appropriate organ—viz.,
far as animals are concerned
simalium 4, 700°7-11, and
views on the lowest forms of

dge University Press, 1996},

in, Aristotles First Principles,
sview cxpressed at De Anima
Frede, “The cognitive role of
e Anima, 281, who suggests

imals; ‘Even though they do
none or a shellfish, e.g., may

expressions (kwstv, kimars)
with no suggestion at all that
¢ 432°17, motion at 43218,
33*13, morion ac433°18, and

Desire without phantasia : 145

what follows is the self-locomotion of animals (3.9, 432:7-8; °7-8; 5134; 3.10,
433%9-13). The question of what in the soul it is that moves the animal
(432*18-19) is restated a lirtle later on as ‘the question which has now arisery,
namely, ‘what is it that moves the animal in respect of place (432°7-8). Thus the
text suggests very strongly that the topic Aristotle is proposing to discuss is
precisely one kind of motion: the self-locomotion of animals. So if, within this
discussion, he denies or attributes to certain animals the capacity for the relevant
kind of motion, he should be understood as denying or attributing to them the
capacity for locomotion. As a result, if we read the discussion in such a way as
to commit him to the view thar all animals are capable of the relevant kind of
movement—Ilocomotion, that is—we cannot avoid diagnosing an inconsistency,
given that he denies the capacity for locomotion to some animals (for instance,
within the very discussion we are concerned with).

Can we resolve this problem of consistency? It secms to me that we can, and
also that we can make sense of Aristotle’s overall position without having to resort
to developmental assumptions of the kind I have sketched. I think that we can
interpret De Anima 3.10-11, 43352743475, so that it is compatible with the
view that some animals are not capable of locomotion, and may not be capable of

bantasia. To see that this is possible, we should note that the assertion at De

Anima 3.10, 433227-8, is offered as a restatement of something that has been said
before (‘as has been said’, 433°27). There is no need to stress that Aristotle has not
asserted anything like a necessary link between desire and Jocomotion, such that if
an animal is capable of desire, it must be capable of locomotion as well.
Something that has been said, by contrast, is that it is the capacity for desire that
produces locomotion (De Anima 3.10, 433*31-P1). This statement, I take it,
answers the question that 3.9 begins by asking: what in the soul is it that moves
the animal in respect of place??* The question applies only to animals which are
capable of locomotion. And the answer is that it is the capacity for desire that
moves them in tespect of place. I suggest that at De Anima 3.10, 433%27-8,
Atistotle is meaning to do no more and no less than to restate this point: for all
animals that are capable of locomotion, it is in 0 far as they are capable of desite
that they are capable of locomotion—which, of course, is not to say that all ani-
mals are capable of locomotion. In light of the interpretation that I am suggesting,
Aristotle’s Greek should be translated in something like the following way: ‘In
general, then, as has been said, it is in so far as the animal has the capacity for
desire that it has the capacity for self-motion’.?>

Moreover, the link between desire and phantasia that Aristotle describes at
433%28-9 may, and } think should, be understood as testricted in scope by the

24 De Anima 3.9, 432°15-22; cf. 432778, 13-14.

25 Cf. Hicke's translacion: “Thus, shen, in general terms, as already stated, the animal is capable
of moving itself just in so far as it is appetitive’. Similarly, Ross’ paraphrase (in his De Anima
commentary, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961, 315): “To state the matter generally, it is by
virtue of having desire that an animal moves iself”. :




146 Phantasia and Non-rational Desire in Aristotle

context, which is a discussion of what it is that moves the animal in respect of place.
For animals which are capable of locomotion, what imparts locomotion to them
is the capacity for desire acting in concert with the capacity for phantasia.?s This, of
course, is not to say that all animals are capable of phantasia, ot that all animals
which are capable of desire are also capable of phantasia. 1 propose to translate the
passage as a whole in the following way: “In general, then, as has been said, itisin so
far as the animal has the capacity for desire that it has the capacity for self-motion,
but in 5o far as it has the capacity for desire not without the capacity for phantasia.

Given the interpretation that [ have offered, the following problem may be raised.
Aristotle asserts that it is the capacity for desire that produces locomotion (3.10,
433°31-b1). He also wants to say that some animal species have the capacity for
desire, but lack the capacity for locomotion (3.9, 432*19-21, together with 2.3,
41451-6). Bur then his position may seem to be vulnerable toa form of argument
that he himself employs so as to counter the view that it is the capacity for percep-
tion that produces locomotion (3.9, 43219-26).77 The argument in 3.9 runs as
follows. Many animals have the capacity for perception, without having the
capacity for locomotion; and nature does nothing in vain. If it were the capacity
for perception that produced locomotion, then having the capacity for perception
would involve being capable of locomotion. If so, some animals would, surprisingly,
have the capacity for locomotion, although their bodies do not have suitable parts
to enable them actuatly to engage in locomotion. Nature would have endowed
them with a capacity that they could never exercise; which violates the principle
that nature does nothing in vain.

It appeats, however, that Aristotle wants to attribute to stationary animals not
only the capacity for perception, but also the capacity for desire. And if it is the
capaciry for desire that produces locomotion, then {Aristotle is bound to think}
being capable of desire involves being capable of locomotion. Once more we
arrive at the result that some animals are naturally endowed with a capacity that,
naturally, they can never exercise.

One way in which Aristotle can respond to this problem is as follows. Strictly
speaking, it is not the capacity for desire as such that produces locomotion, but
that capacity as supported by a system of cognitive capacities which includes
either phantasiz ot thought (or both, as in the human case). In fact, this may well
be exactly what Aristotle has in mind. The primary mover of the animal is not, he
holds, the capacity for desire, but the object of desire; and the object of desire
produces motion by being grasped in thought or phantasia (3.10, 43311-12).28

2% Grammatically speaking, the dause dpewtucdy 38 ot dvew pavracios at 433°28-9 may be
taken as an apposition to the clause §) dpextucoy 75 Liov at 433278, amplifying and, [ shall suggest
presently, qualifying the content of the carlier clause, Reading the passage in this way, I propose to put
3 comma between cumucéy and sperukéy ar 433°28, departing from the punctuation adopred by
(For instance) Hicks and Ross, who both print a colon.

27 Cf. Urwin, Aristotles First Principles, 595, n. 1.

28 ppdror B mdwTww T dpexov TeTTo pap kwsT ol kwobpevo, T venbijvar 3] i
, T 7 pavractHaL.
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Thus the production of the relevant kind of motion—locomotion, that is—
presupposes that the subject is capable of thought or at least of phantasia. It is
tempting to think, then, that the clause ‘having the capacity for desire not without
phantasia’ (dpexrucdy 88 otk dwev povraaias) at 3.10, 433289, is meant to
place a restriction on the connection between the capacity for desire and the
capacity for locomotion: the capacity for desire.produces locomotion enly ifit is
supported by a suitably powerful cognitive apparatus—one, that is, which
minimally includes the capacity for phantasia.
At the beginning of De Anima 3.11, Aristotle raises the question of what it is
_that moves imperfect animals, which have perception only in the form of touch.
Presumably he has not changed the subject: he is still discussing movement in
respect of place, and he is wondering whether the indeterminate kind of locomo-
tion of the relevant animal species should be explained in terms of desire and
phantasia. As we have seen, part of his answer is that they must have appetitive
desire. Moreover, he suggests that as they engage in movement in an indetermi-
nate way, so they have phantasia in an indeterminaté way. Aristotle is not here
committing himself to the view that all animals are capable of locometion,
indeterminate or otherwise. He is discussing the question of how to explain the
indeterminate form of purposive locomotion that he takes some low-level animals
t0 exhibit. None of what he says in this context implies that all animals exhibit at
 least such an indeterminate form of purposive locomotion.

We may conclude that when a species of animal shows signs of purposive
locomotion, even of a rudimentary and indeterminate kind, Aristotle is inclined -
to artribute the capacity for phantasia to the relevant species. At the same time,
looking at species that represent the lowest forms of animal life, Aristotle may
want to attribute the capacities for perception and desire to some kinds of animals
which show no sign of having the capacity for locomotion. Given the connection
berween locomotion and phantasia that L argued for in Chapter 9, he may well be
inclined to deny the capacity for phantasia to such animals.
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The Workings of phantasia

It may be helpful to begin by recalling the roles perception and phantasia are
presented as playing in the conceptual framework that Aristotle employs in his
discussions of animal locomotion, in De Anima 3.9-11 and in the De Mo
Animalium. Much of this conceptual framework is on display in two rather
similar passages, one from De Moty Animalium 6, the other from DeAnima 3.10:

‘We see that the movers of the animal are thought (Stévora), perception, phantasia, decision,
wish, spiritfa.nd appetite. And all of these can be reduced to thought (vovs) and desiré. For
Pphantasia and perception hold the same place as thought: for all of these involve discern-
ment, while they differ in ways that have been stated elsewhere.  (De Motu Animalinm 6,
700°17-22)

These two are seen to produce movement, either desize or thought (voiis), if one were to
take phantasia to be like a kind of thinking (s vénolv Tewa): for many follow phantasiai
against knowledge, and in the other animals there is neither thinking (wénaes) nor reason-
ing (Aoywopds), but there is phantasia. Both of these, then, can produce movement in
respece of place, thought and desire—but thought which reasons for the sake of something
and is practical.  (De Anima 3.10, 433'9-14)

In both passages, Aristotle proposes to account for animal locomotion in terms
of cognition and desire. He also makes clear, in these passages and in their
respective contexts, that there are, on his view, different kinds of cognition, and
different kinds of desire. The relevant kinds of cognition are thought or
thinking (3uévora, vénous) on the one hand and phantasia and perception on the
other. In the passage from De Anima 3.10, Aristotle suggests that we take phan-
tasia to be ‘like a kind of thinking’. He nevertheless implicitly insists, in the
same passage, on the distinction between phantasiz and thinking: he credits all
or almost all non-human animals with phansasiz and at the same time denies
them the capacity for thinking. In the present chapter, I shall discuss some
points of contact between phantasia and thought, hoping to shed light on
what Aristotle may have in mind in suggesting that phantasia can be taken to be
like a kind of thinking’. In the next chapter, I shall wrn to the question of
why Aristotle, in spite of whatever similarities there may be berween the two,
‘nevertheless insists on their distinceness.

Given that the forms of cognition that Aristotle makes available for the explana-
tion of animal movement are thought, phanzasia, and perception, the cognition
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involved in the purposive movement of non-human animals must on his view be
explicable in terms of phantasia and perception alone. Whar I intend to do in what
follows is to consider some forms of non-human animal behaviour that Aristotle
observes and discusses, and to reflect on the question of how it might be that the
cognition involved in such forms of behaviour can be explained simply in terms
of phantasia and perception, as he conceives of them. My main objective will be to
bring out the remarkably powerful notion of phantasia with which Asistotle
operates. For thispurpose, it wi a comprehensive or
exhaustive survey of the forms of behaviour that he observes and discusses. Rather,
I shall focus on a-few cases that seem especially helpful in showing the remarkable
power of phantasia, as he conceives of it. )

In the present chapter, as well as in the next one, I shall focus on non-human
animal motivation as providing the clearest case of non-rational motivation, as
Aristotle conceives of it. What I intend to bring to light is a rich and, [ think,
rather attractive conception of non-rational motivation that is in principle
applicable both to non-human animal behaviour and to human behaviour that
fails to manifest reason. In Chapter 13,Fshall turn to the question of the extent to
which Aristotle takes that conception to be applicable to the behaviour of adult,
ordinarily developed humans.

In a passage from Nicomachean Ethics 3.10 that we had a look at in Chapter 9,
Aristotle discusses a situation in which a predatory animal notices some suitable
prey somewhere in its environment. In that passage, he is interested in the pleasure
thar the predator takes in such circumstances. “What pleases the lior?’, he insists, ‘is
not the sight of “a stag or a wild goat”, but that he is going to get a meal.”* The
lion’s pleasure, Aristotle thinks, is a pleasure of anticipation, and so he must take it
to involve apprehending the prospect of having a meal. This makes clear that he
thinks non-human animals can, in some way or other, anticipate or envisage
prospects. Independently of this, it seems to be an implication of his account of
animal locomotion, in De Anima 3.9-11 and in the De Motu Animalium, that
non-human animals can envisage prospects. He evidently thinks that they are
capable of locomotion for the sake of goals, and this capacity seems to presuppose
the capacity for envisaging prospects.

It is faitly easy to see at least some ways in which perception and phanzasia may
enter into accounts of the types of animal response and behaviour that Aristotle
notes in Nicomachean Ethics 3.10. Perception supplies the predator with the informa-
tion that some suitable prey is located nearby in its environment. A phantasia
which, in some way or other, presents the prospect of having a meal will play a role
in the explanation both of the lions pleasure of anticipation, and of its purposive
locomotion towards its prey.

If Aristotle has in mind an account along these lines, as it seems clear that he
does, he must assume, not only that non-human animals can envisage prospects,

1 [sc. yadped] 8 Bopdw Stew: Nicomachean Ethics 3.10, 1118*18-23,
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bu also that there is some mechanism which brings it about that in cases of the
kind described in Nicomachean Ethics 3.10, animals envisage prospects that are
suitable to the circumstances they find themselves in, whatever these may be. It is
plain, after all, that there is a rather tight fit between the prospect the animal
apprehends by way of phantasia and its current situation, which is presented to it
by way of its senses. What a lion typically anticipates on seeing (say) a stag is
having a meal, rather than, for instance, copulating. This fit becween prospective
and present situations cannot be a mere coincidence. It must stem from an ability
that lions and many other kinds of animals have as a matter of being naturally
constituted the way they are, namely to envisage prospects that are, more often
than not, suitable to their present circumstances.

These points may be made in another way. The suggestion so far has been
that, on Aristotle’s view, animals with the capacity for retaining sensory
impressions are capable of envisaging prospective situations, with the latter
capacity playing a crucial role in purposive locomotion. However, one defi-
ciency of the account so far offered on Aristotle’s behalf is that it fails to explain
the fact that non-human animals can, in appropriate circumstances, be relied
o to behave in rather specific ways. There are circumstances in which a lion,
when presented with a stag, will hunt it down and sink its teeth into it.2
According to Aristotle’s account, the lion’s behaviour expresses and realizes a
purpose. Forming that purpose, I have suggested, requires rather specific
exercises of the capacity for phantasia. Thus Aristotle must, [ take it, assume
that there are circumstances in which lions can be relied on, when presented
with some prey, to have some suitable phantasia that will in some way or other
represent eating the prey, rather than having no phantasia at all, or having some
quite different phantasia. :

A theory which, like Aristotle’s, proposes to account for the cognitive achieve-
ments involved in the purposive behaviour of non-human animals in terms of
perception and phantasia should then be able to account, in these terms, not only
for their ability to envisage prospective situations, but also for the fact that, given
certain conditions, they can be relied on to envisage prospects that are suitable to
the circumstances they find themselves in. Otherwise there would be an import-
ant gap in Aristotle’s account. Now, Aristotle does not explicitly confront the
question why it is that some of the brute animals can, given certain circumstances,
be relied on to envisage rather specific prospects. It is nevertheless possible to
make 2 detailed and, T hope, persuasive case for the view that perception and,
in particular, phantasia, as lie conceives of them, can, or anyliow are meant to be
able to, account for an animal’s ability to envisage prospects that are suitable to its

2 These circunstances include, for instance, that the lion is in reasonably good health and not
completely sated, and pethaps also thar it has acquired appropriat levels of relevant experience and
skill of the sorts that lions naturally acquire in their habitar, The difference berween a healthy, hungry
lion and a sick or sated one will nat lie in what prospects they can envisage, but presumably in which
ones they find pleasurable and thus desirable. )
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circumstances. Making this case will be my task in the remainder of the present
chapter.

According to Aristotle’s psychological theoty, for any animal capable of
perception and phaniasia, it is the same part or aspect of its soul that accounts
for its being capable both of perceiving and of having phantasiai.® We can see
this in the first chapter of the De Insomniis. Aristotle begins that treatise by
asking in virtue of what part or aspect of the soul it is that we have dreams and,
specifically, whether dreams are affections of the part or aspect of the soul that is
concerned with thinking (16 voyTucév), or the one concerned with perceiving
(19 alobyrirov) (458%33-22).4 At the end of the chapter, the question is
answered: dreaming belongs to the part or aspect of the soul that is concerned
on so far has been with perceiving, in so far as it is concerned with phantasia (459°21-2); for a
retaining sensory dream appears to be a kmd.of phantasia (pévraopa), hence to belong to the
1, with the latter ! part or aspect concerned with phantasia (75 povTacTukév), and that part or
Iowever, one defi- i aspect is in fact the same as the part or aspect concerned with perceiving
1t it fails to explain ' (0 alobyrixév) (459°14-22). It is Aristotle’s view, then, that there is a part or 0

aspect of the soul, which may be referred to as the perceptual part, that enables N

nstances, be relied T . . 215
es in which a lion, certain living things both to perceive and to have phantasiai.3 It turns out that

its teeth into it.2

ssses and realizes a : 3 Thete are several passages in Atistotle’s psychological writings in which he mentions pépta =g
res rather specific - uyiis, a notion which I intend to capuure by writing of parts or aspects of the soul. Although
| Aristotle is not very specific about what he has in mind in mentioning these items, a number of points

are nevertheless dlear. Being 2 part of the soul is contrasted with being 2 soul (De Anima 2.2,

413%11-16); as a result, conceiving of (for instance} whatever it is that is concerned with perceiving

; (cicbmyruxéy) as a pare or aspect of the soul enables Aristotle to resist the view that an animal may have
\ more souls than one, since it has something concerned with perceiving, something concerned with
nutrition, and so forth. At the same time, he evidently finds the notion that the soul is a thing of

parcs—a composite object, that is—to be deeply and seriously problematic, as we saw in Chapter 3.
The aporia for soul partition that is articulated at De Anima 1.5, 411°5-14, is never, in fact, resolved.
Thus Aristotle may well have in mind a notion s weak as ‘aspect’. Claims about parts or aspects of the

hat in cases of the
prospects that are
these may be. It is '
ospect the animal :
h is presented to it ;
sing (say) a stag is

:tween prospective ;
em from an ability
of being naturally

\at are, more often

t, | take it, assume
n, when presented
some way or other
all, or having some

e cognitive achieve- ,
inimals in terms of [

1ese terms, not only
- the fact that, given

soul may simply be claims about how the various capacitics which constitute the soul are related to
one another, and about which ‘psychic’ capacities are needed to account for a given acrivity or opera-
tion which living things perform in virtue of being ensouled.

4 [ assume that the expression 78 elofyridv at 4582 refers to a part or aspect of the soul, just as the
expression 76 vomwkdy in the same sentence. Thus the second question seems to me to be a
specification of the fitst one, narrowing down the rangg of candidates to two. 76 alolnrixéy has been
ineroduced as a part or aspect of the soul in the preceding treatise, De Somne (which, at 4531720,

_ announces the De Insomniis): at 454°11-19, Aristorle mentions T4 alolyTucéy as one of the items that
are spoken of as parts or aspecis of the soul (uépea. Tis buyiis), and later in che same chapter he refers vo
it as the part ot aspect concerned with perceiving (75 oiobyruchy pépuov): ‘Sleep is an affection of the
part or aspect concerned with perceiving, a kind of fetter and lack of movement; so that it is necessary
that everything that sleeps has a part or aspect concerned with perceiving’ (454°9-12). This result is
assutned in the De fasommniis: ‘Let us assume what is quite obvious, that dreaming is an affection of that
which is concerned with perceiving (13 aloymudv), just 2s sleep is: for dreaming does not belong to
another part or aspect of animals than sheep’ (459°11-14).

5 Ttis with, of in virtue of, the alodyrixéy that we have certain cognitions: see De Insemniis 1,

s that are suitable to i
rould be an import-
licitly confront the
rtain circumstances,
srtheless possible to
hat perception and,
10w are meant to be
hat are suitable to its

bl heal
frggg;.ri expe%einc‘: 2:5 ; 458%2-3. In other words, the aiufqrucév, rather than itself doing the perceiving, enables us to
\etween a healthy, hu ' perceive. This form of expression reflects Aristotle’s view that it is ‘perhaps better’ to say that we
Y, uISh 1 pity, learn, or think with, or in virtue of, the soul, than to say that the soul pities, leazns, or thinks
but presumably in which ‘ . b . .
i (De Anima 1.4, 408"13—18). For more on this view, see Conclusion, pp. 203-4.
|
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this part or aspect is, on Aristotle’s view, also responsible for dreaming, and for
remembering.6

The perceptual part of the soul is meant 1o account for a variety of interrelated
activities in which animals engage, much as the soul as a whole, according to
Aristotle’s psychological theory, accounts for an even wider variety of interrelated
activities. And as the perceptual part is conceived of as part or aspect of the soul
asa whole, so the activities it accounts for form a subset of the ser of interrelated
activities that the soul as a whole accounts for. Activities that Aristotle takes to
belong to the soul, but not to its perceptual part, include digestion and thought.”

Now, an ordinarily developed living thing tha is equipped with a perceptual
soul-part is an organism with a certain structure. This wi typically involve having
a variety of sense-organs and a central organ of perception; I shall refer to that
configuration of organs as the animal’s perceptual apparatus. For animals capable
of phantasia, this apparatus will be complex enough to support, not only the
reception of sensoty impressions when appropriate objects are present to its
senses, but also the retention of such impressions when the objects in question
are no longer present. It is part of Aristotle’s psychological theory, I suggested, that

the ability to retain sensory impressions enables ani als to envisage prospecrs
and to form purposes that iy fmpel them to engage in movement from one place
to another.

There is, moreover, good reason to think that, on Aristotle’s view, the percep-
tual part of a suitable animal’s soul can account for the fact that, given certain
conditions, it can be relied on ro envisage prospects that are suitable to the cir-
cumstances in which it finds itself. As is clear from a number of texts in the Parva

¢ ‘Memory also of intelligibles does not eccur without a phantasia, Hence it would seem o belong
incidentally to thar which is concerned with thought, but in itself to the primary part or aspect
concerned with perceiving (v6 mpdrov atobyrucén)’ (De Memoria er Reminfscentia 1, 45(F12--14).
This suggestion answers one of the questions posed in the first sentence of the De Memoriz ¢
Reminiscentia, namely ‘to which of the parts or aspects of the sou does this affection fsc. remember-
ing] occur?'

%] I reject J. Whiting’s suggestion, argued for in ‘Locomative soul; the parts of sou] in Aristotle’s
scientific wotks’, Oxford Studies in Ancient Fhilssophy, 22 (2002}, 192-200, that thought, or ar
least practical thought, belongs ro the olobyrcdv. Aristotle never says or implies that a person
thinks or deliberares in virrue of the part of their soul that is concerned with perceiving. Nor
does he ever identify the oloByrucéy with the vospTikdy, or its practical aspect. If thoughe
belonged to the alofyrucsy, then ‘siclyricédy’ and veyricé’ would be two designations for
one subjeet, in precisely the way Aristotle in facr rakes ‘wlobyricédy’ and ‘pavractikds’ to be.
Thar this is 7ot his view is clear from the De Insomniis and the De Memorig. He begins the De
Insorniis by asking, as we have seen, whether dreaming belongs to the part concerned with think.
ing (vonTecdv) or to the alobyricéy. His answer is that it does not belong to the part responsible
for belief and thought (De Jnsomniis 1, 459°8-9)—the vonrixév, that is—but in fact to the per-
ceiving pare, with the qualification char it belongs to it in so far as it is concerned with phantasia
(459°10-11, 21-2). In De Memoria 1, he notes that he is assigning memory, specifically nor
to either one of the intellectual parts (450°16-17), but to the part or aspect to which phensasia
belongs (450422-5). (For the moment, I am leaving aside the complication that since objects
of thought are incidentat objects of memory, memory belongs incidentally or derivatvely also to

the intellect. I shall shortly offer some comments on the role of the intellect in Arisrotle’s account
of memory.}

e e
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for dreaming, and for . Naturalia, Aristotle takes it to be part of the functioning of the perceptual part of
) : the soul that connections or associations between sensory impressions are formed

variety of interrelated and maintained in the perceptual apparatus of suitably constituted animals.® Asa
1 w}.lole, according o result, he is in a position to explain an animal’s abili
variety of interrelated are suitable to its present circumstances in terms(of associations berveen sensory
rt or aspect of the soul impressions. He may, for instance, hold that a suitably conditionied animal associates
the set of interrelated eating, presented to it by way of phantasia, with the look and the smell of animals
-hat Aristore takes 1o of certain kinds, as presented to it by way of its senses.
sestion and thoughe.” In order to support, and give more content to, this suggestion, 1 shall discuss
ved with a perceptual two texts from the Parvae Naturalia in which Aristotle presents and employs a rather
pically involve having : elaborate theory of ordered sequences of sensory impressions. These passages are
1; I shall refer to that : chapter 3 of the De Insomniis and chapter 2 of the De Memoria et Reminiscentia.
3. For animals capable : Both texts rely explicitly on the account of phantasia offered in De Anima 3.3.°
uppott, not only the According to that account, a phaniasia is a change (i) which arises from the
*ts ate present to its activity of perception; it is like the perception that produced it; and it can persist
: objects in question beyond the activity of perception that produced it (De Anima 3.3, 429°1-5). As
eory, | suggested, thar . we shall see, both texts make clear that Aristotle takes the changes or, as I shall call
oe\nvi_sfa_gwm them in what follows, affections!® that constitute phazntasiai to be in some way or
ement from one place other retained or preserved in the animal’s perceptual apparatus. 1t

. Both texts, moreover, present theoties according to which it is, in suitably
tle’s view, the percep- constituted animals, part of the functioning of the perceptual part of their souls
ct that, given certain that sensory affections are preserved in their perceptual apparatus in an orderly -
re suitable 1o the cir- ! way, with dispositions obtaining among them to the effect that specific representa- 7%
rof texts in the Para | tions tend to become active together with, or to be followed by, other specific
ce it would seem 1 belon reprcsizntations. As a result, Aristotle can account for a remark_able dcgl:ee:- of
3¢ primary part or aspe i ordfer. in the mental lives of n.on-hurnan animals. P-er'ceptua.i experience, he isina
viniscentia 1, 450F12—14), position to hold, can bring it about that phantasiai are activated in an animal’s
ce of the De Memoria et | perceptual apparatus when and as appropriate, and that phantasiai form ordered
s affection [sc. remember- se findet inate duration and complexity. All of this may happen, he

quences of indeterminate dura plexity. All of this may happen,

parts of soul in Aristocle’s can add, without thought being involved iz any way at all. The two texts present
-200, thac choughs, or ar : a coherent and relatively detailed view of the affections that constitute phantasiai,
lz’ﬁlz#ieizxngg‘;’; and of what accounts for the order which. sequences of such affections may
xtical aspecr. If thoughe
be two designations for
nd ‘pavracTicds’ to be. & As Beare saw, the texts in question contain Aristotle’s version of the ‘association of ideas’: Greek
moria. He begins the De Theories of Elementary Cognition from Alemason to Aristotle {Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1906),
1t concerned with think- 306,318. '
g to th_e part responsible 9 References to De Anima 3.3 are at De Imsomniis 1, 459°14-18, and at De Memoria et
~—bhut in fact to the per- Reminiscentia 1, 449°30-1.
oncerned wit[? phantasia - 1 Arisrotle sgea.ks both of changes and of affections (wdfos): De Insommniis 2, 459226, b5: De
nemory, specifically nor Tdemoria 1,450°5, 12, 18,
ipect to which phancasia : 11 Dg Insomniis 2, 459°26-7; ¥5-7; 3, 462%9: &v rols elobyrpiows ('in the sense-osgans’). CE De
zation thi}t since objects Memoria 1, 450°28-9: & 4 doxdj wol 1& popiy 7ol odpatos 7§ Egovr adriy (‘in the soul and in
lly or der.lvatively also to the ensouled part of the bedy’); 2, 453°24: mepi rév alelyrucdv Témov (around the place concerned
ect in Aristotle’s account with perception’). Note also De Anima 1.4, 40817-18: recollection involves changes and ‘states of

rest’ {juovés) in che sense-organs (& Tols alsthymplos).
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exhibit. For our purposes, the two texts complement each other rather nicely. In
the De Insomniss, Aristotle goes into considerable detail concerning the material
basis and underlying physiology of phanzasia. In the De Memoria e Reminiscentia,
he makes some very interesting remarks about what accounts for the order which
sequences of sensory affections tend to exhibit.
I shall begin with chapter 3 of the De Insomniis. By the time we get to that

chapter, Aristotle has answered the question which the De Insomniis begins by
asking, namely what part of the soul it is to which dreams belong. His answer, as
we have seen already, is that they belong to the perceptual part, in so far as it is
responsible for phantasiai, For dreams, he holds, are Phantasiai of a certain kind.
He has also restated, and in fact amplified somewhat, the account of phantasia
offered in De Anima 3.3. He has added to that account that the affections thar
constitute phantasiai are qualitative changes, caused by the qualitative chan
that constitute perceptions (459°1-7). Moreover, in chaprer 3 itself he adds that
these affections, or at least the active ones among them, are ongoing disturbances
in the animal’s perceptual apparatus: “We must suppose that like the little eddies
that form in rivers, so each of the changes [sc. sensory affections] occurs continu-
ously (yveobar cweydis). Often they remain in the same way. Often they are bro-
ken down into other shapes because of collisions’ (De Insomniis 3, 46128—1 1). We
should note that the retention of such affections requires that disturbances created
by acts of perception are in some way or other preserved in the animal’s perceptual
apparatus.’? These disturbances, moreover, are contentful, As they arrive at the

- central organ of perception—the heart, that is (De fuventute 3, 469°5—7)—they
generate sensory experiences:

In blooded animals, as the blood becomes calm and separated ou, the change belonging to

percepts® from each sense-organ is preserved (sepopsim). This makes dreams connected
(eipdpeva), 14 makes things appear to the dreamer, and brings it about that they seem to see
onaccount of the changes descending from sight, to hear on accoun of those coming from
hearing, and so on with those thar proceed from the other organs. For also when one is

awake, it is because of the change from there arriving at the starting point [sc. the central

organ of perception] that one seems to be seeing, hearing, and perceiving.  (De Insomniis

3, 461*25-1)15

' It is worth pointing our the striking closeness in conception between Aristote’s phantasiai
and mentory in Plato’s Philebus, According to the Philebus, perceptions are conrenthil disturbances
(ociopod) undergone jointly by body and soul (Philebus 33 D 3, E 11; nore also mdBog at 34 A 3
and kivqows 28 34 A 4); and memory is the preservation (cwmpia) of such disturbances (34 A
10-11). , :

¥ 1dw alolnpdray § cimos at 461926 is, T take It, a shorter expression for af $wéAovmos i gewg
ai ovpBabiovoar dmd 1dw elobyuéray at 461°18_19, What Aristotle has in mind is something that
can be thought of either as one complex disturbance or as any number of interrelated disturbances
that jointly travel from the peripheral sense-organs to the cenrral o£gan of perception.

14 T jke Ross, Beare in J. Barnes (ed.), The Complete Warks of Aristotle, and Gallop, I accept Lulofss
conjecture etpdpevd at 461°27.

¥ My uanslations from the De Jnsomniis ace indebted to those by Beare, in Barnes (ed.}, The
Complese Works of Aristotle, and by Gallop, in Aristotle on Sleep and Dredens. .
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One phenomenon in which Aristote is interested is the contrast between

unconnected, disorderly dreams and dreams that are well connected and life-like.

His explanation of that contrast is that the heat associated with the activity of
digestion generates large-scale disturbances in the relevant pars of the body,

which can interfere with the more delicate disturbances that carry the contents of
dreams (461*14-25). It is in the blood of suitably constituted animals, he holds,

that contentful affections originally created by acts of perception are preserved.!¢
What he says suggests that he takes such affections to be preserved primarily in the
blood located in the peripheral sense-organs.!” In sleep, much of that blood
travels to the hearr, carrying with it affections that are contained in it. When the
blood around the heart is agitated by the large-scale disturbances of digestion, the
contentful affections travelling from the peripheral sense-organs to the heart may
be altogether destroyed, or they may be thrown into disarray—for instance, by
being broken up in collisions—so that disorderly and unconnected dreams ensue.
By contrast, when the blood around the heart is relatively calm, the affections
travelling to the heart may be preserved in their order and complexicy, in which
case they generate dreams that ate coherent and life-like. Such dreams may present
to the dreamer, not monstrosities, but people he or she knows,18 or the actions
and pursuits of their waking lives.!® “When someone is asleep’, Aristotle adds,

as most of the blood travels down to its source, the changes present within it—some
potentially, some actively-—travel down with it. They are so disposed that in this change,
that one will emerge from the blood, and as this one perishes, that one.2® They are disposed
towards one another (el mpds &\has 3% Syovow) like the artificial frogs that rise to the
surface of water as salt is being dissolved.?! In a similar way, these changes are in us poten-
tially, and become active when what arrests them is relaxed. And as they are released, they
are active in che litde blood that remains in the sense-organs, taking on a resemblance,
as cloud-shapes do, which in their rapid changes we liken to humans and centauss. Each
of them is, as has been said, a remnant of a percept in activity (drédeqpa o8 & T4

16 “This is not to say that on Asistotle’s view the blood itself receives and preserves the affections in
question. His view rather seems to be that it is prewms contained in the blood thar is the bearer of
sensory affections. E Solmsen, ‘Greek philosophy and the discovery of the nerves’, Museun
Helveriewm, 18 (1961), 172-8, and G. Freudenthal, Aristorles Theory of Material Substance: Hear
and Preuma, Form and Soul (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 1304, offer derailed discussions of
this point. :

1713 Note De Insomniis 2, 459°24—8; & ots Supoaw ('in the eyes’), 459410-11; 3, 4611621,

18 Coriscus, for example: 462°2-8.

19 D¢ Divinatione per Somnum 1, 463°23-7: ‘when we ate about to do something, or are in the
middle of doing something, or have done something, it often happens thar in dreams we find
ourselves with these acts and find ourselves doing them—the reason being thar the change [sc. the
sensory affection that constinutes the phwntasiz in question] happens to have its path prepared {mpocw-
Somorqpévn) as a result of our daytime beginnings.’

2 gfrw 8 Syovow Gote By TR kudoet Thdt Ade dmmoddoel E abroldkimas, & & abm
$lap, e, ~

2t According to Sophonias, 37, 1224, and Michae! of Ephesus, 72, 8-19, Aristotle has in mind a
numbet of wooden frogs that are buiried in layers of salt one on top of the other. As water is added and
the salt dissolves, onc frog after another rises and, in rising, becomes visible.
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svepyely aloBdparos); and when the real percept has departed, it persists,
it is like Coriscus, but is not Coriscus. (De Insornniis 3, 46151 1-24)

The passage presents a remarkably elaborate theory of sensory affections. They are
in the perceptual apparatus either potentially or actively. Active affections, T take
it, are ongoing contentful disturbances, Potential affections are potentialities for
such disturbances. They are arrested in some way or other, and they become active
when whart arrests them is removed or relaxed. Moreover, Aristotle plainly
thinks that sensory affections are, or tend to be, ordered in certain ways, so that the

activity of one particular affection is followed by the activity of another particular
affection, which is followed by the activity of ye

tanother one, and so forth.22 This
s important for his account of dreaming, I suggest, because he wants 1o explain
why dreams can represent, in a well-connected and life-like manner, complex
events and processes that unfold over considerable periods of time, as when a
builder dreams of building a house, or a sculptor of making a statue (cf. De
Divinatione per Semnum 1, 463°21-30). If Aristotle’s account is to be able o
explain the occurrence of such dreams, he plainly needs to allow, not only thar
i ception can be preserved and re-enacted, but

and it is true that

re-enacted. This, I submit, is exactly what he does allow in our passage.

Now;, it is worth em phasizing that having dreams, no matter how complex and
elaborate they may be, is not, according to Aristotle’s theory, an exercise of the
capacity for thinking, Nor does he think that dreams are limited to humans. He
evidently chinks that some of the brute animals have dreams.23 In fact, his expla-
nation of connected dreams is meant to apply, notonly to humans, but to blooded
animals in general,2 or anyhow to those among them which are capable of
dreaming. Aristotle’s account distinguishes sharply between dreams themselves
and thoughts about dreams that a dreaming person may have—for example, the
thought that the experience in question is a dream (De Fusomniis 3, 462°28-.9;
462'5-7; cf. 1, 458°15-20; ¥25). Such thoughus, if and when they occur, belong

*2 The sentence in which this becomes clear (461%13-15) is, T think, often under-translated.
Consider, for instance, Gallop's translation in Arisotie: On Sleep and Dreams: “They are so disposed

e stitface; and if that one perishes,

and Beare in The Complere Works of
Aristorte.) According to this translation, Aristotle’s point is that there is a steady flow of sensory affec-

tions in the perceptual apparatus, such that for any given one, there is another thar follows jt.
However, this interpretation fails ¢

o give force to the demonstrative pronouns in Aristotle’s Greels,
(Afrer all, he could have writren, say, 8\ Tis ko instead of T8¢ § kbmors in line 14, and N

‘Acts of recollection happen because, naturally, #hés change (7
(+v3z). If this is so by necessity, then Plainly whenever one undergoes the carlier one, one will
undergo the later one. IF it is not by necessity but by habit, one will for the most part undergo the one
after the orher’ (De Memoria 2, 451%10-14).

23 De Divinatione per Somnum 2, 463512 13; note also De fsonniss 1 , 4591315,
# v Tols dvalposs (in blooded animals’), De fnsomniis 3, 461°25-G, .

Kxbmaows §i8e} occurs after thar one
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to the intellectual part of the soul. Dreams themselves, by contrast, Aristotle
assigns to the perceptual part of the soul, in so far asitis co ncerned with phantasia.
What this means is that having dreams, no matter how elaborate and ‘connected’
they may be, is on Aristotle’s view an activiry that, in and of itself, involves no
more than suitable exercises of the capacity for phantasia. That capacity, moreover,
belongs to the system of capacities that he refers to as the perceptual part of
the soul.

Let me recapitulate. Aristotle thinks, I take it, that the phantasiai that
constitute dreams can exhibit order, in that they can represent complex events
and processes in a connected and life-like manner. He wants to explain the pos-
sibility of such order by appealing to dispositions among sensory affections
which are in some way or other preserved in the animal’s perceptual apparatus.
Sensory affections, he holds, are preserved in the perceptual apparatus either as
active, contentful disturbances or as potentialities for such disturbances. He
takes it that such affections can, in suitable organisms, be preserved in an
orderly way, so that the activity of one particular contentful disturbance in the
animal’s perceptual apparatus is, or tends to be, followed by the activity of
another particular disturbance, which is or tends to be followed by the activity
of another particular disturbance, and so forth. It must then be part of his psy-
chological theory that animals capable of preserving sensory affections in an
orderly way are constituted so that appropriate dispositions can be formed
among sensory affections that may be preserved in their perceptual apparatus.
Moreover, since at least some of the brute animals are, on his view, capable of
having ‘connected” dreams, his theory must make the preservation of order
among sensory affections available to suitable kinds of non-human animals
as well as to human beings.

We should now attempt to get a clearer view of the dispositions which Aristotle
thinks can come to obtain among sensory affections in the perceptual apparatus
of suitable kinds of animals. Does he offer an account of how it is that such dis-
positions are formed and maintained? It seems to me that we can extract at least
some crucial parts of such an account from a few passages in the second chapter of
the De Memoria.

The main topic of De Memoria 2 is recollecting (dvdpmeis, dvapp vije keobar).
This follows a discussion of remembering (pvpn, prpovetew, pepriofad) in
the first chapter. It is in discussing recollecting that Aristotle makes especially
prominent use of his theory of ordered sequences of sensory affections. However,
he also relies on that theory in specifying what is involved in remembering
something, As we shall see, this turns out to be rather important for our purposes.
Now it is not immediately obvious what Aristotle means either by remembering
or by recollecting. Before we turn to chapter 2 and its discussion of recollection,
then, I want to make some remarks about Aristotle’s conception of remembering,
and to draw attention to some aspects of the discussion in chapter 1 that it will be

important to bear in mind as we approach chapter 2.

oo
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\/' ter of having in mind something that you perceived or thought of in the past. It

also involves being aware that you perceived or tho
(De Memoria 1, 449018_23; 45011 9-21). Asa result
temembering, say, a forest fire, this involves nor j
ment of sensory affections that were actively present in your perceptual appararus
at the time. It also involves your being aware, perhaps in a certain distinctive way,
that you did perceive what is now being represented to you at some more or less
specific time in the past, or at the very least at some time or other jn the past (De
Memoria2, 452234534,

Itis worth noting tha this conception of memory is cognitively more demanding
than Plato’s in the Philebus, even just so far as perce

ptual memory is concerned.
In the Philebu;, memory (uviun, pepviioda) is defined simply as the preservation
of perception (34 A 10-1 1). One way in which memory, so understood, is

employed is in putting a thirsty or otherwise depleted animal jn cognitive coritact
with the appropriate type of replenishment, so as to enable the animal to form 4
desire. Socrates offers no indication that such exercises of memory as are required
for the formation of desire must involve not only a fe-enactment of a previously
teceived sensory affection, but also some kind of awareness of having had past

dealings with the thing in question. Plato, in the Philebus, seems o regard the
mere re-enactment of g sensory affection prese i

» he takes it that when youare
ust the retrieval and re-enact-

treats as a case of phantasiz,

This distinction is made close to the end of chapter 1, where Aristotle responds
to the difficulty of how it can be that what is remembered isnota sensory affection
or appearance that, at the time, is actively present to the animal,6 but the absent
object from which that affection or appearance derives (450°25-7, 45081 1-15).
A picture of, say, the Eiffel Tower is both a picture in its own right and a
Tepresentation, or ‘likeness’, of the Eiffel Tower. You can observe it all by itself and

25 88 rilien Tob yevopgvow (memory is of the past’): 44915, 27.g.
% That whar one remembers might be sensory affecrions preserved in one’s perceprual apparatus
is 50 abstruse 2 thought thar [ hesitate to artribure it to Aristotle even for purposes of articulating an
aporia, Aristotle plainly uses the word povreopa (phantasia) to refer b

ces
acxive occurrence of such affections (e.g. ibid., 449"31—450‘1,

of the present passage, that he uses the related
'}, Timos (¢ impression’); and the like, in the same twofold way. If so, i
is open to us to interpret the difficulty discussed ar 450 145117 as dealing with the question of
whether one remembers appearances that are present to one’s mind a¢ the time, or absent objects from
which such appearances derive, This is a good questi

on 1o ask, and Aristode’s subsequent discussion
Seems to me to offer a plausible and interesting answer to it. .
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simply as the picture it is. But you can also look at it as a representation of the
Eiffel Tower. Likewise, Aristotle suggests, a phantasia that is involved in an act of
remerbering is something all by itself {(adré T ke alrd), and it is at the same
time a representation of the thing, now absent, from which it derives (450°20-7).
Correspondingly, he distinguishes between two ways of employing a phantasia.
The soul, he thinks, can attend to the appearance involved in a given phanzasia
all by itself and simply as the appearance it is; but it can also employ a suitable
phantasia as a representation, or ‘likeness’, of the particular thing from which it
derives (450°27—45172). Aristotle regards what occurs in the former case as merely
an act of phantasia, and only what occurs in the latter case as an act of remembering,
Now, it should be clear that both ways of employing a phantasia involve having
experiences with representational content.?” Even to have an ordinary phantasia of,
say, a forest fire is to have a forest fire represented to one in some way or other.
Remembering some forest fire, as Aristotle thinks of it, goes beyond such representa-
tion. It is not just a matter of having a forest fire represented to one. It also involves
being aware, perhaps in a certain distinctive way, that what is represented to one is
something that one did perceive at some time in the past. Having articulared the
notion of employing a phantasiz as a representation of what it derives from, Aristotle
is ready to say what he takes remembering to be: the having of a phantasia as a repre-
sentation of the thing it derives from (pavrdopartos, os elkovos ob pévTacpe,
8£15).28 That is to say I take it, that remembering something is a matter of having a
phantasia in.a way that involves being aware, perhaps in a certain way, that what is
represented to one is something that one perceived or otherwise experienced at some
more or less specific time in the past, or at least at some time or other in the past.
Remembering, Aristotle holds, belongs to the perceptual part of the soul, in
so far as it is responsible for phantasia.?® This answers the last one of the three
questions about remembering that the De Memoria begins by asking: in virtue of
what part of the soul does remembering occur (449°4-5)? What it means is that
remembering is, like dreaming, an exercise of the capacity for phantasia, which, as
we have seen already, is part of the system of capacities that is the perceptual part
of the soul. Given that Aristotle takes remembering to be a matter of utilizing
sensory impressions in a certain way, one can readily see why he assigns the activity
of temembering, via the capacity for phantasia, to the perceptual part of the soul.
However, although the pbanta.sm that Aristotle takes to be involved in rcmembermg

27 I agree here with 5. E.verson, Aristotle on Perception, 196.

# 1 assume that what Aristotle is meaning to define is the zerivity of remembering (eusp'ysw
kaTd 75 pimpovedew, dvepyelv T pwfipm), since activities are definidonally prior to capacities (De
Anima 2.4, 415*18-20}. In his definition of remembering, Aristotle may be using the word s in
precisely the way Plato uses the same word in the Theastetwes’ aviary simile. There, 2 is contrasted
with krijows (Theactetus 197 B 1-4). The latter denotes possessmn, the former is illustrared by having
a cloak on, and by holding a bird in one’s hand. Note also the aorists oyjj at De Memoria 1, 449°19,
and aysiv av Theaeterus 197 C 9; this means somerhmg like ‘10 get hold of".

23 De Memoria 1, 450°22-3: vlvos pdv odv rdw s Puyds Sore pafpn, pavepdy,dru ou—rrep ka9
qavtacia ‘it is dear then which part of the soul memory belongs to: the pare that phantasia belongs
to as well’). CE 451°16-17.
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can represent an enormous variety of things, they nonetheless are subject to the
limitation that they are sensory representations. They cannot in themselves provide

== cognitive contact with intelligibles such as, for instance, essences or natures.30

At the same time, Aristotle’s discussion from the start includes references to remem:

bering, not only perceptibles, but intelligibles as well-—for example, remembering -

some object of study (De Memoria 1, 449%15-23), However, if remembering in
general is a matter of utilizing sensory impressions in a certain way, it is not
clear how anyone can possibly remember, say, what it is to be a human being.
Somewhat surprisingly, Aristotle does not explicitly flag this as a difficulty, but he
does attempr to answer the question.

Every act of the human intellect, he holds, involves and requires representing

features such as magnitude and time, features whose representation involves and
requires suitable exercises of the capacity for phantasia. Tt is at least part of the idea
that thinking anything at all, anyhow for thinkers like us, requires visualizing the
objects of thought by means of the sensory imagination.3! The visualizations in
question are phantasiai. Aristotle rather naturally extends this idea and claims that
visualizing is required, not only for grasping an object of thought in the first place,
but also for subsequent acts of remembering the thing in question; ‘memory also
of intelligibles’, he says, ‘does not occur without a phantasia’ (450%12—13). This
makes acts of phantasia necessary for remembering intelligibles. Aristotle seems to
think, however, thar it also establishes that remembering in general belongs in
its own right (xaf’ ad7é) to the perceptual part of the soul, in so far as it js respons-
ible for phantasia, and ar best incidentally to the intellect (450*13-14). In any
case, Aristotle plainly does hold that remembering in general belongs in its own
right to the perceptual part of the soul, and incidentally to the intellect. He also
holds, relatedly, that the proper objects of memory are, as he puts it, things of
which thete is phanzasias?>—by which, I take it, he means things that phansasia
can represent.”® Things that cannot be grasped without phantasia, he adds, are
incidental objects of memory. In the context, it is clear that the latter items are
meant to be intelligibles. They cannot themselves be represented by the sensory
affections that constitute phantasiai, but their grasp by the intellect requires
appropriate acts of phantasia.

3 “This is because they are in themselves simply exercises of sensory capacities. They belong to
the perceptual pate of the soul, afrer all, Only acts of the intellect can provide cognitive contact with
inrelligibles.

3 CE De Memoria 1, 450°4-5; wal § vodw doabras, il i) Toodv vofi, Tilerol mpd_dupdren
woadw (‘in the same way a person who is thinking, even if he is not thinking of somerhing with a size,
places something with a size before his eyes’). -

# 450°23-5: dore prmuoventd. e’ adrd pidv v doT pavraale, kerd ouuBefnrds 32 oo )
dvev pavracios (‘things of which there is phantasia are objects of memory in their own right; things
which are not grasped without phantasia are incidental objects of memory),

3 Ishould perhaps note that in witing of phantasia being able or unable o represent something
or other, I am meaning to convey the idea that it is able or unable 10 provide cognitive conract with

the item in question, the way sighr, for instance, is able 1o provide cognitive contact with colours but
not with flavours. '
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What Aristotle appears to have in mind, then, is something like this. It is after
all possible to remember intelligibles, such as, for instance, what it is to be a
human being. Intelligibles, however, are not remembered in their own right.
Remembering intelligibles is always parasitic on remembering things that are
remembered in their own right, and these are things that are represented by
Phantasia. If this is Aristotle’s view, as it seems to be, he will say that what actually
happens whenever someone remembers an intelligible object is that he or she in
the first place remembers something that is represented by phantasia, and that
memory happens to be accompanied by an act of the intellect that is the thought of
the object in question, perhaps in that this act of the intellect is prompted by the
relevant exercise of phansasia. The upshot is that things that can be represented by
phantasia can be remembered directly and immediately, whereas intelligibles can
only be remembered indirectly, in a way tha is mediated by remembering things
that are represented by phantasia. If that is Aristotle’s picture, this makes at least
some sense of his view that intelligibles are incidental objects of memory, and that
remembering belongs to the intellect incidentally. For on that picture remembes-
ing intelligibles will always accompany, and depend on, remembering things
that are represented by phantasia, and such acts of the intellect as may be involved
in remembering will atways accompany, and depend on, appropriate acts of
phantasia.
The question remains, of course, why Aristotle adopts a picture along these

lines. His adoption of some such picture is motivated, I suggest, by his acceptance
of the following premisses.

(1) The proper objects of mernory are things which are capable of being repres-
ented by representational items (states, processes, or whatever) which can be
preserved in the animal’s organism.

(2) Sensory affections are the only sort of representational items that can be pre-
served in an animal’s organism.

(3) Sensory affections canno represent intelligibles,

These premisses entail the conclusion that intelligibles are not among the proper
objects of memory. To accept premiss (1) is to adopt a rather natural view of the
functioning of memory as a matter of storing and retrieving representational items
of some sort or other. Committing something to memory, on that view, crucially
involves forming and retaining some sort of representation of it, and remembering
it involves retrieving that representation and employing it in a certain way. As we
have seen, Aristotle does embrace a view of memory along these [ines,34

34 The view he adopts is, incidentally, indebted to Platonic antecedents. In writing, at
450°29-32, of ‘something like a painting’ (oioy Lwypdgmpd 71) being retained in che living
organism, and of ‘something like an imprine (ofov THmor Twd) being stamped in the organism
(vompaiverar), the way seals are imprinted with signer rings (xafdmep of sypayldpevor rols
Soxruhiows), Aristotle is echoing not only the Philebus’ simile of the painter in the soul, but also
the Theactetus' wax block model of memory and knowledge. According to the larter, we have in
our souls a block of wax, and ‘we make impressions {dmorvmatiofad) upon this of everything

. -
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Given Aristotle’s psychological theory, moreover, the representational items in
question could either be thoughts or sensory affections. Now, we have’seen that
Aristotle takes sensory affections to be contentful modifications in the hylomorphic
structure that is the animal’s perceptual apparatus. There is nothing mysterious
about how such modifications can be preserved indefinitely in the animal’s per-
ceptual apparatus. By contrast, Aristotle holds that there is no such thing as a
bodily organ or apparatus of thought (De Anima 3.4, 42922-7). Thoughts are
not, on his view, modifications of any kind in a bodily structure, nor are they
constituted by such modifications. Since he does not take them to reside in a
bodily structure in the first place, he cannot make sense of their preservation in a
bodily structure.

On Aristotle’s view, then, sensory affections are the only sort of representational

item that can be preserved in the animal’s organism. However, since sensory
affections cannot represent intelligibles, Aristotle is compelled to accept that intel-
ligibles are not among the proper objects of memory. He does want to say, though,
thatitisina way possible to remember intelligibles. To show how, he resorts to the
rather ingenious idea thar intelligibles are incidental objects of memory. When
you remember, say, the proof of a geometrical theorem which you studied the day
before yesterday, what actually happens, Aristotle mighr say, is that you remember
how you visualized the items mentioned in the proof (as being extended objects
of such-and-such sizes and shapes) as well as how you visualized the operations
petformed on them (cuteing them in halves, and the like). These memories are not
memories of the proof itself But they are, or may well be, accompanied by the
thought of the proof itself, perhaps in that they may prompt an intellecrual act
that is the thoughr of the proof. If so, Aristotle can say that in a way you are
remembering the. proof. You are remembering it incidentally, because you are
remembering how you visualized it, and that memory happens to be accompanied
by the thought of the proof itself,

We should now turn to chapter 2 and its discussion of recollecting (¢
dvopywioxesBar). I begin with some linguistic points. Anamimneskein is a
transitive verb, meaning ‘to remind’. The present infinitive anamimneskesthai can
be construed either as middle, ‘to remind oneself, to recollect’, or as passive, ‘to be
reminded’. Now, if one looks at the passages in the Meno and the Phaedo in which
Plato presents and discusses his so-called theory of recollection,3s it becomes clear
that he strongly tends to use the infinitive form anamimneskesthai in contexts in
which someone actively sets out to call something to mind (middle rather than

we wish to remember among the things we have seen or heard or thought of ourselves; we hold the
wax under our perceptions 2nd thoughts and rake a stamp from them, in the way we take the
imprints of signet rings {(Gomep Sueruhivy aqpela dvoqpawopsvavs)’ (Theaeterus 191 D 4-8).
Aristotle adopts Plato’s picture with two significant medifications. First, the generation of
imprints does not depend on whar one wishes to remember, but occurs simply as 2 marter of the
ordinary Functioning of the animal’s cognitive apparatus. Secondly, there are, for Aristotle, no
imprints of thoughts (450°27-32). '

35 Meno 81 C5-86C 2 Phaeds 72E 1-77 A 5.
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passive construal),3 rather than contexts in which it just so happens that someone
is reminded of something without having tried to call the thing in question to
mind:37 For the latter type of case, Plato uses expressions that are unambiguously
passive, like znamnesthenai, whenever such expressions are available 38 At the same
time, it is noteworthy that Plato uses the noun aremnzsis both in the middle sense
of recollecting and in the passive sense of being reminded.3® Against that back-
ground and in light of the fact that Aristotle is echoing Plato’s characterization of
recollection,® it is reasonable to expect that when Aristotle proposes to discuss 2o
anamimnéskesthai, he has in mind deliberately recollecting something, as opposed
1o cases in which it just so happens that something reminds someone of something
else. This expectation is in fact fully borne out by the discussion in De Memoria 2.
Here is Aristotle’s statement of what he takes recollecting to be: “When someone
recovers (awelopfdi) a picce of knowledge, a perception, or that thing the having

of which we said is memory, that recovery, when it occurs, is recollecting one of

" the things mentioned; and it turns out that this is followed by remembering and

memory’4l (De Memoria 2, 451°2-6). This is a preliminary statement only, because
he rakes it to be true only with a qualification that he is not yet in a position to

articulate fully, Not every case of recovering a piece of knowledge, a perception, ora

phantasia is, he thinks, a case of recollecting. For someone can, for instance, recover
a piece of knowledge, not by recollecting it, but by learning the thing in question all

36 Note, for example, Meno 85 D 6-7, where Socrates asks: 6 32 dvadopPavew adrév &v adrd
é-rrw“r'l’gp'qv oK (’wu.[.l.l.p.vﬁuxsaﬂm Eu-n.v; (‘IS not one’s own Tecovery cfknowledge in Onﬁelf recoﬂection?’)
Also 86 B 4: &myewpeiv {yTeiv kol dvapcpviioxesdor (try to seek out and recollect’). Cf. Phaeds 75 E
2-7.

37 This point is missed entirely by Sorabji, Aristotle an Memory, 40-1.

38 For examplc, Phaedo 73 D 10-11: ELML&W Tts (dow moARGks Kéﬁn’rns c’r.vapvﬁcﬂn (‘on seeing
Simmias, one is often put in mind of Cebes’); E 6-7: ai Zuyspioy Sévre yeypoppdior Kéfyros
dvapvnobivas {‘'on seeing a picture of Simmias, [someone may] be reminded of Cebes’). At Phaedo 73
C 6-74 A7, Socrates discusses cases of one thing reminding someone of another thing, in order
to make certain points thar he takes to apply to every case of dvépvmous, crucially including active,
deliberate recollection. At that stage of the discussion, Socrates is notably carefud in using unambigu-
ously passive forms of dvopumfiexew whenever they are available. The only ambiguous form is
dvapufokera at 74 A 5. This is present tense indicative, where no unambiguously passive form
is available. CF. Aristotle, Nicomachean Eehics 9.4, 1166815 (a passage mentioned by Sorabiji, Avistotle
on Memory, 99), where Aristotle says that bad people avoid being alone, because while alone they are
reminded of many distressing things {&vappvijoxovras yap modAdw xol Buayepdn).

3 The noun is to be construed in the middle sense in the slogan that learning is recollection.
Passive uses are in evidence at Phaedo 73 D 10, E 1, and 74 A 2. The noun is cleatly used in the middle
sense ar De Memoria 2, 453*15. There is an interesting passive use at Nicomachean Erhics 3.10,
1118°12-13: self-indulgent people take pleasure in the smells of perfumes and tasty dishes, because
‘through these they are reminded of the objects of their apperites’ (314 Todron. dvdpros viveros
abdrols Téw émibupnudrav).

4 To recollect is to recover knowledge (dvahapBdvew . . . Emwaripnw): Meno 85 D 6-7; Phaedo
75 E 4; De Memoria 2, 451%2-3. Cf. also Philebus 34 B 6-8.

41 With all extant manuscripts, I read & rather than & at 451%5. Ross and Sorabji follow Michael
{c. AD 1090) and Sophonias {¢. AD 1300) in reading the latter. Ross’s reason for rejecting the reading
of the manuscripts is that it makes pvfum ‘2 mere repetition’ of pwqpovedew, This is true, but in view
of the same kind of repetition at 449%4, 45121415, and 453"8-9, it is no good reason to abandon the
reading of all manuscripts.
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over again. Recollecting, Aristotle says somewhat obscurely, requires the presence
within of a principle over and above that required for learning (451%9-10).

Before he can offer his full statement of what distinguishes recollecting from
relearning, he must first present his theory of ordered sequences of sensory affections.
Recollecting occurs, he holds, because sensory affections form ordered sequences,
so that the active occurrence of some particular contentful disturbance in one’s

perceptual apparatus tends to be followed by the active occurrence of another such
disturbance:

Acts of recollection (ai dvapvhoeis) happen because, naturally, #his change [sc. sensory
affection] occurs after thar one (Emeudh) mépurey ) kimais Hde yevdolas perd Tivde). I chis
is so by necessity, then plainly whenever one undergoes the earlier one, one will undergo
the Iater one. If it is not by necessity but by habit, one will for the most part undergo
the one after the other. (It is a fact that some changes become more habitual with just one
occurrence than others that have occurred many times. And this is why after sceing
some things once, we remember better than we do after seeing other things many times.)
In recollecting, then, we undergo some one or other of the eatlier changes, unril we
undergo the one that is habitually followed by the change in question. It is for this reason
also that we hun for (Unpedopev)® that which follows in the sequence (16 &petis), begin-
ning in thought (vofjcarres) with the now or with something else, and with something
similar to the thing in quéstion, something opposite 1o it, or something proximate to it
(r08 atveyyvs). Recollection occurs for this reason: for the changes that belong to these
things ate in some cases the same ones, in other cases they occur together, in yet other cases
 the one change contains part of the other, so that after the earlier one only a little remains
to beundergone. Itis in this way, then, that people search, bur alse without searching, they
are reminded in this way,3 when the change in question occurs afier some other one. And
for the most part the change in question does occur after the occurrence of other changes
of the kinds we mentioned [sc. affections belonging to itemns similar, opposite, or proximate

to the item represented or calied to mind by the affection in question). (De Memoria 2,
451b10-25)44

42 Thisis another}’latonic echo, this time from the Thegeterss’ aviary model: 197 D 1, 198 A 2,A7.

B Inrofiow wiv odv obrew, kal u1) yrodivres 8 obrws Swapiprorovras. The word order suggests
strongly that Aristotle intends a contrast berween Inrofiow {people search’) and py Lyrodvres
(‘without searching’) rather than, as Sorabji takes it, berween ‘people search in this way’ and ‘withour
searching i this way', (See Kithner—Gerth, Ausfiibrliche Grammatik der Griechischen Sprache, Zwetter
153: Satzlehre (Hannover: Hahnsche Buchandlung, 1904), §528.). Beare takes the sentence the way
I do; Sorabji, 99, admits that his reading strains the Greek. Sorabji’s problem is that if the text is read
in the way it is most natural to read it, Aristotle seems o speak of recollecting without searching. But he
repeatedly characrerizes recollecting as a matter of searching {esp. 453°15-16; cf. 45 1¥30, 452°8, and
453°12). However, Svapyrfoxovras need not be construed as middle; it can just as navurally be read
as passive, Sophonias (10, 1-2), for what it is worth, takes the second dause to describe a case of
being reminded without having searched: Srav 38 iy Lyrolow dvapmoelivar Tou yémra (note the
passivel). The idea, [ take it, is this. People search in #is way. namely by thinking of something or
other that is somehow related to the thing they are searching for—for example, something similar,
opposite, of proximate to it. / #is way, wo, people, may be reminded of something without searching
for it: by thinking of something or other that is somehow related to the thing in question—for example,
by being similar, opposite, or proximate to it. .

4 My translations from the De Memoria are indebted to those by Beare, in Barnes (ed.), The
Complete Works of Aristorle, and by Sorabiji, Arisotle on Memory.
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* As we have seen, Aristotle’s main topic in the chapter is recollecting, which is a

marter of deliberately recalling something or other. In the passage just quoted, he
is focusing on recollecting, but he also addresses being reminded of something
without seeking to recall it. His theory of ordered sequences of sensory affections
is, 1 take it, meant to explain both the fact that one thing frequently reminds us
of another, and the fact that by means of suitable mental activity we sometimes
manage to recollect things that we perceived ot thought of in the past, but thatdo
not now come to mind right away or without effort.
Aristotle begins by saying that the order that obtains among sensory affections is
cither necessary or habitual. In the subsequent discussion only habit recurs (at
451528-30 and at 452¥26-8). Necessity scems to drop out of consideration. It is,
in any case, not easy to see how necessity might be relevant.#3 Aristotle takes it,
moreover, that we tend to associate things with one another on the basis of such
relations as similarity, opposition, and proximity (by which he probably means both
spatial and temporal proximity). He does not address the question of how habitua-
tion and such patterns of association are interrelated. He may well think that such
patterns are themselves at least in part due to habituation, in that we are used to
thinking of opposites together, or to hearing thunder after secing lightning. But he
may also think that relations that obtain between suitable things can facilitate, or
even bring about, the formation of habits of association, as when one comes to
associate toads with frogs because they are rather similar. However that may be, itis
clear that Aristotle is meaning to account for recollecting and being reminded by
appealing to ordered sequences of sensory affections. s These are affections of the
same kind as the ones that he méntions in De Fnsomniis 3. For the purposes of that
text, he assumes that dispositions among sensory affections can be formed in the
perceptual apparatus of suitable kinds of animals, so that active sensory affections
can come to follow each other in orderly ways.%” As we saw, he relies on that assump-
tion in explaining how their dreams can be ‘connected’. The present text adds
significant detail to that picture. It says thar the dispositions among sensory
affections obtain either by necessity or as a result of habituation; and that sensory
affections typically are so disposed that, at any rate so far as humans are concerned,
things that are similar, opposite, and progimate to one another tend 10 be
represented, or called to mind, together or in immediate succession.

45 [ shall offer a suggestion at the end of the chaprer.

46 This claim ought to be acceprable independently of my view that Aistotle is explicitly talking
about being reminded ar 451"23—4. For akso the seties of associations employed in recollection will
typically involve multiple cases of being reminded by something of something else (e.g. 452°13-16).

47 The De Insomniss comes after the Dz Memoria in Belckers edition of Aristotle’s works. This may
well be in Line with Aristotle’s view about the order in which the two texts should be studied. The De
Sensu, ar §36%5~17, sets out a programume of topics to be discussed which the Parva Naturaliz follows
loosely. In that order, memory comes right after sense-perception and precedes, among other things,
sleep and waking. Dreaming, moreovet, is announced as a topic to be discussed at the beginning of
the De Somno (453°17—20). There is some reason for thinking, then, that the De Insomniis rakes as
cead the De Memoria's rather more derailed starement of Aristotle’s theory of orderly sequences of
sensory affections. .
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A slightly later passage seems to offer a little more detail as to how
are proximate to each other come to be associated with one another:

It is by habit that changes follow one anothes, this one afier thar one. And so when
someone wants 1o recollect (&.vu.pngvﬁcxsuﬂm), he wi is:

starting point, after which the change in question

things that

things in question are related to one another in terms of one thin

£xouot Td mpdypara Tpds ENmAe 76 &petiis), so also are the ch
451%28-452%)

Aristotle thinks that we obtain sensory affections from interacting with perceptible
and intelligible objects. These objects themselves exhibit order in various ways.
Thunder comes afier lightning, the sea after the sand

y beach, the conclusion of
an atgument after its premisses. It is a fact about some kinds of animals, Aristote
holds, that they are able,

not only to preserve sensory affections that they obtain
from interacting with perceptible or intelligible objects, but also to retain these
sensory affections in an orderly way, a way that reflects the order of the objects

Noeralrws 8¢ adros wwmByvae) to what follows
the starting point, When this ability is absent, and the person depends on someone ar

something else, he no longer remembers (otiir: pémra)., It often happens that one
is unable to be reminded, but with some searching one is able to, and finds what one is
looking for. This occurs when one initiates

many changes (kwosyr m0M\&), until one
initiates one that is such as to be followed by the thing in question, (De Memorig 2,
4524_10)

Having presented his theory of ordered sequences of sensory affections, he
can now give more content to his earljer remark that recollecting requires the
presence within of a principle over and above that required for learning, What
it requires, he takes it, is the Presence in the person’s perceptual apparatus of
suitable sensory affections, ang the existence of suitable dispositions among
them, so that he or she will be able, by selecting an appropriate starting-point,
to set off a sensory affection, or a series of such affections, so that the object in
question will come to be present to his or her mind. I take it to be Aristotle’s
view, moreover, that where the object of recollection is intelligible rather than
perceptible-—say, a theorem or a definition—it will not itself be represented by

the sensory affections thar the person manages to excite, but those sensory

the thought of the
relevant intelligible object.

It is worth pointing out that Aristotle’s account contains the resources needed
to distinguish recollecting, not only from telearning by being instructed, but also
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from relearning by rediscovering for oneself.4® Suppose you once knew the proof
of a geometrical theorem, but you subsequently forgot it. It so happens that you
are unable to recollect it, but by utilizing your general knowledge of geometry you
manage to work the proof out by yourself. In a way, you have recovered a piece of
knowledge through yourself rather than through someone or something else.
Aristotle can say, however, that you nonetheless did not recollect the proof because
you were not ‘conveyed’ to it in the way that is distinctive of recollecting. For you
were not conveyed all the way to it by a series of sensory affections preserved
within you, so that some, or one, of these affections turned out to be accompanied
by the intellectual grasp of the proof. Instead, you had to work the proof out by
exercising other pieces of knowledge and hence by employing your inteflect in
ways other than the identification of an appropriate starting-point for recollection
and the subsequent grasp of the proof itself.

Furthermore, it is important to note that, in distinguishing recollecting from
relearning, Aristotle is making a fresh point about what is involved in remembering
something. He says that when someone has lost the ability to be appropriately
‘conveyed’ to the active cognition of something or other, he or shé no longer
remembers the thing in question (45226-7). Now, what he has in mind in saying
this is plainly not that in this case the person in question is not at that time
petforming an act of remembering. His point is rather that in this case the person
has lost the acquired ability to remember the thing in question.? He also spells

out what he takes to be involved in having the ability that we deny to someone .

when we say that he or she no longer remembers something or other:
‘Remembering (t¢ pepvijodol) is the presence within one of the power that con-
veys one [sc. to the thing in question], so that one is conveyed to it from oneself
and from the changes one has within oneself, in the way described’>® (De Memoria 2,
452*10-12). This characterization of what may be called dispositional memory5!
applies Aristotle’s theory of ordered sequences of affections to memory and
remembering. It is a rather complicated characterization, and it deserves careful
attention. It characterizes the acquired ability to remember something as the
presence within one of a power to bring about some change, or some changes. The
exercise of that power results in one’s being affected so that the object of memory
is represented to one or is called to one’s mind.

48 Sorabji, Aristotle an Memory, 38-9, claims that Aristotle goes wrong in failing to recognize that
one can relearn something through ones own efforts, and without depending on someone else’. On
my view, that objection misfires. Aristotle does not, and need not, deny that one can relearn by one-
self. He can gladly accept this, since he has the resources needed to distinguish recollecting from that
kind of relearning, too.

49 'This acquired ability corresponds to the second potent!a.ht{ or first actuality, that is knowing
somcthmg\wthout contemplatmg it: De Anima 2.5, 41721-417°2; 2.1, 412’22—3

50 1d yop psp.mo‘ﬂu.r. oTe TH dveivay Slvapw T kwelswr Toliro 36, Gor’ 3E atred kel dv Eyeu
KI-VT'GE(I]V KI‘.VI}BTTV(LL, (.IJU"ITEP ELP’IITG«L

51 The formulation is due to Sorabji, Aristotle on Memory, 1.

L
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Now, Aristotle evidently does not think that having the acquired ability to
remember, say, what Cebes looks like entails being able to perform a suitable act of
remembering whenever one pleases. He thinks it happens frequently that one does
Dot manage to activate dispositional memory. One might suppose that the case of
a person who has dispositional memory but does not manage to activate it is a
counterexample to Aristotle’s chararacterization of dispositional memory. Bur this
would be mistaken. His characrerization of dispositional memory requires only
that there is in fact some way in which it could be activated; it may be difficult for
its bearer to identify that way. What he has in mind in the context is that there is
some affection or other, say one that represents Cebes’ companion Simmias, such
that the active occurrence of that affection would be followed, or anyhow would
tend to be followed, by the active occurrence of an affection that represents what
Cebes looks like. The upshot is that Aristotle rakes dispositional memory not only
to involve sensory affections that are retained or preserved in the organism. He
also takes it to involve—in many cases and perhaps in general—the existence of
dispositions that obtain among those sensory affections, such that one specific
sensory affection tends to become active together with, or in succession to, the
activity of another specific sensory affection. ‘
This, I submit, is a significant addition to the account of memory and
remembeting offered in chapter 1 of the De Memoria, In that chapter, Aristotle
concentrates on the act of remembering, having little or nothing to say about dis-
positional memory. That chapter, moreover, has nothing to say abou the question
of how it is thar representations that are retained in an organism are accessed and
recalled. In other words, chaprer 1 has nothing to say about the srazmsition from
having dispositional memory to the act of remembering, According to Aristotle’s
account, the perceptual apparatus of a suitably constituted and ordinarily developed
animal will retain countless sensory affections. He tells us nothing, in De Memoria
1, about how and why it is that sometimes some of these countless affections come
1o be active in the animal’s perceptual apparatus, so that the animal is remember-
ing this or that particular thing,

Now, one might think that he takes it to be specifically by way of recollecting, as
that is discussed in De Memoria 2, that representations retained in an organism are
accessed and recalled. This, however, cannot be the whole story. First, recollecting,
as he thinks of it, is a matter of deliberately recalling, and there obviously are many
acts of remembering that do not involve deliberately recalling whatever the thing
in question may be, as when you are remembering something because it just so
happens that you are reminded of it by something else. Secondly, recollecting, as
Aristotle thinks of it, is a matter of deliberately recalling in a rather specific way,
namely by thinking of something else that, with some luck, puts one in mind of
the thing in question.52 So if you manage to call something to mind directly and

% Arisiotle makes it very clear, throughout De Memoria 2, that what he thinks of as recollecting is

always a mateer of mentally proceeding from something ek to the object of recollection: see, e.g.,
451°16-18, 1822, 29-31, 452%4-6, 810, 1216, etc. :
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without first thinking of something else, as no doubt you sometimes do, this will
not be a case of récollecting, as Aristotle thinks of it, at any rate for the purposes of
De Memoria 2. In fact, his account of recollecting presupposes the ability to call
something to mind directly, since the starting-points of many acts of recollection
will be thoughts of things that one manages to call to mind directly.s3 Presumably,
calling something to mind directly is supposed to be a matter simply"of thinking
of ir, rather than of recollecting it. Thirdly, while Aristotle evidently attributes the
ability to remember to some of the brute animals, he denies the ability to recollect
to all of them:

Recollecting differs from remembering not only with regard to time,5 but also in thar
many of the other animals, too, have a share in remembering, wheteas it may be said that,
apart from humans, none of the known animals has a share in recollecting. 55 The reason is
that recollecting is rather like a kind of reasoning (ofov ovAdeywopds rig). For the person
who is recollecting reasons (ouMoyilerad) that he saw or heard the thing in question
before, or that he was affected by it in some other such way, and recollecting is rather [ike
conducting a search of some kind (ofov Lirmois 7is). To do that, however, naturally
belongs only to creatures whose soul has a deliberative part as well. (And indeed delibera-
tion, too, is a kind of reasoning.)  {453%4—14)

Given how Aristotle conceives of recollecting, and how he discusses it throughout
De Memoria 2, it is not difficult to see why he holds it to be limited to reasoning
creatures. He seems to think that reason is involved in recollecting in at least two
ways, First, anyone who sets out to recollect something or other believes that he or
she did at some stage perceive or think of the thing in question, and Aristotle takes
that belief to depend on some kind of grasp of reason. Thus I may believe that I
went through Plato’s argument for the tripartition of the soul, because I know
that I studied book 4 of the Republic, and I also know that this is the text which
contains that argument. Or I may believe that [ heard Cebes’ name at a dinner
party last week, because I know that I was introduced to him by his companion
Simmias. Aristotle’s thought might simply be that while you are not acrually

-remembering the thing in question, it could only be by way of some appropriate

bit of reasoning that you are aware of having perceived or thought of it at some
time in the past.

Secondly, once you start recollecting, you are, according to Aristotle’s theory,
conducting a search, or something rather like a search, for a representation thar
will represent the thing in question, or call it to mind (453*15-16). This will

33 De Memoria 2, 451°18-19: 818 wal 16 dpetis Bypedopey rofisarres ¢md Tob viv 4 AAhou Turds,
wol &’ Spolov 1| &vavrlov A roi atveyyus (it is for this reason that we hunt for that which follows in
the sequence, beginning in thought with the now or with something else, and with something similar
to the thing in question, something opposite to it, or something proximate to it).

54 What Aristotle has in mind, I take it, is that recollecting typically occurs some time after
memory has first been established. This is because recollecting requires thar the item in question has,
so to speak, absented itself from one’s mind, for example in that it has been forgorten, or simply in
that one has not thought of it in a while. Cf. De Memoria 2, 451°31->2,

5% Aristotle offers a more confident stacement of this view at Historia Animalium 1.1, 48826,
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require finding a suitable starting-point, 6 a thought that involves the occurrence
of an active sensory affection, so that this affection is followed by another such
affection that will represent or call to mind the object of recollection. Aristotle,
naturally enough, associates this search for a starting-point with deliberation
(453°12-14). Like deliberation, it is a matter of having a goal and of identifying
a suitable starting-point, something that one is now in a position to do with a view
to achieving one’s goal.
It s plain, then, that recollection, as Aristotle thinks of it, is a rather special way
in which representations retained in an organism may become active, and one
that, moreover, he takes to be unavailable to the brute animals. If Aristotle’s
account of memory is to be anything like tolerzbly complete, he must at least
indicate how representations can become active independently of recollection, as
he characterizes it in De Memoria 2. Furthermore, it will not do simply to point to
the fact that one can sometimes call something to mind directly and withour firse
thinking of something else, as when you exercise some picce of knowledge,57 or
when you think of the colour of your own eyes. For this would still not do justice
to the fact that memory often becomes active without anything being deliberately
called to mind, as when it just so happens that the scent of some fAower reminds
you of a walk you took during last year's summer vacation. It is, moreover, doubtfu!
whether Aristotle is prepared to attribute to any non-human animal the ability
deliberately to call something to mind, directly or otherwise. It seems that he
regards directly calling something to mind as a case of thinking (De Memoria 2,
451°18-20), and hence s an act of the intellect. If so, it too is unavailable to the
brutes. One thing that Aristotle does need to do, in any case, is to indicate 2 way
for representations to become active which does not involve deliberately recalling
the thing in question, directly or otherwise. | submit that he does precisely that
when he characterizes dispositional memory as involving—in many cases and
. perhaps in general—the existence of dispositions among sensory affections to
become active together or in succession in ways that are determined, at least in
large part, by past sensory experience and habituation. ,
In characterizing dispositional memnory in this way, Aristotle makes it clear that
he takes acquiring the ability to remember, say, what Cebes looks like not simply
to be a matter of retaining an appropriate sensory affection somewhere or other in
one’s perceptual apparatus. He also takes acquiring such an ability—in many cases
and perhaps in general—to involve retaining the relevant sensory affection in 2
way that relates it to other such affections by way of appropriate dispositions to
- become active together, or in immediate succession. As a result, we can see how,

6 CF 451%29-31: Srav rolywy Svapyfiakeafas Boddyrar, Toliro worfoey {nrios ety dpyip
rwisews, el v Sebm Soras (when someone wants to recollect, he will do this: he will seek ro get
hold of a starting-point, after which the change in question will occur’).

%7 CE. De Anima 2.5, 417°22—4; ‘Knowledge is of universals, and these in 2 way are in the soul
itself. For this reason thinking is up to the person, and he can think whenever he wishes to (85 voroar

pev &n’ adn, Swéray BotMyred).
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according to his account of memory, sensory affections can become active in a way
that does not involve deliberately recalling the thing in question. This can happen
when one type of sensory affection ‘wiggers’ another type. For example, your
dispositional memory of what Cebes looks like may be activated by sensory
affections that actively occur in your perceptual apparatus as you see Simmias.
Moteover, Aristotle evidently holds, as we have seen, that memory and remember-
ing belong to the perceptual part of the soul.>® On the basis of this assignment, it
is, I think, reasonable to attribute to him the view that all activities and operations
that form part of the ordinary functioning of memory are exercises of capacities

" that belong to the perceptual part of the soul, or are exercises of one such capacity.

In fact, I take this to be no more than a fuller statement of his claim that memory
belongs to the perceptual part of the soul. Now, we have seen that he takes it to be
part of acquiring and maintaining dispositional memory that sensory affections are
retained in ways which relate them to other such affections by way of appropriate
dispositions to becormne active together or in succession. He must take it, more-
over, that acquiring and maintaining dispositional memory is part of the ordinary
funcrioning of memory. If chis is along the right lines, then it is in fact clear that
Asistotle is committed to the view that preserving sensory affections ina suitably
structured way is a matter of exercising capacities that belong to the perceprual
part of the soul, or of exercising one such capacity. The most plausible candidate
for this task is, of course, the capacity for phantasia. This, after all, is the capacity
that accounts for the preservation of sensory affections. Moreover, Aristotle
indicates a special connection between memory and phantasia when he says
that memory belongs to the part of the soul to which phantasia belongs as well
(De Memaria 1, 450°22-3).

As Aristotle is quick to point out, by assigning memory to the perceptual part
rather than the intellect, he is making memory available to at least some of the
non-human animals (De Memoria 1, 450*15-16).5° Moreover, we have now
seen that he takes it to be part of the functioning of memory, anyhow in suitably
constituted animals, that sensory affections are preserved in their perceptual
apparatus in a structured way, with dispositions obtaining among them to co-occur
or follow one another in certain ways. By assigning memory to the perceptual
part of the soul, he therefore makes the formation and maintenance of such dis-
positions among sensory affections available, at least in principle, to suitably
constituted non-human animals. In virtue of the perceprual part of their souls,

58 D Memoria 1, 450°22-3; 451°16-17; this is confitmed ar the end of the teeatise, 453°8-10.
To do justice to the complexity of Aristotle’s position, we should add that he takes the simple state-
ment that memory belongs to the perceprual part of the soul to be appropriate so far as the proper
objects of memory are concerned. As we saw earlier, he takes the intellect to be involved in remember-
ing intelligibles. For present purposes, however, I can afford to limit myself to Arisrotle’s views on
remembering the propet objects of memory; and so [ disregard the complications introduced into his
theory of memory by remembering intelligibles.

55 Oither texts in which Aristotle attributes memory to non-human animals indude Historia
Animalium 1.1, 488°25-6, and Meraphysics A 1,980°21-7.
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suitably interrelated ways. This may enable them, for instance, to associate one
thing with another, to be reminded by something of something else, and to have
ongoing representations of indeterminate duration and complexity.

This position, it should be noted, is not only one for which his psychological
theory fully provides the resources. It is also one that he needs to adopt if he is to be
able to account for the cognitive achievements involved in forms of non-human
animal behaviour that he describes in considerable detail. Consider, for instance, his
report of adult deer leading their young to their lair, habituating (20i{ew) them to
the place where they should seek refuge (Historia Animalium 8.5, 611220-1). From
the point of view of Aristotle’s psychological theory, such behaviour plainly needs to
be accounted for in terms of the preservation of sensory affections in orderly ways, so
that the habituarion of juvenile deer can be seen to equip them with appropriately
complex representations that arc preserved in their percepiual apparatus, so as to
guide their speedy return to the lair in moments of peril.

Moreover, we saw earlier in the present chapter that Aristotle’s psychological
theory needs to be able to account for the suitability of a non-human animal’s
phantasiai 1o its current circumstances, which Aristotle must think is manifested
in anticipatory pleasure as well as in purposive locomotion. What is minimally
required for explaining such phenomena is what Aristotle’s account of memory in
fact makes available: namely, that brute animals of many kinds can form and
maintain appropriate dispositions among sensory affections retained in their
perceptual apparatus, so that they may associate one thing with another, or be
reminded by something of something else. Thus when a lion notices a stag in its
73\_5* environment, its current perceptual experience may put it in mind of what it is

Lo

like to eat a stag, and that representation may both occasion anticipatory pleasure
and play a crucial role in impelling the lion to go after its prey.

The interpretation that I have presented and argued for gives Aristotle no
more than the bare bones of an account of non-human animal cognition in terms
of connections or associations between sensory impressions. To do justice to the
cogitive achIeVeTients of non-humman amimals, such an aéount would no doubt
require extensive supplementation and refinement. Something would, for instance,
have to be said about how it is that among all the countless possible connections
or associations between impressions that might be formed, such connections as
are required for the animal to survive, and to get around in the world, actually
get formed. Such an account might appeal to a mechanism which privileges
sequences of impressions that lead to, or involve, pleasurable experiences, e.g.
‘stag-eating’. But we should alse bear in mind that Aristotle leaves open the
possibility that at least some sequences of representations may be a matter, not
of habit, but of necessity:

Acts of recollection happen because, naturally, #his sensory affection oceuss after #hat one.
If this is so by necessity, then plainly whenever one undergoes the earlier one, one will

Aristotle is in a position to hold, such animals can preserve sensory affections in’
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undergo the later one. If it is not by necessity buc by habit, one will for the most part
undergo the one after the other.  {De Memoria 2, 451°10-14)

The underlying idca might well be that the perceptual apparatus of some kinds of
animals is constituted so that they are predisposed to proceed from one specific
type of representation to another, provided that the animal in question actually
receives sensory affections of the relevant types. In other words, the idea might
be that some kinds of animals are ‘wired up’ in such a way that their perceprual
apparatus contains, as it were, ‘slots’ specifically for certain types of affections, in
which affections of these types are stored as soon as they are received. Affections of
one type will then be linked to affections of some other type, with the effect that
the animal in question invariably proceeds from representations of one type to
representations of another. In this way, Aristotle’s Empiricism®® about phantasia
could turn out to be a less extreme position than it may appear to be: although an
animal has to acquire by experience whatever sensory affections it needs, its nature
might be such as to facilitate—or even, given a suitably conducive environment,
to predetermine—the formation of such connections or associations between
impressions as are required for it to be able to live in the way that is characteristic

of its species.

60 For a brief account of Empiricism, see Introduction, pp. 4-6.
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Phantasia and Practical Thought

One of my central purposes in the preceding chapters was to bring our and
emphasize the remarkable cognitive power of phantasia, as Aristotle conceives
of it. After some preliminary remarks in Chapter 8, I argued in Chapter 9 that
phantasia enables animals to envisage prospects without having to depend on
thought or reason. It is important that Phantasia can do this, given that Aristotle
conceives of animal locomotion as purposive in a way that seems o require that
animals, including many kinds which he takes to be non-rational, are capable of
envisaging prospects. It is not just, however, that many kinds of animals exhibit
purposive behaviour. They also form purposes tha are, by and large, suitable to
the circumstances they find themselves in. When a lion notices a stag, it will
typically want to make a meal of it. If forming purposes of this kind involves
envisaging prospects, animals (including many kinds of non-human ones) must
not only be able to envisage prospects quite generally. They also must be
cognitively equipped so that, given certain circumstances, they can be relied on to
envisage a prospect of a certain kind, rather than not envisaging any prospect at
all, or envisaging one of an altogether different kind.

In Chapter 11, T argued that, on Aristotle’s view, perception and phantasiz can
account for the way in which non-rational subjects can, given certain conditions, be
relied on to envisage prospects that are suitable to their circumstances. According to
Aristotle’s psychological theory, to be a living thing capable of perception and
Phantasia involves having a soul that includes a perceptual part—a part or aspect of
the soul which, I argued, is meant to account for a broad variety of operations and
activities, such as perceiving, retaining sensory impressions, envisaging prospects,
having dispositional memory, remembering something, and being reminded of
something by something else. Aristotle is thus in a position to accept that some
kinds of non-human animals can, given certain conditions, be relied on to envisage
prospects that are suitable to their circumstances; and he can acoount for this in
terms of associations of sensory impressions, with the perceptual soul-part of
suitably constituted animals enabling them to form such associations, An account
along some such lines seems to me to be required by Aristotle’s theory of animal
motivation. A number of texts in the Parvz Naturalia, moreover, both provide the
resources needed for such an account, and suggest rather strongly that Aristotle
has in mind a picture of non-human animal cognition along these lines. In the




ught

as 1 bring out and
s Aristotle conceives
ed in Chapter 9 that
aving to depend on
3, given that Aristotle
seems to require that
tional, are capable of
ds of animals exhibit
and large, suitable to
10tices a stag, it will
of this kind involves
n-human ones) must
They also must be
ey can be relied on to

\ging any prospect at

on and phantasia can
certain condirions, be
stances. According to
le of perception and
‘t—a part or aspect of
ety of operations and
envisaging prospects,
1 being reminded of
. to accept that some
: relied on to envisage
n account for this in
reeptual soul-part of
yclations, An account
te’s theory of animal

wer, both provide the

trongly that Aristotle

~ 1g these lines. In the

Phantasia and Practical Thought 175

De Memoria, he indicates that he takes the ability to be reminded of one thing by
another to be part of having dispositional memory, and he assigns memoty to the
perceptual part of the soul, noting that in doing so he is making memory available to
suitably constituted non-human animals. In the De Jnsomniis, he proposes to
account for ‘well-connected” representations occurring in dreams in terms of the
idea that some blooded animals, including humans but not limited to them, are
constituted so that sensory affections may be preserved in their perceptual apparatus
in orderly ways, with dispositions obtaining among them such that appropriate
sensory representations tend to follow one another in ordetly sequences.

In view of the overall interpretation that I have argued for, the question arises
why the cognitive achievermnents of which non-human animals are capable, remark-
able though they are, nonetheless do not, according to Aristotle, involve, or
amount to, exercises of thought or reason. It may be instructive briefly to consider
the contrasting view of David Hume, who adduces instances of cognitive achieve-
ments of non-human animals so as to support his claim that ‘beasts are endowd
with thought and reason as well as men’.! Hume's examples include that of 'a dog,
that avoids fire and precipices, that shuns strangers, and caresses his master’ (177).
With regard to such forms of behaviour, Hume asserts that ‘they proceed from a
reasoning, that is not in itself different, nor founded on different principles, from
that which appears in human nature’ (177). He explains the dog’s cognitive
achievements in terms of sensory impressions and inferences drawn from such
impressions: for example, from the tone of voice the dog infers his master’s anger,
and foresees his own punishment’ (178). To drawan inference of this kind, according
to- Hume, is to engage in reasoning. There is no reason to think that Aristotle
and Hume disagree about the details of non-human animal behaviour as they are
evident to observation. In fact, the examples that Hume offers feature rather
modest achievements, especially in comparison to some of the more remarkable
feats that Aristotle reports in book 8 of the Historia Animalium.? Rather, the
disagreement between Aristotle and Humne is about the terms in which such and
other instances of non-human animal behaviour should be explained. Hume
attributes thought and reason to non-human animals so as to be able to explain
their cognitive achievements in terms of inferences and cxetcises of reason.
Aristotle, by contrast, takes it that non-human animal behaviour can be quite
adequately explained without crediting the brute animals with thought or reason.?

\ David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, 2nd edn., ed. P H. Nidditch (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1978), 176.

2 Note, in particular, the reports concerning wild goats curing themselves (8.6, 612:2-5), the
Egyptian grey mongoose taking precautions against snakebite (8.6, 612°16-21), cranes giving signals
o one another (.10, 614°18-27), licns punishing offenders {8.44, 629°24-7), and the quasi-
caleulations of dolphins (8 48,631°227-31).

3 ] am not meaning to suggest that the di ent berween Aristorle and Hume reflects a difference
berween ancient and modern concepeions of thought and reason. Already in antiquity there
were thinkers who, like Hume, credited non-human animals with. thought and reason, caking it that
one could not adequately explain the cognitive achievements of many non-human animals without
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Now, Aristotle’s denial of thought and reason to non-human animals is
controversial, and may seem problematic. For one might think that in order to
offer an adequate account of the achievements of at least some non-human
animals, one has to attribute thought and reason to them. Aristotle plainly takes
the view that such an account can be provided without crediting non-human
animals with thought or reason, and indeed he offers, or provides the resources
for, an account along these lines which is relatively detailed and, [ think, rather
attractive. However, a critic might suggest that at least some of the cognitive
achievements which Aristotle attributes to non-human animals, and which he
treats as cases of perception and phantasia, really are manifestations of though,
or exercises of reason. To see whether Aristotle has an answer to that suggestion,
and (if so) what it is, we should, [ propose, attend to Aristotles notions of
thought and reason. More precisely, we should examine the roles which thought
and reason, according to Aristotle, play in the production of action. On any tol-
erably clear view of Aristotle’s conceptions of thought and reason, and of the
roles he takes them to play in the production of action, it will, I think, be clear

why he holds that the cogpnitive achievements of non-human animals, remark-
able though they are, nonetheless do not amount to, or involve, exercises of
thought or reason.

Let us, to begin with, return for one last time to the list of movers in De Motu
Animalium 6: "We see that the movers of the animal are thou,
tion, phantasia, decision (mpoalpsots), wish (BotMmais), spirit, and appetite’
(De Motu Animalium 6, 700°17-.1 8). Although this is not made explicit in the
De Motu Animalinm itself, it is nonetheless plain from the context of Aristotle’s
psychological writings that non-human animals have, on his view, no share
in thought, decision, or wish.4 Thus in their case the list of movers is limited to

ght (3:dvoua), percep-

attributing thought and reason to them. Consider, for instance,
by Autobulus, in Plutarch’s De Sollertia Animalinm: ‘(we think} that thete is no animal char does not,
according to nature, have a kind of belief (84£a i) and reasoning (Aoyopds), just as it has percep-

ton and impulse. For nature, which, as they rightly say; does everything for the sake of, and with a

view to, something, did not make the animal capable of perception just to perceive when something

is happening to it. Rather, there being many things that are friendly to it, and many that are hostile, it
could not survive for a moment, if it had not learned to guard itself against the one, and to mix with
the other. Now, perception provides to each 2njimnal cogtiition of both in the same way; but the acts of
taking and pursuing that follow the perception of beneficial things, and the acts of fleeing and avoid-
ing thar follow the perception of destructive and painful things, could by no means oecur in creatures

not naturally constituted so as to reason to some extent Qoyileofalri), to discern, to remember and

to pay attention’ (960 D-F). Cf. also Porphyry, De Abstinentia, esp. book 3, which seemns to be
indebted to Plutarch’s dialogue (but pethaps they use 2 common source): for instance, chapter 21 of

book 3 contains & nearly identical version of the passage just quoted. While Plutarch and Porphyry

supply the most prominent ancient texts concerning non-human animal rationality, they are not iso-

lated figures in this regard: for further marerial and discussion, sec Sorabji, Animal Minds and Human
Morals, esp. 78-96.

the following passage from a speech

4 Aristotle denies thought to non-human animals at De Anima 3.3, 429°4-8; 3.10, 43311-12.
Decision involves thought, according vo De Mot Animalium 6, 70023 (cf. Nicomachean Ethies 6.2,

1139%4-5); so since non-human animals lack thought, they must lack decision as well (see also
Nicomachean Fthics 3.2, 1111°6-9; 412-13),
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perception, phantasia, appetite, and spirit.> [ shall concentrate on the question
whether the denial to non-human animals of thought and decision is well-
grounded. It will become clear that in answering that question we shall also
be answering the question whether Aristotle’s denial of reason to non-human
animals is well-grounded.

At the beginning of his positive account of animal locomotion, Aristotle
distinguishes between practical and theoretical or contemplative thoughr:
“These two, then, are concerned with locomotion: thought and desire, but
thought which reasons for the sake of something and is practical; it differs from
theoretical thought in respect of the goal’ (De Anima 3.10, 433°13-15).8 It is
specifically practical thought, rather than thought in general, that, Aristotle
thinks, is responsible for the production of locomotion and action. What I
propose to do in what follows is to draw attention to a number of features of
practical thought, as Aristotle conceives of it, and then to compare practical
thought, so conceived, with the practical cognition of non-human animals, as it
has emerged in preceding chapters. It will become clear that there is a very con-
siderable gap between practical thought and non-human animal cognition, so
conceived. And so Aristotle’s denial of practical thought to non-human animals,
remarkable though their cognitive abilities may be, will turn out to be concep-
tually coherent.

Where will this leave us as far as the denial of reason to non-human animals is
concerned? Before this question can be adequately answered, we must confront
a complication. Two Greek words which are commonly translated as ‘“reasory’,
‘rationality’, or the like—/ogos and logismos—are used by Aristotle to capture
related, but nevertheless distinct, notions.”

The word logos (in the relevant sense) is used by Aristotle interchangeably with
the word nowus, where the latter denotes the capacity for thought.® Correspondingly,
the part or aspect of the soul that has Jogos (6 Adyov Exov) is the intellect as
a whole, including the part or aspect concerned with theoretical understanding (6
dmomnponkdy) (Nicomachean Ethics 6.2, 1139°3-15), Staying close to Aristotle’s
usage, I shall be using the words ‘reason’ and ‘thought’ to capture this notion of /ogos.®
As we have seen already, moreover, practical thought (mpexrikds vois) is the

5 For the attribution of spirited desire to non-human animals, sce Nicomachean Ethies 3.2,
1111%12-13; Fudemian Ethics 2.10, 1225°26-7.

6 Practical thought (rpaktikds voBs, Sudvore mpakTuc) is also mentioned ar De Anima 3.10,
43316 and 18; cf. also Nicomachean Ethics 6,2, 1139*35-6. The latter passage indicates that the
qualification ‘practical’, after ‘reasoning forl% sake of something’, is not otiose: according to
Nicomachean Ethics 6.2, 1139°1-2, thought fef'the sake of something is in charge, not only of action
(wpdtis), but also of production {moinais).

7 Socrates in the Republic scems to treat the terms doywopdés and Myos (in the relevant sense} as
synoaymous. See, for instance, Republic 4, 440 A 9-B 7, with doywpdsat B 1 and Adyosat B3and B5.

8 PeAnima 3.10, 433*5-10 provides a dear example.

9 For the connection between reason (Adyos) and thought {veds) in Aristatle’s terminology, see
also Nicomachean Ethics 6.2, 1139812, where the two parts or aspects of reason are referred to as ‘both
parts concerned with thinking (dpgotdpaw . . . Téw vonTk@Y poptwv).
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aspect of thought or reason in virtue and by way of which it contributes to the
production of action: in the case of a person whose reason is well developed, pract-
ical thought will account for the apprehension both of the right goals for action,
and of the ways in which those goals may properly be achieved. Accordingly, in
showing what Aristotle’s grounds are for denying practical thought to non-human
animals, we will also account for the fact that he denies them reason. After all, we

will be identifying his grounds for denying that they are endowed with the ability

to reason about what to do, and in this way to employ reason in generating the
motivating conditions from which their behaviour flows.

The word Jogismos and related expressions, on the other hand, are used by
Aristotle in a more specific way. He idenrifies logizesthai with deliberating
{Bovdeteafar),10 and in so connecting it with related notions of taking counsel
and devising plans, he ties the word logismos specifically to the domain of action.
Moreover, in Aristotle’s discussions of practical cognition, both in the psycho-
logical and in the ethical writings, logismos is limited to contexts in which some
goal or other has been fixed, whether it is a very general goal such as living one’s
life well, or a more specific one such as Tecovering a certain sum of money. In.
such contexts, logizesthai is a matter of reasoning or deliberating about how to
achieve the goal in question.! For the sake of clarity, I shall be using the expres-
sion ‘deliberative reasoning’ to capture Aristotle’s notion of logismes. Since
Aristotle conceives of deliberative reasoning as being prominently involved in
the activity of practical thought, the discussion of practical thought in what
follows will shed some more light on the role he takes lagismos to play in the
production of action.

The features of practical thought to which I wish to draw attention can be
observed in the psychological writings, especially in the De Anima, and T shall
tefer to a number of passages from De Anima 3.9-11. But in investigating
Aristotle’s conception of practical thought we should also bear in mind the very
detailed discussions of practical cognition which he offers in his ethical writings,
especially in book 2 of the Eudemian Fthics and in books 3 and 6 of the

Nicomachean Ethics. In fact the ethical writings provide a more detailed account of
practical thought than the psychological writings do, but one which, so faras [ can
see, coheres well with the discussions in the psychological writings. My comments
on practical thought, as Aristotle conceives of it, will therefore draw on the ethical
writings as well as on the psychological writings.

We should begin by noting that Aristotle, time and again in both the psycho-
logical and the ethical WIitings, presenty practical thought as having a certain
structure, which involves a goal or ‘thing ot the sake of which’ on the one hand

10 Nicomachean Ethics 6.2, 1139*12-13: 13 vép Boudatestal kat Aoy lleafar radrdy. CE the shife
from guvracia hoyrorich at De Anima 3.10, 433229, 1o Bovdevruc at 3.1, 434%7, and again to
hoyuapés in the same senrence. -

! Passages in which hoyiauds is presented as serving this funcrion include De Anima 3.10,
433%14; 3.1, 434*7-10; Eudemian Erhics 2.10, 122652130,
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and reasoning or deliberating about how to achieve it on the other. Practical
thought extends from the recognition of a goal to the origination of action for
the sake of achieving it7 his conception of practical thought is expressed, for
instance, close to the beginning of Aristotle’s positive account of animal locomo-
tion in De Anima 3.10:

These two, then, are concerned with locomotion, thought and desire, but thoughe which
reasons for the sake of something and is practical; it differs from theoretical thought in
respect of the goal. Also every desirc is for the sake of something: for the object of desire is
the beginning of practical thought, and its last bit is the beginning ofaction. (De Anima
3.10,433*13-17)

A passage from Eudemian Ethics 2.10 contains a somewhat more detailed account:

Nobody deliberates about the goal, but it is laid down for everyone; rather, people
deliberate about things which contribute to the goal (mepl ... 7@v &is vobvo {sc. 70
réhos] Tewévraw), whether this thing or #hat contributes to its artainment, or how #his,
when it has been decided on, will come to pass. We alf continue to deliberate until we
relate to ourselves the beginning of the process of change. (Eudemian Ethies 2.10,
1226%9-13)%2

The passage goes on by drawing attention to an important feature of practical
thought, one which is relevant to our purposes. After pointing out that decision
involves deliberatien, Aristotle draws the conclusion that non-human animals
lack decision, since they lack deliberation:

For this reason decision is not present in the other animals, nor at every age in life, norina
human being no matter what state he is in: for neither is deliberating and opinion about
the why (SméMpbis 1ot 818 71). Nothing prevents belief about whether something should
be done, or whether something should not be done, from being present to many, but
not so with belief through reasoning (8¢ Aoyopot). For that part or aspect of the soul is
deliberative which contemplates a species of cause. For the for the sake of whicl’ is one of
the causes. . . . That for the sake of which something is or comes to be, that we say is a
cause—for instance, the recovery of money is a cause of walking, if he is walking for the
sake of this. Fot this reason, those who do not have an aim (sxowrés) are not deliberative.
(Eudemian Ethics 2.10,1226°21-30) ... ___.

As we have seen, practical thought crucially involves the recognition of a goal (for
instance, the recovery of some sum of money), and also of things which may con-
tribute to its achievement (for instance, going somewhere, writing a letter, making
a telephone call). The present passage indicates thar if deliberarive reasoning is
involved in a bit of behaviour in the right way, it is not only the case that the
person in question is {say) going to the marketplace for the sake of recovering
money, and hence in a certain sense because of recovering money. He also grasps
the or the sake of” relation between going there and recovering the money; in this

1z My wranslations from the Eudemian Ethics follow those in J. Barnes (ed.), The Compicte Works
of Aristotle. :
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case, that relation is 2 means—end relation, 13 He is aware of his goal of recovering
money, and he recognizes that going to the marketplace is something that may
contribute to the achievement of his goal. His going l:b:c’re depends on, first, his
recognition of the goal in question and, secondly, his recognition that doing this is
something that may contribute to its achievement. If he did not, in fact, aim to
recover the money, or if he did not tecognize that going to the marketplace is
something that may contribute to that recovery, he would not be going there,
except by coincidence.
Now it is important to note that there is room for the idea of @ subject doing
A for the sake of doing B without itself grasping the for the sake of” relation that
in fact obtains between its doing A and its doing B. A cat which sees one end of a
slowly receding shoe-lace will advance, 5o s 0 get hold of the shoe-lace. The cat’s
forward motion plainly is goal-directed: it is driven and controlled by the purpose
of getting hold of the shoe-lace. There is, however, no need to assume thar the cat
is aware of the fact that advancing is what it needs to do in the circumstances in
order to get hold of the shoe-lace, Perhaps it advances simply as a result of being
naturally constituted the way it is; or as a joint produce of its natural constitution
and of the conditioning that cats receive in the course of their development in
ordinary circumstances. In much the same way, one might well chink, a lion
wanting to make a meal of a stag that it sees before itsel fwill advance, 50 4s to get jts
8¢t ifto the stag. This, 100, does not require that the lion grasps the fact that
advancing is what it needs o do in the circumstances in order to get its testh THES
the stag. Perhaps it advances simply as a tesult of being naturally constituted the
way it is; or as a joint product of its natural constitution and of the conditioning
that lions receive in the course of their development in ordinary circumstances.

It is also worth noting that a subject may form a complex desite for A, B, and
C, where A and B in fact are required for, and may contribute to, securing C,
without being the least bit aware of the fact that A, B, and C are related in this
way. Consider a hungry, ordinarily conditioned lion that sees 4 stag at some
distance in its environment. In normal circumstances, it will try to hunt down
the stag and eat it. Aristotle’s theory explains the lion’s behaviour in terms of
perception, phantasia, and desire. I take it that his explanation, when fully stated,
will look more or less like this. Perception supplies the fion with awareness of
thestag imthe distitice, Phantasia makes the lion envisage the prospect of making
a meal of the stag. It may also make the lion apprehend certain things that it

'3 This particular ‘for the sake of® relation is one between 2 means and an end. Not all such
relations are. Some are part—whole relations, the whole in question being a goal and the part a con-
stiruent or ingredient of it. To use one of Ackrill’s examples, one may play golf for the sake of having
an enjoyable holiday; J. Ackrill, ‘Aristotle on endaimonia’, Proceedings of the British Acaderny, 60

" (1974)r 19, Yet another way in which one thing can be done for the sake of another is by being

something thar achieving a goal in the circumstances-consists.in, or is realized by. Someone may take
a walk for rthe sake of getting sorne exercise. The forms of for the sake of relacions are discussed in

some detail in ]. Cooper, Reason and Human Good in Aristorle (Indianapolis, Ind.: Hackerr, 1975),
19-22. ’
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needs to do in order to get its teeth into the stag, It may do both by providing the
lion with a complex representation of, say, laying hold of the stag, killing it in a
certain way, and then faking a meal of it. The whole of this rather elaborate
prospect may become an object of desire, so that the lion can properly be-
described as wanting to lay bold of the stag, kill it in a certain way, and then eat it.
Desire involves, or results in, bodily changes of some kind or other. These, in
turn, may effect the large-scale bodily changes which constitute the lion’s
purposive behaviour as it pursues the stag, lays hold of it, kills it in the appropri-
ate way, and proceeds to make a meal of it. To appeal to the lion’s desire, and to
the representation that gives it its content, is to render intelligible why the animal
all of 2 sudden engages in rapid locomotion, and why it completes the episode of
locomotion in the rather specific way that in fact it does. For some such story to
be intelligible and explanatory, Aristotle need not assume that the representa-
tions that guide the lion’s behaviour are articulated in terms of ‘for the sake of’
relations.’* He only needs an account of how appropriately complex and
situation-specific representations can arise in suitably constituted animals as a
result of perceptual experience; and [ have argued thar, in fact, he is in a position
to offer such an account.

The present text indicates that, by contrast, behaviour which involves delibera-
tive reasoning in the right way will crucially involve the subj ect’s grasping the for
the sake of relation that obtains between what it is they are doing and what it is
for the sake of which they are doing it. This grasp manifests itself as the subject’s
‘opinion about the why’ concerning the bit of behaviour in question. We have,
then, identified an important feature of practical thought; as Aristotle conceives of
it since it involves deliberative reasoning, it includes the subject’s recognition of
‘for the sake of” relations.

There is another feature of practical thought that is relevant to our purposes.
Tt is described in some detail in a passage from Nicomachean Ethics 3.3, which
is closely related to the passage from Eudemian Ethics 2.10 that we have

looked at:

We deliberate not abour goals, bur about things thiat contribure towards goals {mepi Tév
mpds T& 7ékn). . . . Having laid down the goal, people consider how and through which
things it will come to pass. And if it appears that it comes to be through a plurality of
things, they consider in addition through which thing most easily and most finely; if it is

- achieved through one thing, they consider how it will come to pass through that, and

through which thing that in turn will come to pass, until they arrive at the first cause,
which in discovery is last. (Nicomachean Ethics3.3, 1112°11-20)

14 | should be noted that it is not part of my interpretation that For the sake of’ relations do not in
fact obtain between the lion's acts of laying hold of the stag and killing it on the one hand and the ace
of eating it on the other. We may well want to say that such relations do obrain, though the lion is not
cognitively equipped to grasp them. Afer all, it may be the case thar whereas the lion's attachment to
eating is primitive, its interest in such things as laying hold of animals and killing them depends
causally {though, I suggest, not cognitively) on the fact that doing these things, anyhow in the tion’s
natural habitar, is required for, and serongly tends to contribute to, eating.

FA
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It is not only that in practical thinking we identify goals and recognize things that
may contribute to their achievement. We are also able to recognize any number of

2" alternative ways in which we might promote the achievement of our goals and,

“WiTat is more, we are able to assess these alternatives in relation to one another,
for instance in terms of ease or fineness. The ability to recognize and assess alterna-
tives, as an important part of practical thought, also features in the passage from
De Anima 3.11 which is meant to explain why deliberative phantasiz is limited
to subjects that are capable of deliberative reasoning: ‘Deliberative phansasia is
present in animals capable of reasoning (for whether to do #is or that is already a

task for reasoning; and it is necessary to measure by one standard: for he pursues

what is greater; so that he can make one out of many phantasiai)’ (De Anima 3.11,
434%7-10).15

We have now identified a number of features or aspects of Aristotle’s conception
of practical thought, as Aristotle conceives of it: the recognition of ‘for the sake of”
telations, as well as and the recognition and assessment of alternative courses
of action. There is, on the other hand, no reason to think that the practical
cognition of non-human animals, as Aristotle conceives of it, includes any of
these features. Among them, the recognition of “for the sake of” refations is
clearly basic; it is presupposed by the others. We saw that the recognition of
‘for the sake of” relations crucially involves, first, the awareness of a goal and,
secondly, the recognition that (minimally) something or other may contribute
to the achievement of the goal in question, in such a way that the subject forms
an ‘opinion about the why’, an opinion that reflects his or her recognition of
an action being for the sake of achieving some goal. Aristotle’s congeption
of non-human animal cognition, as I have presented and interpreted it, does
credit non-human animals with the capacity for awareness of goals, but it
does not attribute to them the ability to recognize things as contributing to
the achievement of goals, so as to grasp ‘for the sake of” relations. Nor does
Aristotle’s conception of non-human animal cognition credit the brute animals
with ‘opinions about the why’.16

Consider the example of a deer crossing a stream as it tries to get back 1o its
young, Aristotle’s account, according to the interpretation I have offered, does not
require that the animal recognizes that what it is doing, crossing the stream, is
requited for, and may contribute to, its getting back to its offspring. Nor, in
general, does Aristotle’s account require a grasp on the animal’s part of for the
sake of” relations. Nor does it require, or indeed allow, ‘opinions about the why’
on the part of the animal—opinions that would reflect the animal’s recoghition of
its behaviour being for the sake of achieving a goal. Aristotle assumes thar the
cognitive achievements involved in the deer’s behaviour can be accounted for in
terms of perception and phantasia alone. He assumes, | suggested, that for many

*> For some discussion of this passage, see Ch. 9, p. 127. ;
16 This, of course, is as it should be, given thar, at Eudemian Ethics 2,10, 122621--3, Aristotle
denies to the non-human animals ‘opinions abour the why'. s
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kinds of non-human animals, being capable of perception and phantasia involves
being constituted in a2 way that supports the formation—through such factors as
experience and habituation—of associations between sensory impressions. If so, it
is open to him to say that a deer may rely on associations between impressions in
forming a complex purpose such as, say, ‘crossing the stream, then going through
the forest by the side of the road, and then returning to the cave where the young
are waiting’. This purpose may cause it to cross the stream (and so forth) without
grasping in any way at all that doing so is required for, and may contribute to,
getting back to its offspring.

It is not difficult to see that there may be i important dlfferences between an
organism that proceeds on the basis of associations between impressions,
formed by experience and habit, and an organism that can grasp ‘for the sake
of” relations and that can form ‘opinions about the why'—-opinions that reflect
its cognition of an action being for the sake of a goal. For one thing, an organ-
ism of the latter kind is capable of much greater flexibility in its responses to a
changing environment. Consider two organisms. Both of them are able to find
their way to a location where there is a supply of fresh water. One of them can
rely on practical thought; the other can only proceed by associations of impres-
sions. Suppose that their environment changes so that no water is available any
more at the location in question. The thinking organism, as soon as he or she
finds out that the source of water has run dry, will also recognize that going to
this location is no longer something that contributes to achieving the goal
of drinking water, should there be such a goal. Given this recognition, the
organism, in so far as it is guided by practical thought, will not go to the
same location again, if its goal is to drink water. So far as the other organism is
concerned, it may take a long time before the relevant associations between
impressions in its perceptual apparatus cease to be effective, and cease to guide
the organism’s behaviour. After all, such associations are based, we said, on
experience and habit, not on recognizing that some things are required for, and
may contribute to, the achievement of others.

The advantages of practical thought over non-rational cognition, as Aristotle
conceives of both of these, become even clearer once we take into account the
recognition of alternative ways of achieving a goal, and the assessment of such
alternatives in terms of some standard or other. We should also note, at least in
passing, that grasping ‘for the sake of” relations can not only guide and inform the
pursuit of low-level objectives as they arise on a day-to-day basis. It also makes
possible an integrated view of how to lead one’s life overall, one that is articulated
in terms of ‘for the sake of” relations, which include means—end relations as well as
part—whole relations.

It can, then, be shown that, given the way Aristotle conceives of practical
thought on the one hand and of non-human animal cognition on the other, there
is a very considerable gap between the two. And so his denial of practical
thought to non-human animals, remarkable though their cognitive abilities
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may be, turns out to be conceprually coherent. This result also applies to the
denial of decision. According to the discussions concerning decision both in the
Eudemian Ethics and in the Nicomachean Ethics, it presupposes deliberation,i”
which includes the recognition of *for the sake of” relations, the recognition of
alternative ways of achieving a goal and the assessment of such alternatives
in terms of some standard or other. Thus decision, as well as practical thought,
can be shown to be well beyond the reach of non-human animal cognition, as
Aristotle conceives of ir.18

As for the defensibility or otherwise of Aristotle’s denial to non-human animals
of practical thought, and at the same time of reason and decision, I shall confine
myself to the following remarks. It is clear that Aristotle’s positive account of non-
human animal cognition, and of non-rational cognition in general, in terms of
perception and phantasia stands in need of substantial development. As a resulr,
my reconstruction of that account had to be speculative to a considerable extent.
However, the conception of non-rational cognition that has emerged from my
interpretation is coherent, economical, and of considerable explanatory power. At
the same time, a critic who wants to challenge Aristotle’s denial of practical
thought to non-human animals faces a daunting task, if he or she accepts
Atristotle’s conceprion of practical thought as combiaing the features to which I
have drawn attention, namely the recognition of ‘for the sake of® relarions,
the recognition of alternative ways of achieving a goal, and the consideration and
assessment of such alternatives in terms of some standard or other. Aristotle’s
conception of practical thought invites questions of various sorts, which cannot
be discussed here, such as what unifies the features or aspects I have pinpointed, or
how he can account for the non-deliberative, but intellectual, recognition of
practical goals that his theory evidently requires.!® Nonetheless, the conception

17 This point is clear already from Aristotle’s definition of decision as deliberative desire (Spefts
Bovhevruch) (Nicomachean Ethics 6.2, 1139°23; of. Eudemian Erhics 2.10, 1226*17). For more
explicit statements of the point, see (e.g.) Nicomachean Ethics 3.3, 1113°2-5, and Eudemian Fthics
2.10, 1227°3-5,

18 Decision, as Aristotle conceives of it, presupposes not only deliberation, but wish (Bodiqous) as
well. This view is argued for (c.g.) by E. Anscombe, “Thought and acdon in Aristode’, in R. Bambrough
{ed.), New Eisays on Plato and Aristotle (London: Reutledge, 1965), 143-8, and by Irwin, Aristorlet
First Principles, 337. Morcover, see Fudemian Ethics 2,10, 1226°14-17: ‘decision arises from these
[sc. belief and wish]: for the person who decides has both of these’. Accordingly, an action may
be deliberated withour being decided on: this is as it should be, if an un-self-controlled act can be
deliberated (see Nicomachean Ethics 6.9, 1142°18-20) and is not (by definition, as it were) decided
on {cf. Nicomachean Etbirs 3.2, 1111°13-13). Since decision presupposes both wish and delibera-
tion, the denial of decision to non-human animals is grounded both in their lacking wishes and
in their lacking the ability to deliberate. _

1® Deliberation, or deliberative reasoning, does not exhausr pracrical thought, since practical
thoughr is in charge, not only of identifying ways in which goals can be achieved, but also of deter-
mining goals in che first place. Deliberation presupposes that 2 goal has been fixed, and so it cannot,
on pain of infinite regress, be all char these is to practical thought: Practical thought must therefore
include non-deliberarive recognition of goals. For discussion concerning this point, see Cooper,
Reason and Human Good in Aristotle, 38—66; A. Mele, ‘Atistode on the roles of reason in motivation
and justification’, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, 66 (1984), 124--37,
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of practical thought which I have presented is, T hope, detailed and clear enough at
least for present purposes. What has emerged in the course of my discussion is, it
seems to me, a clearly conceived and well-grounded contrast between non-rational
cognition, which humans share ‘with other animals, and practical thought, of
which humans alone are capable. '
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Reason and Non-rational Desire

There remains a question about the applicability of Aristotle’s conception of
non-rational cognition to adutt human beings. Are notall of a reasoning creature’s
cognitive and motivating conditions affected by rationality?! In some ways they
may well be, I'shall argue on Aristotle’s behalf, but this leaves intact a clear and
robust sense in which appetite and spirit are non-rational forms of motivation,
and a similarly clear and robust sense in which the cognition involved in these
forms of motivation can, and to some extent must, be non-rational.

The expert about ethical and polirical martters, Aristotle holds, should have
some knowledge of the soul, to the extent that such knowledge illuminares the
nature of virtue. The Nicomachean Ethics therefore includes an outline account of
the human soul (NVicomachean Ethics 1.13, 1102226-1103%3), In fact, this is the
most detailed account of the nature of specifically the human soul in Aristotle’s
extant writings. According to it, there is a sense in which all of the cognitive and
motivating conditions of a mature human being are rational. They all belong to a
part or aspect of the soul which in a way can rightly be called rational. However,
this part or aspect is twofold. One part of it is rational seréctly speaking,? the other
is rational iz an extended sense® in that it is capable of obeying, and of being

_Anfluenced by, reason. Looked at in another way, that lower part of human reason

\_ " is non-rational, because, as we shall see, it is incapable of reasoning in its own

right. This lower part of reason is the source of appetitive and spirited desires.
One thing I want to do in the present chapter is to clarify how it is that Aristotle
holds human appetite and spirit to be rational in a way. I also want to point out

1 The idea is nicely expressed by H. H. Joachim: “Thought (intelligence, reasoning), as man's
distinctive character, permeates all his being and doing’; from the introduction to his commentary on
the Nicomachean Ethics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951), 2.

2 Nicomachean Ethics 1.13, 1103%1-2: 'If one must say that this part, too, has reason {sc. the part
that is responsible for appetite and non-rational desire], then reason, oo, will be twofold, consisting
of one part that has reasen stricdy speaking and in itself (6 pév kvpls kol & a1@), and another
pare that is capable of listening as if to one’s father.” I assume thar in writing of ‘that which is responsi-
ble for desire’ (3pexrucév) ar 1102°30, Aristotle is relying on a use of the word Spefes (‘desire’) in
which it generically picks out non-nztional desire, rather than desire in all its forms. Parallels include
Eudemian Fihics 2.8, 1224*21-4 (cf. 1224°237, 1225°3); 7.14 (or 8.2), 1247*34-5; Politics 3.16,
1287°32; De Anima 3.9, 433°6-8; and Magna Moraliz 1.17,1189°1-6.

3 Note the qualifications at 1102°13-14 and ar 1102%29-31: the pare thar is responsible for
appetite and (non-rational) desire participates in reason in 2 wey (mm, Tws).
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that the rationality of all of a human being’s cognitive and motivating conditions
leaves intact a robust sense in which some of them are non-rational. In order to see
this clearly and in detail, it will be helpful to take a look at some remarks that
Aristotle makes in discussing lack of self-control in book 7 of the Nicomachean
Ethics. Episodes of uncontrolled behaviour involve conflicts between rational
motivation on the one hand and appetite or spirit on the other. In discussing
such conflicts, Aristotle makes a number of remarks which shed light on how he
conceives of the relation between what is strictly speaking reason on the one hand
and appetite and spirit on the other. I shall close the chapter with some thoughts
about the applicability to human psychology of Aristotle’s conception of non-
rational cognition, as it emerged in Chapters 8-11.

Aristotle’s outline of the human soul, in Nicomachean Ethics 1.13, begins with
the distinction between one part? or aspect of the soul that is non-rational, and
another part or aspect thart has reason. He adds that, for the purposes of the expert
about ethical and political matters, it does not matver ‘whether these are delimited
like the parts of the body, and like everything that is a thing of parts (ueptorév),
or whether, while they are two in account, they are naturally inseparable, like
the convex and the concave in a curved surface’ (Nicomachean Ethics 1.13,
1102228-31). The convex and the concave, Aristotle is implying, are zot distinct
parts of a curved surface—for example, of the surface of a hemisphere. The parts
of a compoasite object are delimited from one another. Bur the convex and the
concave in the surface of a hemisphere are neither delimited nor separable from
one another. They are simply two aspects of the same surface.> One thing this
makes sufficiently clear is that Aristotle’s talk of the parts of the soul, in his ethical
and political writings, is not meant to indicate a commitment to the view that the
items in question have the status of genuine parts, or to the view that the soul
really is a composite object. What such talk requires is only that the items in
question are distinguishable in account or definition.

Something which the non-rational part quite definitely includes is the part thar
is responsible for the nutrition and growth of the living organism. This, however,

4 Note péprov at 1102°4,

5 Eustratius has worthwhile things to say about the passage. ‘He shows by appeal to a curved
surface’, Bustratius explains, ‘that there are things thac are not distinct in place, bur different in
account. The concave and the convex are in their own right (a8’ adré) in the same surface, being
distinct from one another only in account and not also in place. Otherwise they could not both be
in the same object thar is extended in breadth [sc. but not in depth]. For a curved object that is 2
magnitude without breadrh is a line’ (112, 32~6). A curved surface, like any sutface, has no depth. It
is the fimit of a body—that is, of an object with length, breadth, and depth. If the convex and the con-
cave are both in the same surface, as they plainly are, they cannot have distinct locations.

6 Cf. Eudemian Ethics2.1, 1215326 in the context of an explanation how it is that there are two
parts of the soul that possess reason (Smokeisfw 6o pépn Puyiy T8 Abyov perégovra, 1219%28; cf.
1219°36-7), Asistotle somewhat abruptdy remarks char it actually makes no difference at all whizther
or not the soul {rcally) is a thing of parts (Buapdpes 3’ 038 0B’ s pepromi ) Yy obr” el duepfs).

What is important, headds, is thac the soul has different capacities. What warrants talk of the parts.of

the soul, then, is the fact that the soul has, or is constituted by, distinguishable capacities.
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188 Phantasia and Non-rational Desive in Aristotle

has no share in human virtue and is therefore of no concern to the ethical and
political expert (1102°11-12). But as Aristotle explains rather carefully, he does
not think that the non-rational part is exhausted by the part responsible for
nutrition. He takes it to include in addition to that another part or aspect, which
in a way has a share in reason (1102°13-14). This, he thinks, is revealed by both
self-controlled and un-self-controlled action. He calls attention to the fact that,in
both cases, we praise the person’s reason, the rational part of her soul, which

impels her to act as she should. But something else in her struggles and exerts itself
against reason, impelling her to act in a way tha reason opposes.” Having shown’
that what impels self-controlled and uncontrofled characters to act as they should not

needs to be distinguished from reason, Aristotle next turns to the task of clarifying

how it nonetheless shates in reason in a way.

It is, he holds, characteristic of the self-controlled person to have appetitive
desires that are both strong and objectionable.® He also thinks that it is a fact
about the constitution of the human organism that appetitive desires can, all by

@chemselves, get a person to act in pursuit of whatever they are desires for.? But in
self-controlled action, this is 7oz what happens. What happens is that the person
in question acts as she should, and as her reason impels her to act. The non-rational
part of her soul, the source of her appetites, seems to obey reason at least to the
extent of acquiescing in the course of action which reason prescribes and impels
her towards. What Aristotle says suggests that the difference between self-control
and its lack consists not only in a difference in the motivational structure which a
person acquires and maintains over time, with self-controlled characters having
stronger rational desires and somewhat less intense appetites than uncontrolled
characters. His emphasis on the non-rational part’s ability to obey, and to listen

« to, reason, as well as the reference to admeonishing (or warning, vovféryos),
reprimanding, and encouraging (Nicomachean Fthics 1.13, 110203311 031},
indicates an additional point of difference berween self-control and its lack. This _
is the idea that, at the moment of temptation, the self-controlled character affects
and influences the non-rational part of his or her soul in a way the uncontrolled
character does not. It is part of this idea that the non-rational part of one person’s

7 1102°21: dnirdvavrioyip af oppaiviv depardv (for the impulses of the un-selfcontrolled go
in opposite dircctions). It is worth noting the similarity in thoughe and language between
Nicomachean Ethics 1.13 and the argument for tripartition of the soul in Republic 4; e.g. &nt To¥ro
oped ((it is impelled in this direction’), 439 B 1; dwf&hcew (‘pull the other way’), Republic 439 B 3;
dvrerelvew at Nicomachean Ethics 1102°18. CF also De Anima 3.10, 43357_8: & pev yap voils S o
péidov dubdhucery kehebes, 4 82 mubupia $1d 78 8y (the incellecr, on account of the future, prompts
10 pull the ather way, while appetite pulis on account of the now),

8 Nicomachean Ethies 7.2, 1146°9-16: the self-concrolled character’s appetites must be strong and
bad (loxvpai kal gaBhay), or else self-control would not be the impressive and praiseworthy disposition

atkis. CL 7.9, 1151534115273,

® Nicomachean Erhics 7.3, 1147°34-5: appetite drives a petson to acr, ‘for it can move each one of

the&parts {sc. of the body]". Note also ibid. 3.12, 1119°10: ‘if appetites are large and intense, they
out the person’s reasoning’ (tév Aayiopdv dxkpadovaw), CF ‘Republic 4, 440 A9-B 4 appetite
can force (Puéleotar) 2 person to act against his or her reasoning.
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soul is more obedient to reason than the non-rational part of another person’s
soul, just as some children are more obedient to their parents than others.1° But
there is also room for the thought that some people may be better than others
at guiding, directing, and influencing the non-rational parts of their souls, just as
some people are especially good at directing and influencing others by admonish-
ing, reprimanding, and encouraging them.

Aristotle is somewhat hesitant to speak of what reason may do to the non-rational
part as a matter of persuasion.! This, I suggest, is because he thinks being, properly
speaking, open to persuasion requires being rational in the unqualified sense in
which only what strictly speaking has reason can truly be said to be rational.1? The
underlying idea, I think, is that being open to genuine petsuasion requires having
specifically rational abilities such as being able to grasp that one thing follows
from another, thar this precludes that, or that doing A is a means, or an obstacle,

to achieving B. Such abilities, however, are intellectual ones, and their exercise is,
in each case, an act of thought. Aristotle has already indicated, in a twofold character-

ization which plainly anticipates the key distinction of chapter 13’s account of

the human soul, that acts of thought belong, not to reason’s obedient part, but
10 reason in the strict sense.!? On the view that I take to be Aristotle’s, then, the
non-rational part cannot serictly speaking be reasoned with, because it is unable to
grasp inferendal connections. This, however, leaves open a number of ways in
which the non-rational part may bé affected and influenced, even in moments
of acute temptation. As far as appetite is concerned, its attention may be
redirected from the pleasure that seems imminent to some other prospecnve
pleasure {‘encouragement’), or to some prospective pain (‘admonition’ or ‘warn-
ing’). Similarly, it should be possible to move spirit by drawing its attention to
shameful or otherwise unseemly aspects of a course of action (‘reprimanding’), or
alternatively to fine or admirable aspects (another form of ‘encouragement’).
In these various ways, an intense occurrent non-rational desire may grow less
intense, or may subside altogether.

Aristotle holds appetite and spirit to be rational in a way, then, because they can
be influenced and affected in certain ways by what has reason strictly speaking and

19 Nicomachean Ethics, 11033 {cf. 1102"31-2): the lower part of reason has reason ‘as something
capable of listening as if ro a father’.

11 fbid. 1102°33—4: §r. $& melBeral mus Uwd Adyou 1é ENoyev (‘that the non-rational pare is in
a way persuaded by reason’). That is Ariscotle’s way of indicating thar this is no ordinary kind of
persuasion.

12 DeAnima 3.3, 428224, This is part of an argument for the view that phantasia is distinet from
belief. Belief always involves conviction, and that always involves having been persuaded. Persaasion,
in turn, always requires reason (Aéyos). However, whereas some of the brute animals have phantasia,
none of them has reason. What is denied to the brutes is the faculty of reason; and so it is best to
interpree Aristotle as claiming thar what is required for persuasion is precisely that faculty.

13 Nicomachean Fthics 1.7, 1098"‘3—5: “There remains a practial sort of life of whar possesses
reason; and of this, one aspect “possesses reason” in so far as it is obedient to reason, while the other
possesses itinso faras it actually has it, and m'e{f thinks Qeimeral &) -n'po.K-rr.K'q Tig Tolf Adyor Egovros.
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190 Phantasia and Nen-rational Desive in Aristotle

in itself—thar is, by the intellect. In the virtuous person, appetite and spirit have
come to be in perfect harmony with reason (1102°28). The virtuous person’s
appetitive desires are as they are not because reason has managed to persuade the
non-rational part to participate fully in the person’s pursuit of a flourishing life
through activity that expresses the best and most complete virtue. They are as they
are because the virtuous person has learned to take pleasure in those things, and
only in those things, that one should take pleasure in, and in those ways, and only
in those ways, that one should take pleasure in them.!4 The virtuous persor’s case
makes clear that appetite and spirit can be affected and improved by reason over
time, as a person cultivates good habits of attention, response, and behaviour. In
concrete situations, moreover, reason can influence appetite, and no doubt spirit
as well, so as to calm, or cause to subside, intense occurrent non-rational desires.
This, I think, is all that Aristotle’s general commitment to the rationality of all of a
person’s cognitive and motivating conditions comes to. In order to see clearly that,
so understood, that commitment leaves room for a robust conception of appetite
and spirit as non-rational forms of motivation, we should now turn to the discus-
sion of lack of self-control in book 7 of the Nicomachean Ethics.

Given Aristotle’s conception of lack of self-control, an uncontrolied person is
someone who takes excessive pleasure in eating, drinking, or having sex;!5 he or she
knows which pleasures of these particular kinds to pursue and which ones not to
pursue, and up to what point to pursue those that should be pursued; bur such
people are unusually bad at resisting pleasures of these kinds in situarions in which,
as they know, the pleasure in question should not be pursued.16 In Nicomachean
Ethics 7.3, Aristotle offers an answer to the question in what way a person who acts
without self-control knows that he should not act as in fact he does. Aristotie’s
analysis of uncontrolled action in that chaprer might seem to suggest that he thinks
of the psychological conflict involved in such action as always depending on
competing chains of practical reasoning. In particular, it might seem to suggest that
the appetitive desire that defeats the uncontrolled person in an episode of lack of
seif-control always depends on intellectual states and activirties such as beliefs and
inferences—states and activities, that is, which belong, on my view anyhow, to
what has reason ‘strictly speaking and in itself”. Aristotle does, after all, say that the
uncontrolled act results, in a way, from reason and belief (1147°1); h

When one universal premiss is in the person preventing tasting, and so'is one saying thar
everything sweet is pleasant—and #his is sweet (and the latter premiss is acrive), and there

4 On learning to take pleasute precisely in the things one should and precisely as one should, see
M. Burnyea, ‘Aristotle on learning to be good’, in A. O. Rorty (ed.}, Essays on Aristotdes Frhics, 76-7.

15 Plain or unqualified lack of self-control, Aristotle holds, is connected specifically with those
things with which temperance and self-indulgence are concerned (Nicomachean Etbics 7.4,
1148%4-11; 114810-12). These are said, in Nicomachean Ethics 3.10, to be the pleasures that arise
through rouch and taste, chiefly those obrained by eating, drinking, and having sex (1118%23-32).

16 Thar isto say that they tend to be overcome by pleasures of these kinds that most people are able
to resist: Nicomachean Ethies 7.7, 1150°9-15,
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happens to be appetite in the person, then the first one says ‘avoid this’, bur the apperire
drives him to it; for it can move each of the parts. So it turns out that the uncontrolled act
results, in a way, from teason and belief.  (Nicomachean Etbice 7.3,1147%31-1147°1)

The appetite that gets the uncontrolled person to eat the chocolate créme filled
doughnut seems to depend on the premisses, first, that everything sweet is pleas-
ant, and, secondly, that #is is sweet. The uncontrolled person no doubt believes
both premisses, and so concludes, validly, that #his is pleasant. Once that conclu-
sion is reached, appetite takes over and effects a bit of uncontrolled behaviour.
Because the appetite, in this particular case, depends on the uncontrolled person’s
beliefs, and on an inference to the conclusion that the doughnut is pleasant, it
turns out, as Aristotle says it does, that the uncontrolled act results, in a way, from
reason and belief. It results from appetite in the first place, but it so happens that
the appetite in question results from inference and belief,

Now, it may well be that Aristotle thinks appetitive desires, and non-rational
desires in general, offer depend on beliefs and inferences for information about
significant features of the person’s current circumstances. That would g0 some way
towards explaining why he describes a case of this kind in his analysis of uncon-
trolled action in Nicomachean Ethics 7.3.17 He plainly does nor think, however,
that the formation of appetitive and spitited desires always depends on beliefs and
inferences in this way. This becomes perfecdly clear in chapter 6 of book 7, where he
compares lack of self-control with regard to anger with appetitive lack of self-
control. Whar he wants to show in the context is that lacking control over the type of
spirited desire that is anger is less disgraceful than lacking control over appetitive

- desires (1149%24-5). His first argument for thinking this is that since spirit follows

reason in a way, whereas appetite does not, the person who is overcome by anger is,
in a way, defeated by reason, whereas the person who is overcome by apperite is
defeated simply by appetite, and not by reason (1149*1-3),

He begins by comparing spirit to a hasty servant, who hears only part of his
master’s order and already runs off to fetch whar he mistakenly thinks is wanted.
Likewise, Aristotle says, spirit rushes off for retaliation, having heard something of
what reason says, but without having correctly heard reason’s commanc:

For reason, ot phantasia, indicates an insult or a slight, and spirit, as if having reasoned that
this sort of thing must be fought against, at once gets angry. Appetite, on the other hand,
only needs reason or perception to say that something is pleasant for it to rush off to enjoy
it.  (Nicomachean Ethics 7.6, 1149%32-51)

The compatison between spirit and appetite is supposed to show that spirit
follows reason in a way, while appetite does not. The imagery of spirit hearing

V7 The deeper and more imporrant reason, I am inclined to think, is that Aristotle wants to
emphasize the fact thar the appetitive impulses that result in unconrrolled acts do not, as it were,
befall 2 person in unaccountable and mysterious ways. Rather, they are, like other impulses, sup-
ported by, and hence explicable in terms of; specifiable cognitive and desiderative stages and acrivities,
including such familiar and thoroughly unmysterious items as a person’s beliefs and inferences,




192 Phantasia and Non-rational Desire in Aristotle

something of what reason says, but not properly hearing the whole of it, clearly is
supposed to illustrate the particular way in which, Aristotle thinks, spirit follows
reason, What spirit does when it follows reason in the'relevant way cannot simply
be what all of the non-rational part of the soul can do, namely to obey, and to
listen to, reason, in the way that Aristotle had in mind in Nicomachean Ethics 1.13.
Both appetite and spirit can, after all, obey and listen to reason in thar way. 18
What Aristotle is now adding to the picture is that chere is a special way in which

spirit, but not appetite, follows reason. Now, the argument is plainly not that it is

simply because spirit accepts reason’s report about an insult or a slight thar it can
rightly be said to follow reason in the specific way that Aristotle has in mind
here.1? For he leaves no room for doubt that spitit can receive that information
from phantasia as well as from reason. Moreover, appetite too can evidently accept
reports from reason, and Aristotle means to establigh by the present argument that
appetite does not follow reason in whatever way it is that spirit does.

It is not, then, merely in virtue of accepting reason’s report abour a particular
insult or slight that spirit can rightly be said to follow reason in the way that
Aristotle has in mind here. How then is it thar spirit follows reason in a way?
Having considered spirit’s acceptance of reason’s report about an insult or a slight,
the next thing to turn to is the getieral evaluative outlook that spirit brings to bear
on the particular circumstances, which happen to involve an insult or a slight:
namely, that insults and slights are objectionable things that should be responded
to in an appropriately hostile and vigorous way. Perhaps it is in virtue of adopting
and enacting that evaluative outlook that spirit follows reason in the relevant way?
This, I think, is an important part of the correct answer.

Before attempting to spell out the correct answer, however, we should consider
one more possibility. This is that spirit follows reason in the relevant way because
it does something that is much like practical reasoning. As Aristotle points out, it
is as if spirit infers (Gomep ouMoyiodusvos) from suitable premisses—one univer-
sal, the other particular—that s bit of behaviour calls for a hostile response.
However, there is good reason to think that the activity of appetite can, on
Aristotlé’s view, be represented by a practical syllogism no less than the activity of
spirit. Consider the following passage from De Moz Animalium 7:

I must drink, says appetite. This is something to drink (ro8} 82 worév), $ays perception,
Pphantasia, ot the intellect. And at once the animal drinks. Itis in this way, then, that animals
are impelled to engage in movement and to act, the proximate cause of movement

being desire, and this ariscs through perception, phantasia, or thinking. * (De Motu
Animalium 7, 701232-6)

'8 Besides, the sort of obedience to reason that Aristotle hasin
manifested by self-controlled and virmous character types, bur precisely not by uncontsolled ones
when they ace without self-control. The way in which spirit follows reason in the present context, by
contrast, # in evidence in acts thar express lack of self-control, natnely lack of self- controf with regard
[(s] RIEZCL.

' [am indebted 1o the analysis of the argument offered in J. Cooper, ‘Reason,
moral value’, in M. Frede and G, Striker (eds.), Rationality in Greek Thonght, 91.
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The desire that, in this example, serves as the proximate cause of the act of
drinking must be an appetitive desire to drink #s, which in some way or other
incorporates or reflects not only appetite’s initial desire for some drink or other,
but also the piece of situation-specific information (supplied by perception,
phantasia, or the intellect) that #his is something to drink. Appetite, too, then can
do something very much like practical reasoning, In the De Motu 7 example, it is
as if appetite infets from suitable premisses that #his must be imbibed. Moreover,
appetitey too, has a general evaluative outlook of its own; this is that whatever
currently presents itself as pleasant is to be pursued.?® It is not clear, then, whether
there is good reason to reject on Aristotle’s behalf an analysis of appetitive motiva-
tion along these lines: reason, phantasia, or perception indicate some source
of pleasure; and appetite, as if having reasoned that this sort of thing must be
pursued, at once drives the person towards enjoyment.

Here, then, is what I take to be the most plausible reconstruction of Aristotle’s
reason for thinking that spirit follows reason in a way that appetite does not. The
central point is that, in appropriately conditioned adults, the functioning of spirit
incorporates a general evaluative outlook which derives from correct reason?!
and which partially reflects reason’s own evaluative outlook, It is part of reason’s
own evaluative outlook that insults and slights arc objectionable things that one
should respond to in an appropriarely hostile manner, unless there is good reason
not to, as there might occasionally be in the varied circumstances of life, Spirit’s
evaluative outlook concerning insults and slights is quite simply that they
are abjectionable things that must be responded to in an appropriately hostile
manner.22

Wha Aristotle says in the passage indicates that he thinks that spirit somehow
obtains or derives this evaluative outlook from reason. Afrer all, he speaks of spirit
as hearing something of what reason says, and as following reason in a way, and
also of the person who is overcome by anger as being, in a way, defeated by reason;
and we have scen that he cannor, in saying these things, have in mind the piece of
situational information that an insult or a slight has occurred. There is no need
atall to think, however, that spirit obtains or derives its evaluative outlook from
reason all at once—for example, in a particular situation that involves an insult or

20 De Anima 3.10, 433'7-10: in conflicts between intellect and appetite, Aristotle says there, the
intellect promprs o pull one way on account of the furure, whereas appetite, on account of what is
immediate, pulls in the opposite direction: for whar is immediately pleasant (+3 #39 #36)’, he
explains, ‘appears fsc. to apperite] to be bath pleasant without qualification ind good without qualifi-
cation, because it does not see the furure’.

*! By ‘correct reasor’ | am meaning to capture whar Aristotle means by dpbds Adyos: reason as
providing the correct practical outlook; this the uncontrolled character has within him or her:
Nicomachean Eebics 7.4, 1147°31--2,

22 On my view, then, the relevans part of spirit’s cutlook is a cruder, and significantly different,
version of its analogue in reason’s outiook. Afer all, it is only in 4 way that spirit, on Aristodle’s view,
follows reasou, In this respect, my account differs from Cooper’s in ‘Reason, moral virtue, and moral
value'. According 1o the latter, spirit and reason share the evaluative outlook that insults and stights
are bad and offensive things, normally to be resisred and reraliated against’ {91);

RSN
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a slight. Spirit’s evaluative outlook might well gradually take shape, under reason’s

influence, over a considerable period of time. At the early stages of that develop-

ment, moreover, what a maturing person’s spirit obtains its outlook from may be

correct reason as embodied in others—for example, in family members and in”
other members of the community. Furthermore, Aristotle may well think chat

spirit’s evaluative outlook in an adult person continues to be sensitive to reason’s

evaluative outlook concerning such things as insults and slights, Spirit’'s evaluative

outlook may then not only be obtained or derived from reason; it may also stand

in need of being reinforced and sustained by reason. :

This reconstruction gives Aristotle a suitably sharp conrrast between lack of
self-control with regard to anger on the one hand and appetitive lack of self-
control on the other. The point of contrast is that while anger in a mature and
ordinarily conditioned human being depends on, and gives expression to, a general
evaluarive outlook that derives from, and perhaps is sustained by, correct reason,
there is no way at all in which appetite’s general evaluative outlook derives from,
or otherwise depends on, reason. Appetite’s evaluative outlook is that wharever
currently presents itself as pleasant is to be pursued. It has this outlook simply as a
matter of being constituted the way it is. This outlook is, so to speak, hardwired
into appetite.

We are also now in a position 1o attach force and significance to Aristotle’s
prominent contrast between spirits quasi-reasoning on the one hand and
appetite’s seemingly brute impulse towards enjoyment, which he presents in our
text as if it depended on nothing other?? than some piece of situation-specific
information, supplied by reason or perception, to the effect that a source of pleasure
isat hand. The point is zoz that the activity of spirit can be represented in terms of
practical syllogisms, whereas the activity of appetite cannot. The point is rather
that there is a specific way in which, in appropriately con&Mults, the
formation of anger, but not the formation of apperitive impulses, is much like
pracrical reasoning. Much like genuine cases of practical reasoning, the formation
of anger, in such adulss, involves bringing to bear on a particular situation a
general evaluative outlook that is acquired and, at least to some extent, modifiable
in light of reasons. Appetitive impulses, by contrast, involve the application of a
general evaluative outlook that is inflexibly and unmodifiably built into the con-
stitution, not just of our organisms, but of every animal’s organism. It is therefore
entirely appropriate, and in fact illuminating, for Aristotle to present appetite as
responding mechanically to representations of pleasant things, and to contrast
appetite’s mode of operation with spirit’s quasi-reasoning. In suitably conditioned
adults, the formation of anger is not just a mechanical response to certain kinds of
situation-specific representations. It so to speak involves two distinct kinds of
moving parts that spirit puts together: an acquired and modifiable evaluative out-
look on the one hand and a situarion-specific belief or representation on the other.

23 Note udvov at 114935,
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It is time to take stock. Aristotle’s theory of the human soul sces reason on the
one hand and appetite and spirit on the other as interrelated and integrated in a
variety of ways. His account of the human soul in Nicomachean Ethics 1.13 makes
clear that he takes the non-rational part or aspect of the soul that is the origin of
appetitive and spirited desires to be capable of obeying, and of listening to, reason.
‘This is illustrated by the way the non-rational part acquiesces in the berter course
of action when a person acts with self-control. As far as appetite is concetned,
I suggested that such ‘persuasion’” may come about by reason directing appetite’s
attention away from the pleasure of the moment towards something else that may
capture its interest—say, the prospect of a greater and more engaging pleastire, or
a prospect of intense pain. (We can now see that this may simply be an exercise of
reason’s ability to inform appetite about available sources of pleasure.) Aristotle’s
discussion of lack of self-control, and of its various forms, in book 7 adds two sig-
nificant details about how he takes reason, appetite, and spirit to be interrelated.
First, reason can inform appetite that some source of pleasure is ar hand, and it can
similarly inform spirit that an insult or a slight has occurred. Secondly, spirit can,
and in ordinary circumstances will, derive from reason a general evaluative out-
look concerning such things as insults and slights, and presumably also, more
broadly, concerning fine and disgraceful forms of behaviour. At the same time,
book 7 requires that appetite’s general evaluative outlook does not depend on
reason in the way spiric’s does. Moreover, Aristotle’s comparison between lack of
self-control with regard to anger and appetitive lack of self-control in 7.6 makes
clear that discernment-involving capacities other than thought can supply appetite
and spirit with pertinent situation-specific information. For example, phantasia
can report that an insult has occurred, and perception can report that something
pleasant is at hand.

This theory of the human soul leaves intact a clear and robust sense in which
appetite and spirit are non-rational forms of motivation. They both belong w0 a
part or aspect of the soul that, Aristotle thinks, can appropriately be called non-
rational. That part of the soul can be affected and influenced by reason, and on
this basis it can be said, in a way, to have a share in reason. Aristotle indicates,
moreover, that the non-rational part does not itself engage in -thinking

(Nicomachean Ethics 1.7, 1098°3-5), and it is safe to assume that he also thinks it
does not engage in reasoning, cither.?4 For teasoning, as Aristotle conceives of it, is
always 2 matter of thinking. Furthermore, if the non-rational part could itself
engage in reasoning, its having zhaz ability would plainly be a much stronger

basis for attributing a share in reason to it than its being able to obey reasons

prescriptions. It is part of Aristotle’s theory of the human soul, then, that appeti-
tive and spitited desires stem from a part or aspect of the soul that neither thinks

24 Note the Fudemian Ethics passage, 2.1, 1219°26-1220°12, which is parallel to
Nicomachean Ethics 1.13. There the higher part of what participates in reason is picked out by
reference to reasoning (hoyiop.6s), and the lower part by reference to desire (Spefes) and affections
(robfiparal; 121 9b40-1220°3.
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nor reasons. In the Eudemian Ethics, moreover, Aristotle gives further content to
this view by indicating that the part or aspect of the soul to which appetite and
spirit belong lacks the ability to grasp for the sake of” relations. For that ability
belongs specifically to the part or aspect of thé soul that is capable of deliberation
(Bovevais) and deliberative reasoning (hoyropés).?5 This is the higher part of
human reason, the part that in Nicomachean Ethics 1.13 is referred to as what has
reason strictly speaking and in itself. It should be clear, then, that according to
Aristotle’s theory of the human soul appetitive and spirited desires stem from a
part of the soul that lacks the capacity for practical thought. As we saw in Chaprer
12, he conceives of that capacity as crucially involving the capacity for grasping
“for the sake of” relations, and in addition to that, and no doubt dependent on it,
also the interrelated capacities for recognizing alternative ways of achieving a goal,
and for assessing such alternatives in terms of some standard or other.

When it comes to spirit’s attention, then, that a slight or an insult has occurred,
itwill not, and cannot, generate its distinctive form of response by engaging in a bit
of practical thinking, That is to say, it will not, and cannot, form its impulse to act
by beginning with the apprehension of a goal (retribution, say, or maintaining one’s
self-esteem and the esteem of others) and then working out by deliberative reason-
ing how that goal may best be achieved in the circumstances. As far as appetite s
concerned, the availability of some source of pleasure may be indicated 1o it by
thought, as when one thinks about how to obtain cigarettes and works out that the
thing to do in the circumstances is to go to the shop around the corner and buy a
pack of cigarettes there. But Aristotle holds that thought need not be involved in
becoming aware of a source of pleasure. Sources of pleasure can also come before
the mind by perception, as when you see a chocolate chip muffin in the bakery’s
window, or by phantasia, as when it so happens that a certain scent puts you in
mind of making love. It is, moreover, part of Aristotle’s theory that appetite can, all
by itself, give rise to fully formed impulses to act in pursuir of sources of pleasure
that are presented to it in some way or other, for instance by perceptiof, 26 However,
when the availability of a source of pleasure is in some way presented to appetite, its
response will not, and cannot, be to work out by deliberative reasoning how best to
secure and enjoy the pleasure in question. Nor can it be by practical thought that it
apprehends the prospective situation it is eager to bring about.

Thus it is not just that Aristotle’s theory of the human soul leaves room for the
occurrence in the domain of human psychology of some forms of non-rational cog-
nition, as when appetite, or spirit, all by itself gives rise to an impulse to act in some
specific way or other. In fact, his theory of the human soul reguires a conception of
non-rational cognition that is applicable to the mental lives of ordinarily developed,
adult human beings. For in their case, too, he takes appetite and sprit to be able to
form and, so to speak, hold in view goals for action, and goals which are relevant to

icomachean Exbics 7.6, 1149°34->1: ‘Apperite only needs reason or perception to say that
fgething is pleasant for it to rush off to enjoy it

@}E\}udanian Ethies 2.10, 1226%25-6: of. 2.1, 1219%26--1220%12.
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the person’s circumstances, without themselves being able to think or reason, and
without at the time needing to rely on acts of thought or reason in any way at all.

It is, moreover, part of his theory of human psychology that ‘passions’ like
anger, fear, or intense appetitive desire can alter the condition of a person’s body,
to the extent that he is temporarily-unable to employ whatever practical know-
ledge he may have.27 This temporary disablement will affect not only the persor’s
decisions, but also pieces of perceptual or situation-specific knowledge, such as
the knowledge that zhis is a chocolate chip muffin, or that he should abstain
from eating #hss, because it conrtains chocolate.28 In effect, Aristotle holds that
such psychological states as anger, fear, or appetitive desire can temporarily disable
the rational part or aspect of the person’s action-producing apparatus. However,
it plainly cannot be part of his theory that such psychological states typically
cause the person’s action-producing apparatus to grind to a halt. On the contrary,
he must think that people who are in the grip of such states continue to act with
a high degree of goal-directedness, and continue to be sensitive and responsive
to their circumstances, as they grasp them by way of their senses. In other words,
it must be part of his theory that the non-rational part or aspect of a person’s

¥ In this discussion of how it is that the uncontrolled person knows that he should not act as in
fact he does, Aristotle identifies a specific kind of psychological state as characteristic of uncontrolled
episodes. He marks this kind of state as a special case of having knowledge without exercising it (ar
Nicomachean Etbics 7.3 1147°10—12), which can correctly be described both as in a way having and as
temporarily lacking knowledge (v &xsw, 1147%13; and note &yvoia and mdly yiveros émorfpwy
ar 1147°6}, and which he illustrates by examples of people who are asleep, who are suffering fits of
madness, and who are drunk. (Tt may be worth observing thar the early learners and actors, who are
mentioned at 11471824, are plainly not meant to serve as further examples of the psychological
state which is characteristic of uncentrolled episodes. They serve to illustrate the separate point that
person can say things that flow from and depend on knowledge without exercising, or even having,
knowledge.) Aristotie’s choice of examples suggests clearly and strongly that he thinks of the
uncontrolled psychological state as a kind of state in which one is not only not cutrenty excrcising
knowledge but is temporarily prevented by one’s physialogical condition from employing any
knowledge one may have; note especially the repeated comparison with a persen who is aslecp, along
with one who is drunl (Nicomachean Fthics 7.3, 1147*13-14; repeared at 1147°6-9, and at 7.10,
1152°14--15; f. Physics 7.3, 24713-17 and 248%5-G). This picture of a comprehensive, though
temporary, disablement of reason or the intellect by ‘passion’ is reinforced by a number of other rexts.
In his descussion of temperance, Aristotle says that when appetites become large’ and intense
(od63gau), they “knock our’ the person’s reasoning (kai Tév hoyropdv 2xkpobovaw; Nicemachean
Ethics 3.12 1119*10). The term 2xxgotew occurs frequendly in contexts where Aristotle is describing
the impact of one change or activity on another, when the former is more powerful or intense than
the latrer. Such dashes include ones berween sensory or emotional changes on the one hand and intel-
lectual ‘motions’ on the other (De Sensu 7, 447°14-18; Rberoric 3.17, 1418°12-15). Note dlso Magna
Moralia 2.6, 1202*5~7: the uncontrolled person is like people who are drunk; *his passion gains the
mastery and brings his reasoning to a standstill” {#mugarioor yde 16 mafos faepeiv Snoinoe Tov
Aoyiopdv). Another text that is relevanc is De Anima 3.3, 429*4-8, to which I shall turn presently.

28 In Nicomachean Ethics 7.3, Aristotle refers to a situation-specific belief, such as that one should
abstain from #his, 2s a piece of perceprual knowfedge (1147515-17), because he is dealing specifically
with uncontrolled action, which involves acting contrary to-knowledge rather than, for instance,
contrary to an incorrect view of how ir is best to act. However, he doubtless thinks that passion can
temporarily disable incotrect views about how to act no less than pieces of practical knowledge, and
false situation-specific beliefs no less than rrue ones. .
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action-producing apparatus can continue to operate while the rational part or
aspect is, for one reason or another, not in functioning order. This too makes clear
that Aristotle’s theory of human psychology not only leaves room for, but in fact
requires, a conception of non-rational cognition that is applicable to ordinarily

developed, adult human beings.

Furthermore, Aristotle does not think that this non-rational part of a person’s
action-producing apparatus is, or may be, in operation only when the rational
part is unable to function—as it were, as a back-up mechanism. Rather, he thinks
that in standard conditions both parts are active and ready to give rise to motivat-
ing conditions of the relevant kinds. Ideally, these motivating conditions will fit
together harmoniously. In less ideal cases, the non-rational part may compete, and
compete successfully, with the rational part. It is part of the ordinary functioning
of the latter that it will try to identify the thing to do in the circumstances by
relying on practical thought and situation-specific beliefs. The former may, at the
same time, yield impulses to act by generating, or activating, suitable phantasiai.
Aristotle seems to think that the non-rational part tends to operate more rapidly
than the rational part, at least in individuals whose constitution renders them
especially vulnerable to what he calls impetuous lack of self-control. He character-
izes this form. of lack of self-control in terms of being especially inclined to follow
phantasia, so that the person in question tends not to wait for his or her reason to
complete the business of working out what should be done in the circumstances,
by bringing to bear relevant pieces of practical knowledge, relevant practical
commitments, as well as whatever situation-specific beliefs he or she may have:
‘Quick-tempered and bilious people, more than others, suffer from lack of self-
control in its impulsive variety. Hastiness in the one case, intensity in the other,
prevent them from waiting for reason, because their disposition is to follow
phantasia’ (Nicomachean Ethics 7.7, 1 150b25-8).

It is clear, then, that Aristode’s theory of human psychology, as it is presented

cognition that is applicable to ordinarily developed, adult human beings. This is

/ and put to use in his ethical writings, requires a conception of non-rational

because he takes it to be a fact of human psychology that people can, and fre-
quenty do, form goals for action, and goals thar are relevant to their circum-
stances, without in doing so employing thought or reason in any way atall. What
he says about the impulsive form of lack of self-control suggests that he has in
mind a conception of non-rational coguition in which phantasia plays prominent
role. However, his ethical writings do not offer anything like a detailed and
specific picture of non-rational Cognition and of the role in it of phansasia.

At the end of his discussion of phantasia in De Anima 3.3, Aristotle indicates
that he means to explain the non-rational cognition involved in the motivation by
appetite or spirit of adult human beings in much the same way as he means to
explain the non-rational cogpition involved in non-human animal motivation.
He concludes the discussion of phantasia by saying that because phantasiai persist

in the organism and are like perceptions, ‘animals do many things in ways that
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depend on them {sc. rather than on thought](woM\& ko7’ edrds medrred ré (da).

- As for the brute animals, this is because they do not have an intellect. With

humans, it is because their intellects are sometimes covered over (dmkaMmrelor)
by passion, diseases, or sleep’ (De Anima 3.3, 429°4-8).%

‘This remark, T submit, makes the conception of non-rational cognition that I
reconstructed on Aristotle’s behalf in Chapters 8-11 applicable w ordinarily
developed, adult human beings. Given that conception, Aristotle is in a position
to explain the continuing goal-directedness of people who are in the grip of, say,
intense desire or anger, as well as their sensitivity and responsiveness to their
circumstarices, in terms of non-rational desire, perception, and phantasia. He pre-
sumably takes it, moreover, that the perceptual system of ordinarily conditioned
humans generates or activates potentially action-inducing phantasizi not only
when their intellect has been temporarily disabled, for instance by an intense
emotion. Such phantasiai will also be available in standard cognitive conditions,
to play the role, perhaps among others, of presenting to appetite and spirit
prospective situations which they may impel the person to bring about.

It may be worth pointing out that the texts on which I chiefly refied in recon-
structing Aristotle’s conceptio of non-rational cognition—the De Mot Animalium,
the De Insomniss, and in particular the De Memoria—are devoted to the explana-
tion of such phenomena as self-locomotion, dreaming, and memory in a way that is
supposed to apply to all those animals which exhibit the phenomena in question,
prominently including humans. It should come as no susprise, then, that Aristotle
takes the conception of non-rational cognition that emerges in considerable detail
in these writings to be applicable to human psychology as well as to the psychology
of the brute animals.

In reconstructing Aristotle’s conception of non-rational cognition, I relied
rather heavily on the idea that it is part of the functioning of specifically the

perceptual parts of the souls of suitably constituted animals that sensory impres-

sions are preserved in the animal’s perceptual apparatus in orderdy ways, with
dispositions obtaining among them such that one specific sensory representation
tends to occur together with, or to be immediately followed by, some other
specific representation. Before closing, I want to draw attention to 4 passage from
near the end of De Memoria 2 in which Aristotle appeals to configurations of
sensory impressions in discussing the representations associated with ‘passions’
such as anger and fear. He has just discussed the phenomenon that once one
makes an attempt to recollect something or other, it tends to be difficult to stop
the flow of representations one has set in motion. He is meaning to explain this in
terms of bodily changes that one has initiated and that, once initiated, are no

29 The image Aristotle is employing in this passage is that of the intellect being covered over or
shut down, An muxddwpyie is a lid or a cover, used to cover or shut something, ¢.g, a sense-organ ora
passage (cf. De Anima 2.9, 422°%; Historia Animalium 2.11, 503*35; De Sensu 2, 437°25-6}. The

image, I suggest, is of the intellect as the eye of the soul, which can be open or shut (cf. Nicomachean
Ethics 1.6, 1096°28-9; 6.12, 114429-30).
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longer under one’s control. The idea of changes in one€’s perceptual apparatus that
run their course without being under one’s control is also supposed to explain
why it is that people in the grip of emotional states keep having represcntations
associated with the emotional state in question, even as they try hard to get those
representations to subside:

It is for this reason, too, that anger and fear, once they have initiated some ‘change’, are
not halted, even though the person in question effects counter-changes, bur rather the
emotional state effects counter-changes in the original direction, What happens is racher
like what happens with names, tunes, and sayings, when one such has come to be very
much on someone’ lips. For after the people have stopped, and without their wishing such
a thing, it comes to them to sing it or say itagain.  (De Memoria 2, 453%26-31)

In writing of the ‘changes’ that anger initiates, Aristotle presumably has in mind
tepresentations of (say) slights or insults that one takes oneself to have suffered, as
well as, perhaps, of prospective acts of retaliation. The context of De Memoria 2
makes it clear that Aristotle takes such representations to be, or to consist in, com-
plex patterns of sensory impressions. It is not just that he thinks that emotions can
gencrate, or activate, such representations. He also thinks that when people are in
the grip of an emotional state, their perceptual apparatus tends to keep generating
or activating such representations, no matter how much they may try to get those
representations to subside by gencrating or activating other representations in an
effort to counteract them. This picture of surging and counter-surging sensory
affections is, | suggest, the cognitive counterpart of motivational conflict between
reason and non-rational desire.30

Presumably Aristotle does not think thar the expert about ethical and political
matters needs to have at his or her fingertips a detailed and specific account of
non-rational cognition and of the role in it of phanzasia. There is every reason 1o
think, however, that Aristotle would direct a theoretically inclined student wish-
ing to gain a deeper understanding of human psychology to the works on which 1
relied in Chapters 8-11, such as the De Anima and the Parva Naturalia. 1 close
with a brief and somewhat selective characterization of the overall theory of
human psychology which such a student would take away from a suitably carcful
study of those texts as well as of Aristotle’s ethical writings.

Ordinarily developed, adult humans may generate impulses to act in rather
sharply contrasting ways. This is because their action-producing apparatus
includes two parts or aspects, one rational, the other non-rational. In the course of
its functioning, the rational part brings to bear appropriate bits of practical know-
ledge, rlevant decisions (rrpooupéarts), as well as situarion-specific beliefs in trying
to identify the thing to do in the circumstances in question. The non-racional part
is, all by itself, capable of generating and sustaining fully formed impulses to actin
specific ways, without the person’s reason or intellect being active ar the time in any

30 Cf Nicomachean Ethics 1,13, 1102°21: ‘the impulses of the un-self~controlled go in opposite
directions’.
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way at all—for instance, because it has been disabled temporarily by an intense
emotional state, an appetitive desire, or the effects of alcohol. In impelling the per-
son to act, the non-rational part can rely on a system of cognitive capacities which
Aristotle assigns to the perceptual part of the soul, and which includes perception
and phantasia. Because it includes phantasia as well as perception, it can account for
the occurrence of complex representations that are siited to, and continuous
with, the person’s current circumstances, as these are grasped by way of the senses.
Such representations can prompt and guide action. The occurrence of such repre-
sentations, Aristotle thinks, requires no more than, on the one hand, perceptual
awareness of ones current circumstances and, on the other, the presence in one’s
perceptual apparatus of appropriate patterns or configurations of sensory impres-
sions, Humans, like many other kinds of animals, are naturally constituted so that
such configurations are formed and maintained as 2 result of ordinary perceptual
experience. .

This is not to say that, on Aristotle’s view, the fact that human beings are
reasoning creatures makes no difference to the functioning of the non-rational
part or aspect of their action-producing apparatus. On the contrary, it is plainly
part of his psychological theory that reason can, and normally does, affect the
non-rational part of the soul in a variety of ways. It is a fact about the constitution
of the human soul, he seems to think, that spirit can, and normally does, derive
from reason a general evaluative outlook about such things as insults and slights.
Moreover, he takes the human soul to be integrated in such a way thar reason can
inform spirit and appetite about salient features of a situation, as when a slight or
an insult has occurred, or some source of pleasure is available. He also holds thar
the non-rational part of the soul is capable of listening to, and in a way of being
persuaded by, reason. This commitment may be no more than a corollary of his
view that reason can inform appetite and spirit abour salient features of a given
situation or course of action—for instance, by drawing attention to the availabil-
ity of some source of pleasure, or to the shameful aspects of some course of action.

In addition to all this, it is clearly part of Aristotle’s theory, as [ have reconstructed
and presented it, that reason makes a profound difference, for better or worse, to
the functioning of the non-rational part of a person’s soul by quite literally shap-
ing his or her patterns of association. The thoughts and actions of a person will
deeply affect what sensory impressions are received and preserved in his or her
perceptual apparatus, and how they are related to one another. As a result, what
you think and how you act will affect, for better or worse, the very character of
your awareness. This, Aristotle thinks, is why wicked people constantly feel the
need to drown out the hateful noise of their own memories and expectations by
spending their time in the company of others (Nicomachean Ethics 9.4,
1166°13-17). And this is why even the dreams of the virtuous may be better than
those of the ordinary person (ibid. 1.13, 1102°3-11).




