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FOREWORD

I particularly enjoyed reading An Introduction to Philosophical
Psychology, and I wish to congratulate the author wholeheartedly on
this scholarly work.

As far as the methodological arrangement of the book and its prac-
tical educational value are concerned, I am delighted that it offers read-
ing selections from Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas—particularly from
the latter—because they are in themselves of outstanding interest and
provide us with that genuine contact with the masters and that “pure
reading of a pure text” which nothing can replace. Not only students
but scholars as well (particularly psychologists and psychiatrists inter-
ested in philosophy) will be grateful for the inclusion of these selections.

But I am still more appreciative of the philosophical content of the
book as a whole. I refer to that kind of introduction to Thomas
Aquinas’ psychology that constitutes Father Reith’s own “text.” It is
of utmost importance, to my mind, to strive for a genuine rapproche-
ment between Thomistic psychology and modern psychology, and to
make available to scientists and psychologists the philosophical insights
by virtue of which they can make more intelligible, on the plane of
theoretical reason, many problems with which they are struggling on

the plane of experience, clinical observation, or therapy.
ui
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An Introduction to Philosophical Psychology appears to me a remark-
able step in this direction, and, at the samec time, an impressive
instance of the revival of interest in the writings of Thomas Aquinas.

JacQuEs MARITAIN



PREFACE

In the prologue to his Summa Theologiae, Thomas Aquinas * wrote:

We have kept in mind the beginners in this study, realizing that they
are often hindered by the diversity of things written on the subject:
partly because of the number of useless questions, articles, and arguments;
and partly because the things that are necessary to learn are not given in
the proper order of learning, but according to the order required by
certain books, or by the occasions that happened to arise for discussing
such matters; finally, these beginners have been hindered by frequent
repetition, which created in their minds both weariness and confusion.!

I have tried to make this statement of purpose my own in Az Intro-
duction to Philosophical Psychology. The book is intended to serve as
an introduction to the perennial problems of philosophical psychology
and to the principles and solutions as they are found in the writings of
Aristotle * and St. Thomas.

The first philosophers, says St. Thomas, began to philosophize because
of wonder? We are all interested in and wonder about such problems
as the existence of the soul, the nature of life, and the freedom of the

* Items followed by asterisks are proper names and technical terms that appear in
the glossary at the end of the book.

1 St. Thomas Aquinas: Summa T heologiae, Part 1, Prologue.

2St. Thomas Aquinas: Commentary on the Metaphysics, Book I, Lesson 3, Num-

ber 54.
v
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will. Aristotle and St. Thomas always approached their philosophical
teachings by way of problems, for in their view philosophy comes by a
kind of illuminating discovery, when the mind is in the process of solv-
ing a problem. Philosophy is not for them an & priori process of
lcarning, such as is mathematics in the order of natural learning, or
sacred theology in the order of revealed truths. In my exposition and
in the selection of reading material, I have tried to adhere to the strict
philosophical method of Aristotle and St. Thomas, but the skeletal
construction of this work does not always allow this method to appear,
nor does the present work sufficiently expose the dialectical * processes
by which these two philosophers arrived at the principles of their
psychology.

An Introduction to Philosophical Psychology is made up of two kinds
of material: the first, which I call the “text,” is an exposition of the
teaching of Aristotle and St. Thomas based upon reading selections;
the second includes the actual selections from these two philosophers,
taken from various contexts in which their psychology is treated. I
have attempted to adhere closely to the method outlined in Aristotle’s
treatise On the Soul and in St. Thomas’ commentary on the same work.
But I have supplemented the readings from these basic works with
many others, such as the Summa Theologiae and the Quaestiones Dis-
putatae* where St. Thomas is writing theological treatises on man,
rather than a philosophical treatise on the soul as the principle of
operation in man. 1 have taken many of these readings out of their
original context and put them into what appears to me to be the
philosophical order outlined in the treatise On the Soul.

All of the reading selections from both Aristotle and St. Thomas
have been re-translated in order to achieve uniformity of terminology
and meaning. I have made the translation of the passages from the
work of William of Moerbecke* the source used by St. Thomas for
his commentaries on the works of Aristotle. At all times in the reading
selections I have included continuous readings, generally full lessons
chapters, or articles, rather than selected paragraphs or shorter excerpts,
which might have seemed more to the point. Besides my primary
purpose, which is to acquaint the reader with the original sources and
method of inquiry of Aristotle and St. Thomas, my other purpose is

1 Except for the Summa Theologiae, 1 have given the English equivalent for all
Latin titles found in the text and in the readings. Quaestiones Disputatae will be
called the Disputed Questions. For example, a passage may be cited as Disputed
Question on Truth.
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to make available, in compact form, scarce source materials that could
otherwise be found only with difficulty.

Some readers may wonder why I have restricted myself to the works
of Aristotle and St. Thomas and omitted many other valuable selections
from both classical and contemporary philosophers that could throw
much light on the questions discussed. One reason was the advantage
of having a unified point of view and method of procedure, but the
most important reason was the conviction that there is more to be
gained from a continuous contact with Aristotle and St. Thomas and
their strict philosophical method than from any other source. If this
book had as its purpose only the transmission of psychological knowl-
edge, it could be argued that some of the selections contained here
might be deleted and other selections from great philosophers of the
past and from contemporary writers on psychology be profitably
included. For the purpose of this introduction, however, it is more
important that onc coherent point of view be presented and divergent
views be omitted, except where they are useful for setting up a problem.

The book is divided into four parts: the first consists of an introduc-
tion to the method of philosophical psychology and a study of the
general principles that belong to all natural living things; the second
is a study of the sensory powers of the soul; the third is a study of the
rational powers of the soul and of habits; the fourth is a study of the
nature of the human soul and of the origin of man.

The reading sclections are placed at the end of each of these four
divisions of the book. The reader should be forewarned, however, that
the text and reading selections do not fit hand-in-glove. Often the
points of doctrine found in the text are scattcred throughout the read-
ings, or may have been conclusions reached without benefit of direct
textual authority in Aristotle or St. Thomas. Whenever direct refer-
ences are possible, however, within the limits of the selected readings,
either cross-references to the sources are given after the sub-headings,
or I have incorporated the sources into the text itself. The paragraphs
of each reading selection have been set off by bracketed numbers so that
reference to particular paragraphs can be made easily. Thus, the first
paragraph of each selection is numbered [§ 1], and so on. The num-
bers following the brackets refer to paragraph numbers contained in the
standard editions of St. Thomas.

For the convenience of the reader, a bibliography is placed before the
reading selections for each part. This bibliography is not exhaustive,
but rather is typical of contemporary writing in the field. The views
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contained in these writings do not necessarily express my own point of
view.

At the end of the book is a glossary of terms and proper names.
Only when the term appears for the first time, or when the psychologist
or philosopher is first mentioned, is a reference made by means of an
asterisk and by italicizing.

An Introduction to Philosophical Psychology should serve as an
instrument for an intelligent reading and for a lively discussion of the
selections from Aristotle and St. Thomas; but it should be remembered
that, although familiarity with this text and with the reading selections
will stimulate the philosophical appetite, it will never satisfy it.

I want to thank all who have taken part in the preparation of this
work, especially my colleagues at Notre Dame, my students, the mem-
bers of the staff of Prentice-Hall who have given me invaluable help,
and finally, M. Jacques Maritain for his encouragement during the
preparation of this book, and in particular for showing us by example
what it means to be a Christian philosopher and teacher.

HR.
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Part I

A GENERAL STUDY OF THE SOUL AND
ITS POWERS

SectioN A: THE NATURE AND METHOD OF PHILOsOPHICAL PsycHOLOGY

The etymology of the word psyckology (from the Greek Psyche,
which means soul, and Logos, which means science) introduces us at
once to the subject of our study. Psychology is the science of the soul.
Inasmuch as the soul is the subject of this inquiry, we shall investigate
its common definition, its various powers, and, finally, the specific
nature and origin of the human soul. Psychology does not have as its
entire subject man himself, although this view is commonly held.
Man is the conclusion of this inquiry rather than its subject, for it is
only by studying the operations of the soul that we can come to know
what man is. For the same reason, we do not consider person to be
the subject of psychology; the notion of person presupposes the study
of psychology and is really defined by the mezaphysician.*

In the opinion of many contemporary psychologists, the existence
of the soul is a theological archaism which makes no sense today. On
the other hand, many people who believe in the existence of the soul
think of it as some kind of ethereal substance floating about in our
bodies. The meaning of soul has become so obscure that its very exist-
ence to some seems sheer nonsense, while to others it remains a mystery

# See the Glossary of words and proper names at the end of the book.
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about which they can say nothing at all. Therefore, when we say
that psychology, as part of the philosophy of nature* is the science
of the soul, we must determine more clearly what we mean by science
and by so#l, so that we can determine how the soul is the subject of a
scientific inquiry. Let us begin with a brief rcference to the meaning
of science and point out the distinctive scientific character of the phi-
losophy of nature, of which philosophical psychology is a part. In
the next section, we shall take up the definition of the soul.

Neither in Aristotle’s nor in St. Thomas’ view of nature was there
an essential diflerence between the philosophy of nature and the science
of nature. If there was any distinction at all, it concerned the differ-
ence of knowledge to be attained about the general principles and gen-
cral causes of the subject and that to be attained about the phcnomena
through which the principles and causes were made manifest. The
changeableness of phenomena was an obstacle to an understanding
of the physical world, yct Aristotle saw that beneath appearances lay
an intelligible set of principles which could become the framework of
a science in the strict sense of that term. The principles and causes
of the science, about which there could be certitude, could be ab-
stracted * from the phenomena. The detailed explanations of the
proximate causes, however, were more or less tentative and dialectical.
Hence, there arose a distinction which, perhaps, was not always clear
and definite to the early philosophers of nature, but which we, in
retrospect, can more easily make. We can call the certain knowledge
reached through demonstration * and derived from general principles
and causes discovered in nature the philosophy of nature. The knowl-
edge derived from nature through an experimental* method that
results in a synthesis of facts by mcans of Aypothesis* and provides
the direction and structure for further experimentation and discovery
is called the knowledge of experimental science. We should be aware
of the analogous* character of the term science as it is applied to
these two different kinds of knowledge, realizing that the term has,
because of the methods peculiar to experimental science, undergone a
change from the older meaning of the term as it is applied to philoso-
phy, namely, universal and certain knowledge through causes.

The Philosophy of Nature

Science is formed by a movement of the mind from first principles
to conclusions. ‘There are as many different sciences as there are sets of
first principles from which conclusions may be drawn. The philosophy
of nature studies mobile being* and draws its scientific conclusions
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from its first principles: from mazzer,* which is the subject of motion; *
and from form,* which is the end of motion. If philosophical psy-
chology is studied in the ideal order of learning, it is preceded by a
general philosophy of nature, studying the first principles of mobile
being as they are found in the Physics of Aristotle. In such a setting,
the scope of psychology can be more clearly shown and the student’s
grasp of such concepts as matter, form, agent,* and end* can be
presupposed.

From a general study of the natural world of change as found in
the Physics, one can proceed to the study of various kinds of change:
local motion (like the flight of a baseball); change in quality (like
the reddening of an apple); change in size (as in the growth of a
child); and change in substance (as in death and decay). The study
of the various kinds of change takes place in thc various parts of the
philosophy of nature. Psychology forms one of these parts. It is
not a distinct science because it has no set of first principles of its own;
its principles are subtypes of the general principles of mobile being like
matter, form, agent, and end. But the kind of motion or change
that psychology treats is vital motion or mobile being as animated.

The philosophical psychologist wants to learn the nature of living
things—of plants, animals and man. But that which they have in
common, and that which makes them living things, is the presence
of a soul. In his treatment of living things, then, Aristotle began with
a book called On the Soul. After treating of what all living things
have in common insofar as they differ from the nonliving world, he
proceeded to an analysis of the parts and functions of the various kinds
of soul.

Philosophical and Experimental Psychology

The distinction between the philosophy of nature and the experi-
mental sciences, when applied to the field of psychology, does not of
itself give rise to an antagonism between the two types of scientific
knowledge. Nor should the impression be given that each is com-
pletely independent of the other. Philosophical psychology is in itself
not a distinct science but part of the philosophy of nature, differing from
other parts of the science because it studies living beings, whose prin-
ciple of movement is the soul.

Philosophical psychology as differentiated from experimental psy-
chology deals with the more general principles while the latter deals
with more particular considerations because it operates in the field of
phenomena where principles are applied. The data of experimental
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psychology should serve, therefore, to bring out more clearly the truth
of the first principles and causes of philosophical psychology. While
the methods, the degree of certitude, and the proximate goals of these
two areas of psychology differ ultimately, they both study the same
kind of object, namely, animated being, and tend toward the same
goal, namely, a fuller knowledge of man in his relationship to nature.

MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF THE TWO PSYCHOLOGIES

Because of the composite nature of man, the two psychologies can
render mutual service that will greatly benefit both types of investiga-
tion. Man is highest among all the bodily creatures and the lowest
among the intellectual creatures. We cannot understand him unless
we see him from the vantage points of both matter and spirit. The
mutual aid of the two psychologies, however, cannot consist in dividing
man into two areas of research, the bodily and the spiritual, assigning
to experimental psychology the first and to philosophical psychology
the second. The result of such a division would be a distortion of
man’s nature, for man is not made up of two independent substances
that can be studied in isolation. Both the philosopher and the experi-
mental psychologist see man correctly when they see him as composed
of body and soul, which constitute one harmonious composite substance.

However, not every experimental psychologist need have a detailed
philosophical knowledge of psychology, nor need every philosopher
treating of psychology have a detailed knowledge of experimental
psychology. Just as a bricklayer can work without knowing a car-
penter’s trade, and a plumber without knowing the electrician’s trade,
so the experimental psychologist can carry on scientific work without
formal training in philosophical psychology. There should be, how-
ever, as an introduction to experimental psychology, a kind of scientific
knowledge that would correspond to the role of the knowledge of an
architect or engineer in the building trades. In the over-all picture,
philosophical psychology investigates the universal principles which
underlie experimental psychology, though in its own field of research
and in its own methodology,* experimental psychology enjoys inde-
pendence. Hence, it is unfortunate if the philosopher criticizes with-
out good reason or simply neglects the work of the experimental psy-
chologist. He runs the risk, as Cajetan * said, of talking in a vacuum.!
And it is unfortunate if the experimental psychologist regards phi-
losophy as useless speculation.

1 See quotation, p. 6.
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THE METHODS OF THE TWO PSYCHOLOGIES

We have said that the experimental psychologist is independent of
formal philosophical psychology in his methodology; the approach,
the immediate area of investigation, and the results of the two psycholo-
gies differ. Philosophical psychology is based more immediately upon
the common experience of all men, while experimental psychology is
based more immediately upon controlled experimentation in which
mathematics often plays a major role. Moreover, much of the data
of philosophical psychology is outside the scope of experimental psy-
chology. How, for instance, can a judgment be measured? How
can the nature of free choice be put down in mathematical terms? The
very notion of life itself eludes the experimental psychologist, for it
cannot be analyzed by instruments that are themselves without life.
The special methods of experimental psychology, therefore, are not
always applicable to the area of philosophical psychology, nor are they
necessary to it. It is the task of philosophical psychology, among other
things, to explore those areas which cannot be analyzed by the methods
of experimental psychology. It is the role of the experimental scientist
to make fruitful the general principles of the philosopher by examining
the phenomena in which the principles are manifest. It is his role to
show the intimate connection that the material part of man has with
the spiritual, and thus to unfold, in conjunction with the philosopher,
a more comprehensive view of man.

The First Principles of Philosophical Psychology

The mind,* says Aristotle, in its original condition is like a tablet
on which nothing is written. Its first concepts, judgments and reason-
ing processes are potential to further elaboration. In like manner in a
science, which is a Aabitus* of the mind, the initial stages are vague
and potential. Therefore, the principles of philosophical psychology,
the initial definitions of sou! and of /ife, and, in general, the whole
investigation of the living world, has the note of potentiality found in
the imperfect possession of knowledge.

There are two important considerations, however, in regard to these
first principles of psychology. The first is that the principles must
be established scrupulously, with the initial steps leading from them
made correctly, because a small error in the principles and methods
of a scientific investigation will lead to great errors in its conclusions.
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The second consideration is that though the first principles and defini-
tions are in the area of generalities, the goal of psychological knowl-
edge cannot consist in these generalities. If it is scientific, psychology
cannot remain satisfied with generalities, for the perfection of science
is the knowledge of the particulars in the light of universal principles.
If, on the one hand, we should be convinced of the necessity of a
careful analysis of universal principles, we should, on the other hand,
realize that this knowledge, like the vital principles of life itself, must
develop and become more perfect. Philosophical psychology must
keep pace with all the truly scientific developments of experimental
psychology, for the goal of all psychology is the knowledge of man
as he is found in the concrete conditions of his existence. Cajetan,
one of the earliest commentators on the writings of St. Thomas, wrote
as follows of the need of applying the general principles of our
philosophy.

Just as the judgment of the practical intellect in the technical domain
is imperfect if it cannot be applied to details, that is, to individuals,
so speculative judgments are imperfect unless they apply to the exist-
ing things of nature as revealed through sense experience. For the
purpose of philosophical speculation is surely not to have us talk in a
vacuum, but to give us a knowledge of the realities apprehended in
the universe.?

The First Datum of Philosophical Psychology: The Existence of
the Soul

We suppose in philosophical psychology the existence of the soul
and the nominal definition of it as zhe principle of life. Now it may
seem paradoxical to begin our study with the existence and definition
of the soul. Many people deny the existence of the soul. How can
it be one of the self-evident truths that serves as the basis of our in-
vestigation? However, without an agreement on the existence of the
soul and on the nominal (common) definition of the soul, it is im-
possible to begin a study of psychology. All scientific inquiry is based
finally on some indemonstrable knowledge that is immediately evi-
dent. As Aristotle says in the Posterior Analytics: “All intellectual

2Cardinal Cajetan de Vio: Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, Book II,
Chapter 13.
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teaching and learning arises from something already known,” and
“this may be either ‘the fact of the existence of something,’ or ‘a com-
prehension of the meaning of the term used.””®

The Soul: The Common Bond of Living Beings

The reason given by St. Thomas for beginning psychology with a
discussion of the soul is elemental: It is because the soul is precisely
what all living things have in common. The soul is a datum that
cannot be demonstrated because it is a first principle and the subject
of the investigation. Furthermore, no demonstration is needed be-
cause there is sufficient evidence for the existence of the soul in each
person’s experience of living. By this we do not mean that we have
a Platonic * or Cartesian* “intuition” * of the soul, but that we must
start with the existence of the soul, at least in the indeterminate mean-
ing of the word, as a principle of life. We all know that there is
something within us, some kind of immanent principle, by which
we move ourselves, and think and desire. This experience of life does
not tell us specifically what the soul is, but only that there is a principle
in which our activity as living beings originates.

We call this experience an “intuition” because it is knowledge that
does not involve discourse or the mediation of any other scientific
principles. Nothing is more evident to us than the fact that we
are alive. Whether material or spiritual, the soul is the principle of
life, the source of our living operations, and its existence is known to
everyone with the utmost certainty. For us t6 live means, for example,
to feel pleasure and pain, to imagine, to fear, to plan and to choose,
and so on. Of all these experiences we are conscious. And we know
that the activity that we experience comes from something within us.
St. Thomas said of the existence of the soul:

When a person actually knows, he realizes that he has a soul within
him; thus, the soul is known through its activity. A person knows
that he has a soul and is alive and exists because he is aware of his
sensation and of his knowledge, and that he experiences other things
of this kind. Hence the Phdosopher* says in IX Ethics: “We per-
ceive that we perceive and we understand that we understand; and
because we perceive this particular thing, we know that we exist.” No
one sees that he understands except by understanding something, be-

3 Aristotle: Posterior Analytics, Book I, Chapter 1, Lines 71a 1 and 71a11.
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cause a person must first understand something to know himself;

and, therefore, the soul arrives at the actual knowledge of its existence

because it understands or has sensations.*

The certitude and the immediacy of our knowledge of the soul im-
pels us to begin our study of psychology by defining the soul from the
evidence of our own experience rather than by means of an inference
from some general definition of life that can be formulated by observ-
ing life in things around us. At the very beginning of our investiga-
tion we are certain of life only in ourselves, and upon that experience
we base our general definition of life. We are certain of the existence
of life in plants and animals because they have operations that, in some
respects, are like our own. Hence, our general definition of life de-
pends on the awareness that we have of existence of our own soul,
which is manifested to us in our sensations, in our thinking, and so on.

DIFFICULTIES INVOLVED IN THE MEANING OF SOUL

The difficulty that some people have in accepting the existence of
the soul may come partially from the way in which the soul is defined
and partially from the intimate nature of this experience. Since the
common experience of living does not immediately furnish men with
clear and distinct evidence as to the nature of the soul, there may be
as many different definitions of soul as men hold opinions on the cause
of life. If one person defines soul as a spiritual substance but another
person does not accept the existence of spiritual substances, the latter
may deny the existence of the soul on the basis of the other person’s
definition. Nevertheless, the second person may be just as firmly con-
vinced as the other that there is a specific cause within him to explain
his vital activities, but he does not like the word so#l. St. Thomas
said: “No one is ever deceived in the awareness of living, for he knows
what is going on in his soul . . . nevertheless, many persons err in
the knowledge of the nature of the soul.”®

A second difficulty concerning the soul’s existence is the very obvious-
ness of its existence. We may miss the truth because we expect some-
thing much more difficult. The knowledge of the soul is like the
knowledge of the first principles of judgment which become more
clusive the more we try to analyze them.

4 St, Thomas Aquinas: Disputed Question on Truth, Question 10, Article 8, Body
of the Article.
51bid., ad. 2.



THE SOUL AND ITS POWERS 9

So much, then, for the soul as the subject of psychology. Now let
us say something about the nature of the study.

The Dignity of Psychology (Readings: 1, A, No. 1)

Psychology possesses a special dignity among sciences, says St.
Thomas: first, because of the excellence of its subject; second, because
of its utility for other sciences; and third, because of its certitude in
the sphere of science. With regard to its certitude, the contrary might
appear to be true, for we seem to have only a tenuous probability
about the activity of our soul. Indeed the soul seems to be much more
of a mystery than do chemical compounds, which act determinately
according to their less complex principles. Yet in the study of the soul,
man has an approach to knowledge that he does not have in the other
sciences. ‘This unique approach gives psychology its certitude. For
man is indirectly conscious of his soul in the inner experience of living.
On the other hand, he cannot get inside the very natures of the objects
of sciences like chemistry, botany, physics and so on. Often he can
only conjecture about them; he can interpret natures apart from him-
self only in terms of his own experience. He measures and judges
them by the norms of his own senses and intelligence; and sees them,
therefore, as a kind of reflection of himself. Thus, St. Thomas and
Aristotle assign a special dignity to psychology, because it has a cer-
tainty greater than that of the other branches of the philosophy of
nature.

Certitude and Clarity

A faulty principle inherited from Cartesian philosophy is the identi-
fication of certitude with clarity. Descartes* himself, in his work
entitled A Discourse on Method, sets down clarity and distinctness
as the criteria of certitude and truth in philosophical matters. How-
ever, when we attain certitude in psychology, it does not necessarily
mean that we have clarity. Certitude is really opposed to uncertainty,
doubt, or probability, while clarity and distinctness are opposed to
vagueness, generality or confusion. Something can be very certain
but still not clear and distinct. For example, a person can be certain
of another’s love but may not know it clearly and distinctly. There
are for all men intuitions that leave no room for doubt, but which
lack the kind of clarity found in mathematical propositions. Thus
certitude in psychology is not incompatible with lack of clarity.
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Conclusion

Our certitude about the existence of the soul does not at the same
time give us clarity about the nature of the soul. Neither at the initial
stage of our inquiry when we are analyzing its general definition, nor
later when we arrive at a scientific proof of its properties do we actually
achieve such clarity about the human soul. In the distinction between
clarity and certitude, we can understand the words of warning Aristotle
gives his students in one of the opening paragraphs of his work Oz zhe
Soul: “To achieve indisputable knowledge of the soul is one of the
most difficult of tasks.”® The difficulty does not concern the funda-
mental facts of experience that preface the scientific study of the soul,
but rather the clarity of our knowledge about its nature, because the
soul is one of those objects in respect to which—to use the figure
Aristotle employs—we are like owls that cannot see in broad daylight
but only in the dimness of evening.

Failing to distinguish between the confused but certain knowledge
that belongs to common experience, and the distinct knowledge that
belongs to mathematical science, Descartes had attributed to the initial
stage of psychological investigation the qualities of knowledge that
could be achieved, if ever, only after a long painstaking investigation.
But it was the view of Aristotle and St. Thomas that we do not achieve
in the beginning a clear and distinct intuition of the mazure of the
soul. Indeed, our knowledge about its nature comes through an in-
direct process called abstraction, which always retains some obscurity.
While the view of Descartes is very difficult to reconcile with the many
divergent opinions of philosophers on the nature of the soul, that of
Aristotle and St. Thomas can be more readily reconciled with this
divergence if we understand the difficulty of arriving at the knowledge
of the nature of the soul. It is with a feeling of restrained optimism,
then, that we proceed to the definition of the soul, the subject of our
philosophical inquiry.

SecrioN B: DEFINITIONS OF THE SOUL AND OF LIFE

Definitions should be formed from the weight of evidence rather
than from the weight of authority. But there is an advantage in
examining the opinions of others when we are in the process of

8 Aristotle: On the Soul, Book 1, Chapter 1, Line 402a10.
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formulating our own views. In arriving at his definition of the soul,
Aristotle examined the opinions of previous thinkers on the subject to
see what truth could be gathered from them. His method has the
advantage of hindsight; it profits from the insights of others while
avoiding their mistakes. Aristotle said of his method:

While we should reasonably doubt the opinions of our predecessors
when there is ground for doubt, nevertheless in our own investigation
we should try to understand the point of view of those who had some-
thing to say about the soul, in order to profit from anything that is
worth while, and to avoid what is erroneous in their opinions.”

Ancient and Modern Theories on the Life-Principle

Theories on the nature of the soul varied as greatly in antiquity as
in our own times, and many of the views of the ancients find their
parallel in modern theories. In the first book of Oz the Soul, Aristotle
outlined the many different opinions of his predecessors. Some of the
early philosophers began their analysis of the soul with the phenomenon
of motion, others with the experience of knowing, and still others
with both of these. There are some who identified the soul with par-
ticular kinds of elements, some who thought of it as a spatial magni-
tude, some who regarded it as a harmony added to the body, and some,
finally, who held it to be a self-moving essence. It is not difficult to
find the counterpart of all these opinions among contemporary psycho-
logical theories: in the mechanism * of Freud * or in the structuralism *
of Titchener;* in the mathematical psychologism* of Weber* Fech-
ner* and Wundt; * in the functionalism * of Brentano* Kiilpe*
James* and Dewey;* in the parallelism* of Leibnitz;* in the en-
telechy * of Driesch; * in the gestaltism * of Kohler * and Koffka *—
or in many other schools of thought in modern psychology.

It is dangerous, of course, to try to arrange opinions that vary so
greatly under some convenient heading like materialism* or mecha-
nism, or dualism,* because there is no common agreement on what
these terms mean. Furthermore, modern experimental scientists who
approach the study of living things differently and more restrictively
than do the philosophers, cannot be classified as materialists in the
same way, for example, that Democritus * in ancient times and Karl
Marx* in modern times are called materialists.

The experimental scientist as such need not, in a sense cannot, recog-

7 Aristotle: On the Soul, Book I, Chapter 2, Line 403b20.
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nize the role of all four causes in nature, because if he is pursuing
knowledge as an experimental scientist and not as a philosopher, his
methodology will limit him more or less to the study of the material
cause. On the other hand, when the scientist goes beyond the limits
of his scientific methodology and speaks as a philosopher, we may
classify him under one of several philosophical points of view.

It is difficult, in any event, to summarize the opinions about the
nature of the soul, without labeling them in a way that becomes in-
evitably too neat and oversimplified. Hence, we should try to avoid
the labels as far as possible and let the facts of the positions speak for
themselves. Let us take one example from among the views of earlier
philosophers to serve as a background for Aristotle’s definition of the
soul.

THE ANCIENT ATOMISTIC THEORY OF THE LIFE-PRINCIPLE

Among the ancient materialistic interpretations of the life-principle,
that of the Greek azomistic * school is pedagogically valuable because
its principles are typical of all materialistic approaches to the study
of life, and because it points up the problem for Aristotle’s teaching on
the nature of the soul. Leucippus* was the founder of the atomistic
school, but little of his teaching has come down to us directly. It
is through his disciple, Democritus, whose doctrine is found throughout
the writing of other early Greek philosophers, that we are able to
reconstruct Leucippus’ atomistic view. According to the Greek
atomists, nature is constituted of three elements: atoms, void, and
motion. The atoms are tiny, invisible particles, indivisible as units,
but capable of being joined in different combinations and shapes. The
more proximate principles of nature—earth, air, fire and water—are
composed of the atoms. Among the atoms, which differ in shape
and mass, the most perfect type were the round, light atoms of which
the soul is constituted. A second element in nature is the void, which
makes it possible for atoms to arrange themselves in various combina-
tions. The third element is the vortex motion of the universe by
which the atoms are propelled until they fall into the different com-
binations. Since the movement of the vortex is irrational and has
no mind to cause or direct its movement, the whole of nature is deter-
ministic according to the invariable laws of matter and motion. The
carly atomists taught, however, that at some point in the eternal move-
ment of the minute particles, intelligence was formed, and this intelli-
gence in turn caused the combinations that have souls, such as plants,
animals and men.
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The Greek atomists explained life in terms of a soul that was made
up of the light, round atoms which gave to the composite some of those
characteristics associated with life: the power of local motion, bodily
heat, breathing. The soul atom’s mobility came from its being light
and spherical; the bodily heat came from the principle of fire which
is constituted from the more elemental atoms; and the breathing came
from the incessant moving in and out of the atoms in the form of air.
Life continued as long as the predominance of soul-atoms could be
maintained by the breathing in of the highly mobile units in the form
of air and fire.

Though the early atomists held what seems to us a crude materialistic
view of life, their theory is worth investigating, because in its principles
it is not far removed from some of the explanations of life that appear
more than two thousand years later.

LATER MATERIALISTIC THEORIES OF THE LIFE-PRINCIPLE

Materialistic explanations of life reappear in all periods of the his-
tory of philosophy. Early in modern philosophy it appeared in the
mechanistic view of Descartes who held that all natural life, except
that of man, which he considered solely the life of spirit and of
thought, is constituted of the two principles of which the whole of
physical nature is made up, namely, extension and local motion. All
differences within nature, excluding the soul of man, are accidental.
Minerals, plants, animals and the bodies of men, in this view, are all
essentially the same, the only difference coming from the greater com-
plexity of the composite of extension and motion. Only man has a
soul in the strict philosophical meaning of that term. Strictly speak-
ing, man is soul, and his body, being an entirely different substance,
does not belong to his essence.

Except for their newer terminology, contemporary and materialistic
explanations of life differ very little from the atomism of Democritus
and the mechanism of Descartes. While some materialistic philoso-
phers have seen the need of bringing in some kind of unifying prin-
ciple to explain the difference between an aggregate and an organ-
ism, the explanation remains one that is based primarily on material
causality and local motion.

The Need of an Internal Principle of Unity

We can argue against the purely materialistic interpretation of life
that every living body needs an inner unifying principle of activity.
Life has a unity of action from within which indicates that it is not
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simply an aggregate. Unity of action, the tendency of all our organic
parts toward the well-being of the living composite,* argues for the
presence of a single life-principle distinct from the material parts.
Nor can structure, taken simply as the assembly of the material parts
into a pattern or configuration, explain life any more than the isolated
material parts explain it, for structure itself is the product of an in-
trinsic unifying principle. The truth of this statement is evident
especially in the process of reproduction and growth. Unlike the
coming to be of a machine, which starts with a complexity of mate-
rials that are given an artificial unity from the outside, a living or-
ganism starts its process of coming to be from a single cell which
develops into a complex organic structure through the agency of a
principle that is within the cell itself. This inner principle is what
Aristotle calls the soul. This principle, the substantial form, deter-
mines the nature and the operations of living beings, and is the
cause of the concerted activity of the body’s diverse parts for the
welfare of the whole.

Since in a purely materialistic interpretation of life, living things
would be reducible to aggregates, like machines or societies, in which
each part would have its own substantial form and operate in its own
way (the unity of the aggregate being imposed by an extrinsic prin-
ciple), this interpretation cannot adequately explain the substantial
unity of our person that we all know through our experience of living.
There must be some inner principle that gives unity to the whole of
our being.

In the last analysis that principle cannot be itself a body, for it is
precisely the characteristic of body that all substances in the physical
world have in common. But some bodies are alive and some are not.
What differentiates living things from nonliving cannot be the same
characteristic that makes them bodies. The specific difference cannot
be the same as the common genus. If a person says that there is a
special quality in the kind of body which is found in living beings, the
question can again be asked whether that special quality is itself a
body or something different. Thus, the discussion goes on ad infi-
nitum without really explaining what differentiates bodies into living
and nonliving. Hence, the soul must be a principle that is distinct
from the body as such.

We shall not go into detail about other opinions which Aristotle
mentions in Book I, Oz the Soul. We have given the atomistic view
simply as an illustration of the type of definition that Aristotle ex-
amined before he gave his own definition of the life-principle, and
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to point out the similarity between the ancient views and contem-
porary views on the nature of this principle.

Aristotle’s First Definition of the Soul (Readings: 1, B, No. 1)
Aristotle begins his own explanation with this preface:

We first spoke of what was handed down by our predecessors on the
question of the soul. Now let us go back as if we were starting all over
again, and try to determine what the soul is, and to see what its most
general definition is.8

He then gives his first definition of soul: “The soul is the first act
of a natural (physical) body which has life in potency.” Let us ex-
amine the details of this definition.

THE SOUL IS A FIRST ACT

The soul is the first act of a natural body. It is called first act
because it is through the soul that matter first exists as part of a liv-
ing composite. The soul, like any substantial form, gives existence
as well as essence to the matter which it informs. This does not mean
that the matter which is now part of a living substance did not pre-
viously have existence under some other form; but it means that the
matter as living achieves that state of existence because of the soul.

Second act, on the other hand, presupposes the existence of a sub-
stance. A second act is any kind of perfection of the accidental order,
any one of the nine categories of being that depend upon substance.
A second act can be a specification of a substance like shape, color,
size, or it can be an activity such as the act of walking, thinking,
imagining, and so on. It is evident that secondary acts presuppose
the existence of a substance, that is, that they presuppose a first act.
In living things, the soul is the first act. It follows, therefore, that
the manifestations of life like walking, speaking, desiring, and the
like, presuppose the existence of a first act, or what Aristotle calls soul.

Because it is first act, it follows that the soul is in the category of
substance. Substance is that kind of being which can exist in virtue
of itself and does not need another subject in which it has existence.
For example, a man is a substance but whiteness is not. Substance
is contrasted with accident, the former being that which primarily
has existence and the latter that which has existence in and depend-
ent upon substance. Now the soul is in the order of substance and

8 For the full text of Aristotle, sce Readings: I, B, No. 1.
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not in the order of accident. However, neither the soul nor the body
taken separately are complete substances, but together they constitute
one substance.

The soul is the form of the body. Because it is form in the sub-
stantial and not in the accidental order, the soul is not to be regarded
as a shape, configuration, or appearance for these specifications are
incidental to the essence, or at least only indirectly connected with it.
The soul is the intrinsic, substantial form which causes matter to
exist as part of a living composite. Nevertheless, it is true that the
outward appearance of the body indirectly reflects the essence of
the living being and we should not think of the soul as having no
influence whatsoever on the appearance of the body. As substantial
form it affects the whole of the matter that it “informs,” and thus
has its effect upon outward appearances of a living being.

Matter and form do not exist in separate compartments. The
union of water and a sponge is far different from the matter-form or
body-soul union of natural substances. We shall have a difficulty in
grasping the meaning of the body-soul relationship if we depend too
heavily on our imagination. If we imagine body and soul, we must
imagine them as two distinct bodies. Hence, we come to think of the
soul as well as the body as having dimensions, the one contained
within the other or juxtaposed with it, although such notions and
images are misleading and even false. Matter and form, body and
soul are not two things but two principles that make up one thing.

THE SOUL IS THE FORM OF A PHYSICAL BODY

Next the soul is called the act or form of a natural or physical body.
The word physical derives from physis, which in Greek means nazure.
Now there are bodies other than natural ones. A typewriter, for in-
stance, is not a natural but an artificial body. It has no inner principle
of unity through which it comes into existence and by means of which
it operates. Its principle of becoming and operation is an extrinsic
agent. In addition to natural and artificial bodies there are accidental
bodies which are in a sense natural but lack an inner principle of
unity. A vegetable garden, for example, is natural but not a natural
body; it is an aggregate made up of many natural bodies. Finally,
there are mathematical bodies, such as spheres, cubes and so on.
Evidently they are not natural bodies. Therefore, when we say the
soul is the form of a natural or physical body, we mean that it is the
substantial form of the kind of body that is the product of nature and
is part of the substantial composite.
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THE SOUL IS THE FORM OF AN ORGANIC BODY

The body which the soul informs is called an organic body. The
bodies of plants, animals, and men are constituted of heterogeneous
materials and of a variety of parts which are called organs. Organ
means instrument. These physical parts are instruments for the
various operations of the soul. A diversity of organs is demanded by
the diversity of activities proper to each kind of soul. Thus, the
more perfect soul will demand greater variety and complexity in the
organs with which it operates. In emphasizing the diversity of
the organs we should keep in mind that it is the soul that makes them
parts of an organism by being the principle of their operation. It is
a paradox that greater substantial unity will be found among living
things in something that has greater diversity of materials and organs
than in what is more homogeneous. Thus, man has greater organic
unity than a worm. The explanation of this is that man has a more
perfect principle of substantial unity than a worm.

THE SOUL IS THE FORM OF A BODY HAVING LIFE IN POTENCY

The body which is united to the soul is said to be one having life
in potency. There are two possible meanings to the phrase Aaving
life in potency. The first is that the materials of the natural body
must be prepared for their union with the soul, because in any union
of matter and form the matter must be in proximate potency for
the reception of the act, just as wood, for example, has to be seasoned
before it can be used for making furniture. The second meaning
is that the soul as first act is in potency together with the body with
respect to life understood as second act. Life as second act means
vital activity, like walking, speaking, growing, and so on. Thus,
a natural body which has received a soul would be in proximate
potency for the exercise of vital operations, which we call second acts.
In his commentary on Aristotle’s definition of the soul, St. Thomas
points out that the word organic is the equivalent of the phrase, Aav-
ing life in potency, because a body which is organically constituted
by the presence of soul is in potency with respect to the vital opera-
tions of the composite.

ANALOGIES TO EXPLAIN HOW THE SOUL DETERMINES
THE ESSENCE (READINGS: 1, B, NO. 2)

As a kind of epilogue to his first definition, Aristotle compares the
soul to artificial forms and to the powers of organs. He wants to
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illustrate how the definition of any living being depends upon the
kind of soul it has, just as living things in general will be defined as
natural bodies that have souls as their substantial forms. The soul is
compared to that quality in an instrument which makes it an axe
rather than a saw; and to that power in an organ which makes it an
eye that has vision, rather than an artificial or depicted eye. Aristotle
says that if an axe were a living natural body, the quality that makes
it to be an axe, that is, what makes it capable of cutting, would be
called its soul. Likewise, if the eye were a complete substance and
not merely an organ, its power of vision would be its soul, because
it is from the power of vision that it receives its name. So it is with
all living bodies and organic parts: a body is called a man’s body, a
tooth called a dog’s tooth, a paw called a cat’s paw, and so on, be-
cause of the kind of soul that first of all makes them live.

Aristotle’s Second Definition of the Soul (Readings: I, B, No. 3)

After defining the soul as the first act of a natural organic body,
Aristotle gives a second definition by means of which he intends to
prove his first definition. His method is to demonstrate that the
soul is the substantial form of the body because it is the intrinsic prin-
ciple that causes vital activity. Therefore, the soul is the first act of
the natural body having life in potency. Though the soul must ac-
tually come before the exercise of vital activity, because it is the first
act as a substantial form, it is only by seeing the soul as the intrinsic
cause of the activity that we can establish its more fundamental
character.

His second definition of the soul is as follows: “The soul is the
primary principle by which we live, sense, move and understand.”®

Now let us say something about how the two definitions are re-
lated. First of all, we should note that neither definition is merely
descriptive. Both refer to the soul as to the fundamental principle
in living beings, namely, that by which they are radically different
from nonliving beings. The first definition, however, points out a
different relationship of causality than the second: The first says that
the soul is the substantial form of the organic body, thus defining the
soul by reason of the matter-form relationship, or by reason of the
relationship of the intrinsic causes of the substance. The second defini-
tion points to the relationship of efficient and final causality when it
lays stress on the soul as the principle of the vital operation which it

9 See Readings: I, B, No. 3.
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naturally tends to produce. Thus, the two definitions complete each
other in the sense that when taken together they consider all the four
causes found in nature.

The two definitions complete each other also from the point of
view of knowledge, because the second definition is the proof of the
first definition. The first definition is, as it were, a statement of a
fact, while the second definition gives the reason for the statement.
It is not sufficient, as Aristotle says, that a definition should state a
fact. It should also make evident the cause* He employs the
second definition as evidence for the first. The type of argument
employed is the a posteriors,* that is, from effects to cause. It is not
possible to employ an @ priori * argument to prove the validity of the
first definition, since this would be begging the question—it would
presuppose an essential knowledge of the nature of the soul in which
its character of substantial form of the body would be self-evident.
On the contrary, it is by seeing the effects of the soul that we can
judge the nature of the source. Hence, the argument is based upon
the axiom, operatio sequitur esse: A being acts according to its na-
ture. Since in this case, operation is what is most evident to us, we
proceed from the knowledge of vital operation to the knowledge of
the existence of a substantial principle of vital operations, though in
the order of actuality the substantial principle must be presupposed
in order that the operations take place.

In his commentary on Aristotle’s second definition, St. Thomas
points out that our necessary point of departure in the argument is
the fact (which is generally accepted) that living things differ from
nonliving. Unless there is agreement on this point, there is no use
pursuing the discussion, for the whole purpose of the discussion is
precisely to point out what is the nature of the principle that dif-
ferentiates the living from the nonliving.

St. Thomas sets up the argument in the following syllogistic form:
“The first principle of life is the form of living beings. But the soul
is the first principle of life in living beings. Therefore, it is the act
and form of the living body.” ** The premises of the argument have
to be made evident, and this he does by an examination of the vital
operations and powers that we experience within ourselves. From
this evidence we conclude to the necessity of an underlying substantial
form that makes the operations possible.

10 Aristotle: On the Soul, 11, 2, 413al4.
11 See Readings: I, B, No. 3, § 1, 253.
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We observe in ourselves vegetative functions, sensations, movement
in space, and understanding. We know that these operations belong
to us, and hence they come from some principle intrinsic to us. By
analogy with our own vital operations we can arrive at the fact that
other things in nature are alive, because they manifest activities like
our own. Such are plants, animals, and other men. We also know
that some things in nature are not alive because they do not give
evidence of having the kind of operations that we have. Such are
stones, water, earth, and the like.

When we ask ourselves whether it is possible that the different vital
operations that we experience have their ultimate explanation in
diverse but independent powers within ourselves, we are faced with
the evidence that our vegetative powers, our powers of sensation, our
power of locomotion, and our power of understanding are not really
independent entities, but that they belong to us as persons. They
belong to us as parts; we employ them at our discretion. We, as
substances, are the subjects in which different powers and operations
inhere,

The substance in which the different powers inhere is the composite,
which is made up of matter and form. It is evident that the power
of sight, for example, as a vital power, exists and operates as part
of the body, and so, too, with the power of locomotion. Whether
there is any power in me that can exist or operate independently of
my body is not clear at this first point of inquiry.

Now if the subject of my powers is the composite, there is still a
question as to whether it is the material or formal principle of my
substance that primarily accounts for the existence and operation
of these powers. We can argue that it is to the formal rather than
to the material element that we must finally go for an explana-
tion of life’s activities. In the question of whether health is predicated
primarily by reason of the body or by reason of a quality in the soul
we must answer that it is primarily by reason of the qualitative form;
likewise, in the question of vital operations we say that it is predicated
primarily of the substantial form, of the matter only because of the
form. The form is related to the matter as the principle of its essence
because it is the specific difference. While matter is the subject that
is common to all material beings, form is what differentiates matter
into specifically different substances. Since the soul is the substantial
form, it follows that the soul determines what is formal and specific
in the living being because the body as matter is what is common to
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natural beings. Whether they are living or nonliving, whether they
are sensitive, vegetative, or human, what all natural beings have in
common is a body, but what makes them different substances and
hence what makes them operate differently is the presence of soul.

Therefore, the argument concludes to the fact that the soul is the
primary principle which accounts for vital operations like vegetative
operations, sensing, locomotion and understanding. The soul is, there-
fore, the first act or substantial form of the body. It is the act of an
organic body because it has different parts and different functions.
Finally, it is the act of a body, which has life in potency because the
soul does not “inform” any and every body, but only such as are
capable of receiving it and capable of forming with it a natural com-
posite which will result in vital operations. Thus, the original defini-
tion of the soul is proved.

A General Definition of Living Beings

After proving that the soul is the substantial form of an organic
body that has life in potency by showing that the soul is the primary
principle of vital operations, it is possible to give a general definition
of living beings. Living beings are those things in which a soul is
present; and the proof that they have a soul is that they act from an
intrinsic principle and are not simply moved by other things. Dif-
ferent kinds of living beings will have different kinds of souls within
them and will move themselves in different ways by means of an
intrinsic principle.

There are three distinct ways in which the principle of self-move-
ment operates. In the lowest kinds of living things, namely plants,
the agents act through their own form and are not moved by an-
other; but this is self-movement only with respect to the carrying out
of the motion. The form through which they act is determined in
them by nature. There are other beings which move themselves
both with respect to the form that is the principle of movement and
the carrying out of the motion. For example, they receive through
themselves the form which is the principle of their operation. For
example, animals perceive the object that is the cause of the move-
ment of the sense appetites proper to animals. These beings, how-
ever, do not determine the end to which their activity leads, for this
is implanted in them by nature. Finally, there are beings which
have self-movement not only with respect to the principle of activity,
or the form which makes the principle operate, but also and with
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respect to the end toward which the operation tends, since this end
is freely selected. Hence, there are three different kinds of soul,
three different kinds of self-movement in nature, three different kinds
of life—the vegetative, the sensitive and the rational. The passage
from St. Thomas in which these distinctions are made runs as follows:

Since things are said to live that act by themselves and are not, as it
were, moved by other things, the more perfectly this can be attributed
to something, so much more perfectly is life found in it. In moving
things and things moved, three things are found in this order. First
of all, the end moves the agent. The principal agent is the one which
acts through its own form. Sometimes it acts through some instrument,
which acts not by its own power, but by that of the principal agent.
To the instrument belongs only the carrying out of the action. Ac-
cordingly, there are some beings which move themselves, not in respect
to a form or end which is in them by nature, but only in respect to
the carrying out of motion.

The form through which they act is determined in them by nature.
Plants are of this kind of being, moving themselves to growth and
decrease by a form put in them by nature.

There are other beings, however, which move themselves not only
with respect to the carrying out of movement, but also with respect to
the form that is the principle of movement. This they acquire of
themselves. Animals are of this kind, for the principle of their move-
ment is a form which is not bestowed by nature, but which is received
through the senses. The more perfect their sensation is, therefore, the
more perfectly they move themselves. Those animals which have only
a sense of touch move themselves only by a motion of expansion and
contraction, such as oysters. These are but a little higher than the
plants. Those animals, however, which have complete sensitive powers,
not only recognize that things are connected to and touch themselves,
but also recognize distances and move themselves to a distant place
by a progressive motion.

Although animals of this kind receive through their senses a form
which is the principle of their movement, they do not determine of
themselves the end of their activity or of their movement. But it is
implanted in them by nature, under whose impulse they are moved to
do something by a form apprchended by sense. Beyond these animals
there are the ones which move themselves even with respect to an end
which they have set for themselves. This, however, is done through
reason and intellect, which recognize the relation between the end and
what is for an end, and (reason) ordains the one to the other. There-



THE SOUL AND ITS POWERS 23

fore, the mode of life of those beings which have an intellect is more
perfect, for they move themselves more perfectly.!?

Immanent Activity

The question now arises whether life in general may be defined as
itmmanent activity,* for immanent activity is certainly self-movement.
Let us see, first of all, how St. Thomas defines immanent activity, by
contrasting it with transitive activity, the kind that is found even
in nonliving beings:

As we said in IX, Metaphysics, there is a twofold kind of activity:
One which is transferred into external material, like heating and cut-
ting, and another which remains in the agent, like understanding,
sensing, and willing. There is this difference between them, that the
first kind of activity is not the perfection of the agent which moves,
but the perfection of the thing moved, while the second kind of activity
is the perfection of the agent. Because motion is the act of a mobile
being, the second kind of activity, insofar as it is the act of an agent,
is called its motion. Employing this comparison, we see that just as
motion is the act of a mobile being, so this kind of activity is the act
of an agent cause. Although motion is the act of an imperfect being,
that is, one existing in potency, this later type of activity is the act of
a perfect being, that is, of one existing in act. In the way that under-
standing is called a movement, in the same way that being that under-
stands itself is said to move itself.13

In mechanical motion, for example, the motion or the energy of
one body is transferred to another, like water running from one pipe
into another. This kind of activity is called zransitive. Its effect
takes place in a subject different from that in which it originates
and its purpose is the perfection of the thing produced rather than
the perfection of the power that is operating. The meaning of im-
manent activity can be seen more clearly in an example like the attain-
ment of speculative knowledge, where the effect produced by the
intellect is for the perfection of the intellect. But St. Thomas speaks
of immanent activity in all the cognitive and appetitive powers,
whether they are sensory or intellectual. Secing, for example, is im-
manent activity, because the act of seeing is produced by the power

12St, Thomas: Swmma Theologiae, Part 1, Question 18, Article 3, Body of the
Article.
18 St, Thomas: Summa Theologiae, 1, 18, 3, ad. 1.
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of sight and is the perfection of the power of sight. However, the
power of sight has a less perfect immanent activity than the intellect.

Plants, on the other hand, do not have immanent activity accord-
ing to the strict meaning of the term. The effect of the vegetative
powers does not take place primarily in and for the powers themselves.
Nutrition and growth, for example, have as their primary effect the
welfare of the organic body rather than the good of the power of
growth and of nutrition. And the power of reproduction has as its
purpose the continuity of the species rather than the perfection of the
reproductive power. Nevertheless, plants do have self-movement, be-
cause they move themselves in different ways through an intrinsic prin-
ciple, and in this respect they are different from stones and things of
that kind.

Since a general definition of life must include all species of living
beings, we cannot define life in general as immanent activity in the
proper sense of that term. That definition would exclude plants.
Therefore, we give a broader definition, namely, that life is self-move-
ment, which includes all natural living beings from the least perfect
of plants to the most perfect of animals, which is man.

From the general definitions of the soul and of life we proceed to
a study of the specific powers of the soul, so that we can give a
specific definition for each of the orders of living things and eventually
arrive at a scientific knowledge of the nature of man.

SectioN C: THE Powers oF THE SouL IN GENERAL: THE VEGETATIVE
PowEeRrs IN PARTICULAR

The soul was defined as the first principle by which we live, sense,
move and understand. It would seem that these specifically different
operations require specifically distinct souls, or, at least, a division of
the soul into specifically distinct parts.

On the one hand we have Plato’s view that man possesses three
distinct souls: the sensitive, the courageous, and the intellectual. To
this we object that if the soul is the first act of the body, it is not
possible for one body to have three souls, since it would mean in
effect that man is three different substances.

Materialistic philosophers, on the other hand, ascribed the diversity
of operations in man to a diversity of materials or to a diversity of
structure of the body. But it is not possible that matter be the ultimate
principle of vital operations, since matter is only potentially alive, and
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structure is an accidental modification of matter. The soul must
account for vital operations, and the distinction among vital operations
must lie within the soul itself.

Therefore, in opposition to both the Platonist view which posited
a plurality of souls and to the materialist’s view which posited no
soul but only matter, we hold that there is within the soul itself a
division into specifically different parts or powers which can account
for the specifically different vital operations.

A difficulty remains, however, since substantial forms, like num-
bers, are not divisible. They are present totally in a subject or not
at all. How can we ascribe parts to what is indivisible without de-
stroying the unity of the soul as the substantial form of the body?

How Forms Can Be Present in a Subject (Readings: 1, C, No. 1)

As a starting point in the solution to this difficulty we take the
distinction made by St. Thomas with respect to the ways that forms
can be present in a subject. He says that, in general, forms can be
present in a subject in three ways: quantitatively, essentially, and po-
tentially. As we shall see shortly, the word potentially is to be taken
in an active or dynamic sense and not in the passive sense.

QUANTITATIVE PRESENCE

Forms have a quantitative presence when they are co-extensive with
the extended parts of a body. A color, for example, can be present
only where there is extension, since color needs a surface on which
to exist. In this way, whiteness is present in a piece of paper. This
kind of presence is not to be attributed to the soul, however, because
the soul is not dependent on the accident of quantity for its exist-
ence as whiteness is. Rather the quantity of a living body presup-
poses the existence of soul, as we shall see, because the quantity results
from growth, which is a vital process. Since the soul does not exist
quantitatively in the body, properly speaking, it is not divisible into
parts in the same way that accidents which do depend on quantity
are divisible, as whiteness is divisible, for example, through the divisi-
bility of the surfaces on which it is present.

The plant and animal soul is, nevertheless, indirectly divisible by
reason of the division of the body in which the soul inheres. Thus,
a plant can be divided and become several plants, as when shoots are
cut off the parent-stock. This division causes indirectly the multi-
plication of the powers of the soul by multiplying the subject in which
these powers exist. But the division of the body of the plant does
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not directly multiply the specific kinds of vegetative powers. But
that is our problem: What is the basis of a division of the soul into
specifically distinct parts or powers?

ESSENTIAL PRESENCE

Forms have an essential presence in a subject when the whole with
its parts is given its essential definition by reason of the presence of
the form. The whole and the parts of living beings are named after
the soul which is present in them. This is, as we saw, the substantial
form. But substantial forms are indivisible units; if they are present
at all, they are totally present. Thus, the human soul is totally
present in the hands, in the head, or in any other part of a man. In
this respect the soul is indivisible and we cannot speak of it as having
essentially distinct parts.

POTENTIAL PRESENCE

Forms are totally present by potential presence when they are ca-
pable of producing all the types of activity that are latent in the
nature of the subject. In this respect, the soul is totally present in
the whole organic body, but not in each and every part. The soul
does not have, for example, the power of seeing in the hands nor the
power of hearing in the tongue. If it is a question of an organic
power, the power of the soul is present and operates in that part of
the body which is specifically constructed for its exercise. It is in
this way that we can speak of a division of the soul into its parts.
The parts of the soul are its capacities for operation. The soul is di-
vided into as many distinct parts as there are specifically different
operations of which it is the primary principle. Thus, the question of
the parts of the soul refers not to a division of the soul into quantita-
tive or essential parts, but to a division into potential or dynamic parts.

Psychologists of the Aristotelian tradition call these parts faculries,*
potencies* or powers* In contemporary psychological literature the
word faculty has a pejorative connotation. Those who are critical
of this term have in mind, possibly, a caricature of the Aristotelian
faculty theory as seen in the school of psychology of Huztcheson * and
Reid* In this view, faculties of the mind were looked on as isolated
units which operate independently of each other, almost as separate
substances. The faculties were not thought to have an organic unity
but to be like independent sets of muscles that could be trained for
different types of work. Because of this unfortunate connotation,
many contemporary Aristotelian psychologists avoid using the term
faculey.
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The Powers Are Properties of the Soul (Readings: I, C, No. 2)

By way of understanding more precisely the powers of the soul, let
us recall the meaning of property,* as a predicable in logic. A prop-
erty is a characteristic that follows necessarily only and always from
the essence of something. Although a property is inseparable from
the essence, it is not identical with it. Thus, the ability to construct
tools is a property of reason. The powers of the soul are properties
in this sense.

To show how one and the same soul can have different powers in
the sense of properties and at the same time keep its substantial unity,
St. Thomas explains Aristotle’s analogy from geometry.’* The tri-
angle, square and pentagon, he says, are three different geometrical
figures, each with its own essence or definition. In the same way the
vegetative powers, the sensory powers, the intellectual powers, and
the powers of appetite and local motion, are essentially different types
of powers. But just as the pentagon contains all the potentialities of
the triangle, and square, so the one rational soul contains in addition
to its own special powers all the powers of the vegetative and animal
souls. Without being identified formally with the vegetative and
animal souls, the rational soul because of its superiority as form, can
carry out all the operations of the other two.

Basis of the Distinction of Powers

We must look within the soul itself for the reason of the diversity
of powers. We must not imagine, however, that the soul has com-
partments within which diverse powers reside, as though sight, hear-
ing, and imagination and other powers were localized in different
parts of the soul. But the soul is the basis of diverse powers by rea-
son of the capacity that it has to perform different operations; some
by means of corporeal organs, and. some, as we shall see later, with-
out the aid of corporeal organs. But the various capacities of the
soul are diversified by something even more fundamental, namely, by
the objects to which the powers tend, for powers are not independent
of objects. The eye, for example, is a power for seeing colored objects
and the ear a power for hearing sounds. Powers of the soul, there-
fore, only have meaning when they are related to their objects taken
in the sense of formal object* Several distinct powers of the soul
may relate to the same matzerial object,* for the material objects do not

14 St, Thomas: Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul, Book II, Lesson 5, Numbers
296-298.
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diversify powers. The sense of touch and the sense of taste may come
in contact with the same piece of fruit, for example, but the diversity
in these powers consists precisely in attending to different properties
or objects within the same or diverse material objects. The doctrine
of the distinction of powers according to formal objects is contained
in a text from St. Thomas’ Commentary on the Soul and is repeated
almost verbatim in the Summa Theologiae. The following passage is
taken from the Commentary.

When it 1s necessary to define a power of the soul, for example, the
intellectual, sensory or vegetative, we must, first of all, speak of the
acts, that is, define understanding and define sensing. This is because
in the order of definition, activity and operation are prior to the powers.
A power, insofar as it is a potency, implies a relationship to act: For
power is the principle of acting or being acted upon. Therefore, it is
necessary to put act into the definition of the powers. And if this is
true of the relationship of act to potency, there is also something prior
to the acts, namely, their objects.

Acts and operations are distinguished according to their relationship
to the objects. Every operation of the soul is either the act of an
active or of a passive power. The objects of the passive powers are
related to the operations of passive powers as agent causes, because they
make the potencies active. For example, a visible object causes seeing,
and every sensible object causes sensation. The objects of the active
powers are related to the operations of the active powers as ends, for
the objects of the active powers are the effects produced by them. It is
clear that in any active power effects are produced, over and above
the operations, inasmuch as the effects are the ends of the activity, as is
said in Book I of the Ezhics: the house which is built is the end of the
act of building. It is 1s clear, therefore, that every object is related to
the activity of the soul as its agent cause or as its final cause. From
each of these the activity is specified. Now it is clear that specifically
different kinds of agent-causes have specifically different activities just
as heating is caused by heat and freezing by cold. Likewise, activity
is specified by the end or final cause, just as becoming well or becoming
ill differs specifically because health and sickness differ. Thus, the ob-
jects are prior to the activities of the soul in the process of becoming.

Therefore, objects must be specified before acts for the same reason
that acts must be specified before powers. The objects are like food
in respect to a vegetative power, a sensible object to the sense, and an
intelligible object to the intellect.

We must note, however, that acts and powers of the soul are diver-



THE SOUL AND ITS POWERS 29

sified only by objects taken in the formal sense of object, such as visible
or audible. For if the same formal notion of object is retained, no
other kind of diversity will cause a diversity in the species of activity
or of the power. The same power, for example, sces a man as colored
and a stone as colored. This latter kind of diversity is incidental to
the notion of object as object.®

The Soul Is Distinct from Its Operations and Its Powers

Some philosophers have identified the soul with the activity of its
powers. We may recall Descartes’ definition of man as substantial
thought, or Hegel’s * definition of man as self-consciousness, or Wil-
liam James’ definition of life as a stream of consciousness. Identify-
ing the soul with its activity may not seem at first to be radically
opposed to St. Thomas’ teaching. Did he not, after all, call the soul
an immanent principle of self-movement? But it is a crucial point
in Thomistic philosophy that the activities of the soul are really dis-
tinct from the substance of the soul, as act is distinct from potency.

Several difficulties follow, if activities of the soul are identified
with the soul. First, it means that the being of the soul is its opera-
tion, and hence the soul exists only when it is in operation. Second,
it follows that the activities themselves are identical: knowledge the
same as free choice; sensation the same as thought; seeing the same
as hearing. From this follows the identification of the powers them-
selves, for if several things are identical with another thing, they
are identical with each other.

The Divisions of the Powers of the Soul (Readings: I, C, No. 3)

The first division of the powers of the soul is into the vegetative
powers which are nutrition, growth, and reproduction. These powers
are found wherever natural life is found, whether it is in plants,
animals, or men. The vegetative .powers are the substratum of the
other powers of the soul. The sensory and intellectual powers presup-
pose the existence of the vegetative, since the purpose of the vegetative
powers is the production and preservation of the natural life of the
body. All the powers of the soul are related to each other like the
stones of a pyramid: the vegetative powers form the base and support
the sensory; the sensory powers support the rational; and the rational
powers are the peak, the point at which all the other powers converge.
Because they are the basic powers of life and are found in all living

15 St. Thomas: Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul, 11, 6, 304-307.
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beings, we take up the vegetative powers in this first part, which is a
general study of life.

The Vegetative Powers of the Soul (Readings: 1, C, No. 4)

The vegetative powers to some persons might seem to lie outside
the scope of philosophy and to be unworthy of philosophical study.
But they belong to philosophic psychology precisely because they are
the basic powers of the soul; they are not unworthy to be studied,
because we cannot neglect the powers which deal more immediately
with the material part of man without failing in our knowledge of
the spiritual. St. Thomas said of the Platonists that they spent so
much time studying the soul that they neglected the study of the
body, and as a result understood neither body nor soul. Actually, the
purpose of the vegctative powers is not so much the welfare of the
body as of the composite of body and soul. Hence, the taking of
food, the development of the body, and the use of the sexual power
pertain to the whole person, and share, therefore, in the dignity of
the human person.

THE POWER OF NUTRITION

The food which is provided directly by nature as in the case of
plants and animals, or selected and prepared by intelligence and art
as in the case of man, must be chemically transformed so that it can
be assimilated by the body. This is a good example of nature work-
ing for an end, since the transformation of the food is made in accord-
ance with the specific needs of the body. In the preparation of food,
science can aid nature, but it cannot substitute for it. It is unlikely
that scientists of the future will ever supersede nature’s digestive process.

After the food is digested, that is, chemically prepared according to
the needs of the body, it is carried by an elaborate system of canals
to different parts of the body where it is used either for the growth
or restoration of cell life. This activity is called metabolism.* Be-
cause of the delicate balance of cell structure, nature must provide
carefully for the transportation of the proper amount and proper quality
of digested food.

When the food has been carried to the part of the body where it is
needed, the final step in the process of nutrition takes place; the food
is actively assimilated by the living composite. Though it retains
many of the natural qualities it had as food, the material now assumes
a higher type of existence: It becomes capable of self-movement, be-
cause it has been vitally united to a living body. How this transforma-
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tion takes place will probably always remain a mystery for us, though
we may make some generalizations about what takes place. It is cer-
tain, for example, that the substantial form that was previously in
the food is replaced by the substantial form of the being that takes
nourishment. Two substantial forms cannot exist simultaneously in
the same material subject. Some characteristics of the original sub-
stance are contained in the living substance, analagous to the way that
higher types of soul virtually contain the powers of inferior souls.

Part of the difficulty in understanding the transformation of food
into a living substance comes from imagining that our bodies are con-
tainers for our souls, as bottles are containers for liquid. Actually,
it is closer to the truth to imagine the soul as the container and the
parts of the body as contained in it, for the parts of the body are
said to be alive only when they are substantially united to the soul.
As long as they are under the dynamic influence of the soul they are
living parts, but they cease to be living parts as soon as they are re-
moved from its influence. The soul, therefore, is the point of refer-
ence. It is, in a way, the container that holds the parts of living
things together.

THE POWER OF GROWTH

Though the effect of nutrition is the growth or preservation of the
bodily structure, we should not think of growth and nutrition as one
undifferentiated activity, coming from one and the same power.
Growth, as a natural function, is not directed simply to the assimila-
tion of food and an increase in quantity, but rather to the organic
development required by the potentialities of a particular kind of soul.
The power of nutrition is instrumental to growth. Just as the mass
of the organism is subordinate to its structure, so the structure is sub-
ordinate to its function. Each kind of soul tends to be united to a
body which is quantitatively and structurally most efficient for its
powers. While there is no absolutely critical point which we may
call the terminus of natural growth, there is a relative maximum and
minimum beyond which nature does not operate well. Hence, it
would be ridiculous to have the soul of an elephant in the body of a flea.

Because the growth of a living thing comes from an inner principle,
it differs from the growth by accretion which is found in certain non-
living compounds, such as crystals. Growth in nonliving things is
simply an increase in mass, a homogenous addition, depending solely
upon the agency of extrinsic substances such as the growth of crystals
or pearls. The growth of living things, however, is more than a mere
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juxtaposition of homogenous parts; it is an organic development of a
variety of parts and organs, under the agency of an intrinsic principle
that we have already identified as soul.

THE POWER OF REPRODUCTION

The last of the vegetative powers and the power to which nutrition
and growth are subordinated is reproduction. The reproductive power
is defined as a capacity of soul by which a living natural substance can
reproduce another living substance of the same species.

The power of reproduction is not the same as the power of genera-
tion found in all natural substances, which consists in the production
of a new substance through the corruption of the old. The specific
kind of generation which is characteristic of living beings (reproduc-
tion) differs from the generic kind of generation in several respects.
First, in the generation of nonliving substances, the original substantial
form must be destroyed, as when coal is destroyed to make synthetic
drugs. Second, in nonliving substances, the principle of generation
is extrinsic, not only to the thing produced but also to the thing which
produces the substantial change, since it is not a case of self-movement
as it is the chemist who makes the synthetic drugs. Third, nonliving
substances do not reproduce other substances of the same nature, for
the coal does not produce new coal but something different.

The act of the power of reproduction, being the act of a vegetative
power of the soul, does not have the same perfection of self-movement
that is found in the higher powers of the soul like intellect and will.
In these higher powers, the activity begins and ends in the powers
themselves and the essential goal of the act is the perfection of those
powers. Reproduction is, however, an image of what takes place in
the understanding. It is an activity originating within the organism
itself. In the act of reproduction, the substance of the new-living thing
is taken from the substance of the parents. There is a likeness, there-
fore, not only because the new-living substance and the old belong
to the same species, but also because they have the same original
matter. The assimilation of the offspring to the parents in this respect
is of great importance in the question of genetics. Because of the
mutual causality of matter and form, the materials of the human body
transmitted by the parents predetermine in many ways the biological
and intellectual characteristics of the child. Without accepting the
extreme view that geniuses are born and not made, we can agree that
some predispositions to talents and personality traits are transmitted
by parents.
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Conditions required for reproduction

Among the conditions that are required for natural reproduction
are physical maturity and integrity. Therefore, though the power
of reproduction is found in all species, it is not found in every member
of a species. Since the purpose of reproduction is the continuation
of the species (a goal that can be attained even if only a certain number
of individuals of a species reproduce), the power of reproduction is not
developed or exercised in every member of a species. The laws of
genetics as discovered in plants and animals, must be modified to
fit man’s rational nature when they are applied to human reproduction.
Among human beings some are not capable of having children because
of physical defects, but others are not desirous of having them for
legitimate reasons; and many who are physically capable of having
children are not psychologically fit. Thus, the whole question of
cugenics for human beings rests on a different plane. The principles
that apply to plants and animals cannot be applied universally to man,
because man’s spiritual nature must be taken into account along with
his physical nature.

A natural tendency toward immortality

Let us make one final observation about the power of reproduction.
All natural reproduction is, in the words of Aristotle, “a tendency of
the perishable and imperfect to share insofar as that is possible in
the imperishable and the immortal.” Since individual natural sub-
stances are corruptible, being composed of matter and form, and since
existence, on the other hand, is an absolute good, every living being
tends to sustain life in the way that it can. This is accomplished by
means of reproduction. While man’s natural desire to be immortal
is fulfilled to some extent by reproduction of others like himself, it
is not fulfilled for him personally. However, a discussion of personal
immortality is not relevant at this stage of our study. The question
of unending existence as pertinent to philosophical psychology will
be taken up when we study the properties of the human soul.

Conclusion

We have considered briefly each of the vegetative powers insofar
as they are common to all natural living substances. These powers
have an excellence that comes from the fact that they are the basic
powers of life. It is for this reason that we treat them in philosophic
psychology. As potencies are prior to actualities and subordinate to
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them, so the vegctative powers are prior to but subordinate to the
other powers of the soul which we shall study in subsequent parts
of this text. To elucidate this matter of the relative excellence of
the powers of the soul, we again employ the analogy of the pyramidal
structure of these powers: the powers of the sensory part of the soul
rise upon the substructure of the vegetative powers; and the rational
powers rise upon the substructure of the sensory powers in the order
of excellence. The lower powers always serve as instruments and
necessary presuppositions for the higher powers, without formally
achieving the excellence of the superior powers, while the vegetative
powers share in their excellence because of the substantial unity of all
powers in the living composite.
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Aristotle:  On the Soul, Book II, Chapter 3, Lines 414228-414b32
St. Thomas: Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul, Book II,
Lesson 5, Numbers 279-298
No. 4. The Vegetative Powers of the Soul
Aristotle:  On the Soul, Book II, Chapter 4, Lines 415a23-415b28
St. Thomas: Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul, Book 1II,
Lesson 7, Numbers 309-323
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SecrION ‘i\_. THE Narure anp METHOD OF PHILosopHIcAL PsycHoLoGy
No. 1. Evaluation of the Study of the Soul and the Order of Procedure
Aristotle:  On the Soul, Book I, Chapter 1, Lines 402a1-403a2
St. Thomas: Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul, Book I, Les-
son 1, Numbers 1-15

ARISTOTLE:

[§ 1.] We believe that knowledge is a good and honorable thing. One
kind of knowledge, however, may be more so than another, either because
of greater certitude, or because it deals with better and more wonderful
things. It is reasonable, then, that we consider our inquiry about the soul
of primary importance, since it has both the qualities mentioned above.

[§ 2.] It seems that knowledge of the soul is a great help toward attaining
all truth, especially in regard to the natural world, for it is, as it were, the
principle of living things.

[§ 3.] Our aim, then, is to consider and know, first its nature and its essence
and then its accidental qualities. Some of these seem to be common and to
be in animals because of the presence of the soul.

[ 4.] To achieve indisputable knowlege of the soul is one of the most
difficult of tasks. Since this is a question that is common to many areas of
knowledge—I mean knowledge in regard to its substance and essence—
perhaps it will seem to someone that there is one definite method of pro-
cedure for learning the essential nature of all objects as there is for demon-
strating the properties of accidents. We ought, then, to look for this method.
If, however, there is no one general method for discovering what a thing is,
it is very difficult to proceed, for then we shall have to find a method for
each individual study.

[€ 5.] But if it is clear that some kind of demonstration or division or some
other method is to be used, there still are many doubts and errors from
which one must begin. For the starting points of different things are dif-
ferent, as are, for example, the starting points of numbers and plane figures.
Perhaps the first thing necessary is to put the thing to be defined into a
genus and then show what it is; that is, show whether this particular thing
is a substance, a quality, a quantity, or some other one of the categories.
And further, whether it is something which is in potency, or whether it is
act. ‘This is very important. Also, we should consider whether it is divisible
or indivisible, and whether or not every soul is of a similar species; and if
they are not, whether they are different in