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1. Introduction
The relation between humans and non-human animals, especially the ethical side of it, has been of

interest to me for some years and I have read a few books on the topic. While reading about ancient
views and treatises on the conception of animals and our relation to them last summer, I was
intrigued by what appeared to be yet another interesting divergence between master and pupil in
ancient Greece. While Aristotle, famously, is said to have stated that ’Plato is dear to me, but dearer
still is truth” before launching an attack on one of the doctrines of Plato', who had been Aristotle's
teacher, I thought I had stumbled across another occurrence where this statement could more or less
be applied. Interestingly enough, Aristotle was now the master who may have been mastered by his

own pupil and successor as the head of Aristotle's school, Theophrastus.

In Richard Sorabji's interesting book, Animal Minds and Human Morals: The Origins of the
Western Debate, he claims that Aristotle denies the faculty of reason to animals and that this gave

birth to an intellectual crisis:

If animals are to be denied reason (/ogos), and with it belief (doxa), then their perceptual

content must be compensatingly expanded, to enable them to find their way around in the world.
On the other hand, it must not be expanded in such a way that perception becomes tantamount

to belief. The distinction between these was as much debated then as it is now. It is not only
perception that will need to be distinguished from belief, but the possession of concepts,
memory, intention, emotion and speech, if these too can be found in animals that lack belief.

(Sorabji, 2001, p.7)

Granted that this is correct, it surely seems troublesome to have one model of explaining these
mental abilities for humans and another, different, for animals. For although Ockham's razor’ was
not invented by then, the rationale of it should be valid regardless of time. Therefore it was
interesting to later in the book find out that Aristotle's perhaps most prominent student,
Theophrastus, might have ascribed to animals further intellectual capacities than Aristotle did. The

exact extent might not be very clear but Sorabji wrote that:

1 Though Aristotle perhaps never expressed himself in this way, thereby making this “quotation” reasonably
disputable, it is clear that this is the meaning of the passage in the Nichomachean Ethics (NE 1.6, 1096a11-17).

2 Devised by William of Ockham in the 14th—century, Ockhams razor is a principle used in problem solving and for
deciding between competing hypotheses which stresses that ceteris paribus (all other things being equal), the
hypothesis or solution with the fewest assumptions should be preferred.
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Theophrastus is recorded by Porphyry as saying that animals engage in reasonings (logismoi).
This claim, which is not qualified with an “as if”, appears to be Theophrastus', not Porphyry's.
(Sorabji, 2001, p.45)

How can one engage in reasonings without having reason? Theophrastus here appeared to me to
enable himself to use the same model for both humans and animals. He would thereby set himself
in a great position to stress differences of degree in reason for different species (as many do today)
as an explanation for the differing abilities. This could then shred Aristotle's animal model to pieces

with the aid of the razor supplied, posthumously to Theophrastus, by Ockham.

Is this a reasonable interpretation? Do Theophrastus actually diverge from his master as suggested?

If so, was Theophrastus' account superior to Aristotle's?

1.1 Aims and method
After introducing the Aristotelian concept of what a soul is and thereby setting the framework for

my topic, I will start by explaining and giving an account of Aristotle's view on how humans and
animals manage to experience and navigate in the world and whether he actually denies non-human

animals of reason.

Then I will examine Theophrastus' view. Does it diverge from Aristotle’s and did he attribute
reason to animals or not? Is there perhaps even ground for judging Theophrastus' view as

more “Aristotelian” than Aristotle's own?

I will also try to assess which is the most plausible view from different perspectives. The
perspectives will be: (1) Are they coherent and plausible within each philosopher's system as a
whole? (2) Which is the most reasonable view from a contemporary (that is ancient)

naturalistic/scientific perspective?

1.2 Problems and limitations of the material at hand
As with many of ancient writers, time has taken its toll and there are many of Theophrastus' works

that have been lost. The perhaps most important passages for the topic at hand are believed to have
been written by Theophrastus in his now lost work On piety. Fortunately there are fragments of this

work preserved in Porphyry's On abstinence from animal food (referred to below by its Latin title



De abstinentia) where Porphyry reports what Theophrastus wrote. Quotes and reports from ancient
sources are however often a little tricky to interpret as they are not seldom blended with the
reporters' own view and terminology. Porphyry is no exception here and this will also be evident
below. Despite this it seems plausible enough to accept that the general points of the passages that

are said to come from Theophrastus actually originate from him.

With Aristotle it is different. Although it is said that most of his works are lost, there is still an
extraordinary corpus preserved and it is rather hard to find something that there is not a preserved
Aristotelian text that treat. For the topic at hand there are several works that are relevant and they
are all available, in multiple languages, as well. The authenticity of the book is solid and they are all
thought to actually come from the mind and hands of Aristotle. There is however one exception and
that is History of Animals. That work’s authenticity is contested and therefore I do not put a lot of

weight on it.

1.3 Abbreviations
The Aristotelian titles will be written with their common abbreviations in the text and below is a list

of them.

DA — On the Soul (De anima)
EE — Eudemian Ethics

HA — History of Animals

GA — Generation of Animals
Metaph. — Metaphysics

NE — Nichomachean Ethics
PA — On the Parts of Animals
Pol. — Politics



2. Aristotle

In his influential work On the Soul (more often referred to by its Latin title, De anima), Aristotle
sets out to explain the soul (yvyn). For Aristotle, a soul is like a blueprint or a principle of what a
being is and souls in general can be equated to different principles of life, which can pretty
accurately be compared to DNA, where every species (and individual) has a fixed development or
potential upon creation. All living things have souls and every individual has a specific soul that
makes it unique. Socrates had a soul which was unique in the way that no other man had the same
set of abilities and memories, but at the same time his soul had quite a lot of features that were
shared by other living creatures and that creates the opportunity for classification. What is it that

constitutes the soul of an animal? What features are required to qualify a creature as a human?

The Aristotelian soul can be seen as a collection of potentialities. Souls that have some crucial
shared potentialities can be said to be of the same species. This makes it possible to talk of entities
like for example the human soul. Although no one has the exact human soul there should be plenty
of individuals that have exactly those qualifying potentialities that constitute a human soul and then
has quite a few more along with that. It might be a shared human potential to have the potential of
acquiring and using a language. However which language will differ among individuals and there
might even be a few that do not learn any languages at all (though they have the potential) due to

unfortunate circumstances but that would not make them less human.

According to Aristotle there are three types of souls: plant souls, animal souls and human souls. All
types of souls have nutritive potency (i.e. being able to take in nutriment and to grow) and that is
where it stops for plant souls. In addition to nutritive potency one can also find potency in all
animals for perception (at least one sense, often more) and for desiring (includes appetite,
spiritedness and wishing. Most animals also have the ability to move from place to place and some

(humans) have the power of thought or reason (S1avontikév) and intellect (vodc).

2.1 Non-human animals lack reason and intellect
After having concluded that taking in nutriment and being able to grow is shared among plants,

animals and humans alike, Aristotle the Nichomachean Ethics clearly stated that:

gmopévn 8¢ aicOnTKN TIg G €I, atveTar 82 kai ot Ko koi e xoi Boi kod movti

Lo®. Aeimeton On TpokTiKy TIg TOD Adyov &yovtog (NE, 1098a3-4)



Next to consider would be some sort of perception, but this too is evidently shared, by horses,
oxen and every other animal. There remains a practical sort of life of what possesses reason

(Trans. Rowe, 2002)

The word for reason, Adyov, is here distinguished as what separates man from animal. The same
word (AOyoc) is central in a passage in Aristotle's Politics where the power of speech (also Aoyov)
paired with the ability to make value judgments is the foundation for the community of man. It is

here written that:

0008V yap, dG Papév, patny 1 OoIg ToLEl: Aoyov 3¢ povov dvlpwmog Exel T@dv {pwv (Pol.

1253a9-10)

Nature, as we often say, makes nothing in vain, and man is the only animal whom she has

endowed with the gift of speech. (Trans. Jowett, 1885)

While this might seem like clear evidence that Aristotle denied reason to animals, it can be tempting
to explain the denial of reason to animals as serving a practical purpose rather than actually denying
them reason. After all, ethics and politics are about practical matters for humans and how we ought
to act, so there could be room for accepting lesser accuracy on what animals really are like.
Interestingly enough, one can find hints of this being more than a practical, and somewhat
inaccurate, notion in his naturalistic and psychological treatises. Thought and intellect are also
mentioned as uniquely human features in the De anima, where Aristotle, after a few sentences in

which common animal features (shared by both animals and man) are listed, states the following:

évioig 8¢ mpdg TOVTOLG VILAPYEL KOL TO KOTA TOTOV KIVNTIKOV, £TEPOLG 08 KOl TO S1VONTIKOV TE

Kkai vodg, olov avOpdmoig kai i Ti Totodtov Etepdv EoTiv §j TydTEPOY. (DA 2.3, 414b16-19)
In addition to these things, mobility with respect to place also belongs to some animals, and to

others the power of thought and an intellect as well, namely to human beings (and anything else

there may be that is similar or more worthy of honor). (Trans. Shiffman, 2011)

Again, intellectual capacity is highlighted as the differentia’ for being human rather than any other

3 Aristotle famously strove toward classifying everything properly and, perhaps somewhat naively, seemed to believe
that classification could be done properly by finding the correct branches between one class of things/beings and
another. These branches consist of some feature that one species has whereas another lacks, and it is these features
that are referred to as differentia, i.e. the difference between one class of things/beings and another.
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animal species (although gods perhaps share these intellectual capacities as well). This time though,
the intellectual capacities mentioned is thought (dtavontucov) and intellect (vodg). These passages
are by no means the only ones that deny intellectual capacities to animals. For example, reason
(AOy0q) is denied to animals in multiple works®, reasoning (Aoyiopdc)’, thought (Siévora)® and
intellect (vodg)’ elsewhere too. With respect to the teleological worldview of Aristotle, where
everything has a purpose and an end to strive for, which, when reached, results in the individual's
full blossoming, should come as no surprise. This blossoming is, for humans, the state that is
explained as happiness (gvdaipovia) in his ethics. And to reach this extraordinary state will require
of us that we reach and practice the full potential of our distinctively human abilities — the

intellectual ones.

A striking fact about those passages is that there seems to be many different words for more or less
the same thing. What is the difference between reason and intellect for example? It is not very
obvious and is worth some explanation. Actually we cannot really make much sense in the

discussion below without clarifying some terms.

According to Aristotle, animals (at least some) are sensible (ppoveiv) (DA 3.3, 427b8) and have the
ability to get impressions/perceive (0icOnoig) and to move. In addition to these all animals have the
ability for imagination (pavtacia). Some animals also have the ability to store impressions, i.e.
memory (puvnun), which is why they are capable of having experience to guide their actions. These
mental capacities are what animals are said to have. In addition to these, humans have reason
(AOyoc), which can be explained as a sort of calculating device, and intellect (vodg) which is the

ability to grasp abstract concepts and forms, i.e. the intelligibles (vontd).

Aristotle distinguished four types of intellectual virtues, all of whom animals are unable to have
because of being denied reason:

1.) copia = Abstract reasoning about universal truths where intellect and reason is required.
2.) émomun = Scientific knowledge.

3.) téyvn = Best translated as craftsmanship.

4.) ppévnolg = Practical (ethical) wisdom, where reason is required to judge and guide the

individual about and what to do (praxis).

DA 3.3,428a24; EE 2.8, 1224a27; Pol. 7.13, 1332b5; NE 1098a3-4.
DA 3.10, 433a12
PA1.1,641b8-9
DA 1.2,404b4-6
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It is not obvious why animals cannot have at least some of these intellectual virtues. What about a
skilled predator who has surely mastered the way of catching its prey? Why should the hunting
animal not count as having the téyvn of hunting when a human hunter will not be denied this? And
what about animals living in packs, why should their understanding and subordination to the pack's
customs (its praxis) not be regarded as ppovnoig, of some degree? Humans doing the same thing
surely qualify as having, at least some degree of, ppoévnoig for doing so. The rationale for this,
which Aristotle presents, is that they lack the required extra account of reason that makes those

beliefs or actions as signs of knowledge and that might be plausible.

This would not have to be a big issue for, of course, one can have the correct view of the world, or
some particulars, without actually having knowledge. Believing what is actually the case without
having it qualify as knowledge would not be of any practical significance at all. But what is
troubling here is that animals are, as a consequence of Aristotle's model, denied the ability for
having beliefs. For having a belief about something requires conviction, which in turn requires

reason as well (DA 3.3, 428a19-24).

2.2 The extent of perceptual content
How is it even possible to manage without beliefs about the world? How can, for example, a

running cat avoid an obstacle if one does not believe that one is in front of it? The Aristotelian
solution to this problem is found in its model of perception. In contrast to Plato, who thought that
every sense had its proper (id10v) sensibles in the world and that no features of a thing can be
perceived by more senses than one, Aristotle presented a model where he added common (kowvd)
qualities. Aristotle’s perceptual model’s ability to grasp multiple sensibles is evident from the

following:

GALAL pTv 003E TdV KOov@dY 016V T £ivan aicOnTpiov T1 idov, dv ékdotn aicOnoet aicOavousda

Katd cLUPBEPNKOC, 010V KIVAGEWMS, OTAGEMC, GYALATOC, neyédovg, apduod- (DA 3.1, 425a14-6)

Neither, however, is there some special sense organ for the common things we perceive
incidentally by each sense, such as motion, rest, figure, magnitude, number and unity. (Trans.

Shiffman, 2011)



Clearly, this extension of the sensibles does enable a creature to perceive that something is the case,
which is a sort of propositional account.® To be able to perceive movement and that something is
ahead of oneself and is not moving do, for sure, solve the problem with the cat running towards an
obstacle. This also seems to remove the need for reason, as animals can navigate with such rich
perceptive abilities, which provide them with all needed information. Aristotle though, recognizes
that at least some animals have the ability of having post perceptual appearances like memories
(uvipn) (Metaph. 1.1, 980a29) and imagination’ (pavtooia). Regarding the ascription of

imagination and its role the following passages make it all clear:

TOALOL YOp TTapa TNV EmoThuNy dorlovBodaot Toic pavtaciolg, Kai &v toig GAAolg {doig ov
vONG1g 000E AOYIoUOG E0TY, ALY pavTacic. Gue dpo Tadta kivntike Katd tomov (DA 3.10,

433a10-3)

In many cases humans follow their imaginations in spite of their knowledge; and in the other
animals there is no thought or reasoning, but there is imagination. Both these, then, are

productive of motion with respect to place (Trans. Shiffman, 2011)

BAmC piv ovv, Homep eipntot, 1| OpeKTIKOV TO {HOV, TADTN ADTOD KIVNTIKOV: OPEKTIKOV 88 0K
dvev pavtaciog: eavtacio 8& nica i AoyloTikn §| aicOntiky. TanTg pev 0OV Koi té dAla (Do

netéyet. (DA 3.10, 433b27-30)

In general, then, as has been said, in the way in which the animal is desiderative, in just such a
way is it able to move itself; and it is not desiderative without imagination. All imagination is
either sensory or involves reasoning. The other animals thus have a share in this as well. (Trans.

Shiffman, 2011)

Non-human animals thus have imagination (pavtacia) and that is what, together with
appetite/inclination (8pe&ic), causes them to act. The imagination is, as the above text makes clear,
divided into two types: a sensory imagination, which has nothing to do with reason; and
deliberative imagination, where reasoning serves a vital purpose. To illustrate the difference

between the two sorts of imagination it is worth having a look at Michael Frede's explanation:

8 This is also noted and stressed by Sorabji (2001, p.17)

9 This is a tricky term to translate but I will use the most common translation “imagination”. This is a sort of internal
perception, which can not only be created by the perception of external objects but also from memory, and could
very well also be translated as ”perceptual appearance” for example.
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It obviously is the case, and Aristotle obviously assumes, that animals can perceptually
discriminate particular objects and kinds of objects, for instance by their characteristic look. But,
obviously having the look of a tree or the look of a lion is not the same thing as being a tree or
being a lion. We do not even have to assume that looking like a lion always has to coincide with
being a lion. Animals still would be able to discriminate lions by their look to the extent that
looking like a lion and being a lion do coincide. But even when they coincide it is one thing to
look like a lion and another to be a lion. And the claim is that animals can discriminate lions by
perceptually discriminating their look, something perceptible, whereas human beings can
discriminate lions by intellectually discriminating whatever it is such that being that is to be a
lion, something imperceptible and only accessible to reason and intellect, hence intelligible as

opposed to perceptible. (Frede, 2008, pp.295-6)

Regarding memory (uvfun), its connection to perceptions — memory is created out of perceptions —
gives birth to the interesting result that animals, who many times have a greater perceptive ability
than humans, might have greater content of memory as well. A somewhat puzzling feature of the
Aristotelian model is that animals are more or less denied (it seems to be very restricted) the ability

to create experiences (éumetpia) out of their memories:

T8 P&V ovV dAAa Taig pavTaciong (i kol Taig pvipag, dumelpiog 8& petéyel ppdv: 1o 8& tédv
avOpOT®V YEVOS Kal TéEYXVN Kol AOYIGHOTG. YiyveTol &’ €K T uvniung éumeilpio Toig
avOpomolg: ai yop modlhai pvijpot Tod adtod Tpdyprotog pidg Eumelpiog SOVOULY AnoteAodGIV.

(Metaph. 1.1, 980b25-981al)

The animals other than man live by appearances and memories, and have but little of connected
experience; but the human race lives also by art and reasonings. Now from memory experience
is produced in men; for the several memories of the same thing produce finally the capacity for

a single experience. (Trans. W. D. Ross, 1953)

That animals are only allowed a small extent of experience is rather strange and it is not clear why
this should be the case as their memories do not seem to be limited at all. Indeed, in the Posterior
Analytics (2.19, 100a5-6), the process of transforming multiple memories to experiences seem to be
an automatic one. If reason would be required for the formation of experience from memories, that
would rule out the whole possibility for animals to have experience, but they actually seem to be
allowed some experience. How can experience, which is a simplification or summation of

numerous memories, even be created without some sort of reasoning faculty? There must be a sort
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of computing device to help out with this sort of operation and what would that be in a creature
lacking just such a device? Furthermore, when reason is added to post perceptual content, it is when

experiences are transformed into knowledge/art (téyvn).

2.3 Signs of animal intelligence in Aristotle's corpus
It is worth noting that there are passages in Aristotle's works where animals seem to be ascribed a

more favorable amount of intellectual capacities than what is stated above. Earlier in the
Metaphysics passage quoted above, it is clearly implied that some animals, those with memory,
have intelligence (ppovipdtepa) as they have more intelligence than those without memory.
Animals without the ability to hear sounds are also called intelligent (ppdviya) even though they

lack the ability to learn, as a result from not being able to hear."

There are other passages where animals are granted intellect by Aristotle. In On the Parts of
Animals, there is a discussion of what the differing characters of blood in different species
implicates for the individual. Those with thin and cold blood are claimed to be better off
intellectually (voepdtepov) and perceptually even though the best blood for promoting intelligence
(ppovnowv) and courage is hot, thin and pure (PA. 2.2, 648a3-11). In Generation of Animals,

Aristotle even grants animals knowledge (yvdoig):

GAAG TTEPL PHEV TOVT®V €V ETEPOLS EMETKETTAL, TOD 08 {POV OV POVOV TO Yevvijcat Epyov (ToUTO
UEV Yap KOTVOV TOV (OVTOV TAVI®V), ALY KOl YVOCEDG TIVOG TAVTO LETEYOVGL, TO LEV
mheiovog T0 8’ ELATTOVOG TA 08 mhpmav pkpds. aicOnotv yap £xovoiy, 1 8 aicOnoig yvdoig Tic.
TaOTNG 8¢ TO TINIOV KOl ATIHOV TOAD S1PEPEL GKOTODOL TPOS PPOVNGLY KO TPOG TO TOV Ay OV
Yévoc. PO PEV YOap TO QPOVEIV Bomep 0VSEY lvan Sokel TO KOWVMVELY aQfig Kol Yevoemg HOVOV,
7POg 8¢ euTov 7 AlBov Bavpdctov: dyarnTov yap v 06&ele Kal TaNTNG TUYXELY TG YVDGEMG

aAdapn keioat tebveog kai un 6v. (G4 1.23, 731a29-b4)

All animals have, in addition, some measure of knowledge [yvdoedc] of a sort (some have
more, some less, some very little indeed), because they have sense-perception,* and sense-
perception is, of course, a sort of knowledge [yv®doig]. The value we attach to this knowledge
varies greatly according as we judge it by the standard of human intelligence [ppdvnouwv] or the
class of lifeless objects. Compared with the intelligence [ppoveiv] possessed by man, it seems

as nothing to possess the two senses of touch and taste only ; but compared with entire absence

10 Metaph. 1.1, 980a27-980b24
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of sensibility it seems a very fine thing indeed. (Trans. A.L Peck, 1902)

Though perception is clearly an inferior and lower type of knowledge than ppdévnoug, it is
interesting to see that Aristotle makes a point about the necessity of being aware of what one

compares a thing to. Browning Cole writes that:

“This may provide us with the interpretative key to the apparent inconsistency in Aristotle's

views on animal intelligence and character” (1992, p.51)

Although I like the idea, I am not as convinced as she seems to be that there really are troubling
inconsistencies in Aristotle on this point. Sure, I find it implausible to deny animals that great
amount of intellect and reason as Aristotle seems to have done, but I do not find his model
inconsistent. There are some troublesome passages as noted above but considering the fact that
animals are said to be poveiv, as in the Metaphysics passage above, this does not imply that they
do have reason. Rather they are acknowledged as having perception and imagination. As for the
lesser knowledge, perception, it is clear in the text itself that it is a minor ability which is nowhere
near as good as ppovNno1g, so it is not clear what significance that has for the topic at hand. Now,
animals are surely described, by Aristotle, as inferior to humans with regard to intellectual abilities,

but as Browning Cole notes:

to fail to reach the highest level is not the same as never to be placed on the scale at all; animals
clearly here are holding a place on the scale of intellectual abilities (not merely perceptive or

sensitive abilities). (Browning Cole, 1992, p.49)

Even though Aristotle very well might ascribe some minor intellectual abilities to animals, it is very
clear that they are considered to be nowhere near to those granted to humans and while insisting
that this differing grade has to do with different types of reasoning, Aristotle's theory holds. What
would really make for an inconsistent Aristotle would be to take into account some of the passages
of his History of Animals. In books 8-9, animals are granted technical knowledge (teyvikdc) and
thought (d1évotla and vodg) but as that work is spurious I have left it out here. More certainty of its
being of Aristotle's hand would certainly turn the tide into the hands of Browning Cole's

interpretation.
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2.4 Strengths and weaknesses of the Aristotelian model
When looking at Aristotle's model as a whole it is actually quite simple. All animals (including

humans) partake in sense-perception and formation of perceptual images (pavtacia), some are also
being able to enhance their perceptual images with post perceptual images from memory. This
enhancement is furthermore able to create experience (éuneipia), which is a summation and a sort
of rationalization of many particular memories, and this may well be characterized as a kind of
knowledge. The éunepia, however, is not classified by Aristotle as knowledge for it lacks a sort of
rational account, a knowledge of the universal facts that are the actual causes of why the particular
memories can be unified. As already mentioned above (p.10), though, mere experiences can very
much be sufficient for being successful in life and that is exactly what Aristotle seems to allow

animals to reach intellectually. And, as Frede accurately notes:

Aristotle does say that animals cannot think. But by this he does not mean that animals cannot
have a string of impressions like ‘it is pretty cold’, ‘the light has a certain quality’, ‘it is about
time to fly south’. In fact this is what Aristotle is attributing to animals when he attributes sense
(ppovnoig) to them and says (980b26) that they live by their impressions and their memories.
Aristotle is not denying to animals the bit of what we might call ‘thinking” which the empiricist
doctor engages in, because they cannot think. Aristotle has no difficulty whatsoever to accept
that animals can display extraordinary ingenuity in getting hold of a banana. What Aristotle is
denying to animals is the power of memory and the rich experience human beings have. And
what Aristotle is claiming is that this sort of memory and this sort of experience does not yet in
itself give you the ability to think. What Aristotle is willing to say (De Anima 111.10 433a10-12)
is that one might think of impression as a sort of thought (®g vonciv tva), but he is denying that

the impressions of animals are thoughts. (Frede, 2008, p.299)

But since Aristotle, in contrast to Plato, denies that we are born with reason (Posterior Analytics
2.19), it is legitimate to ask how one can acquire the rational account, that is how can one grasp the
form (Metaph. 1.1, 981a10) or universal (Metaph. 1.1, 981a16;21) needed for transforming
experience into t€yvn and émotun. The answer, which is presented in the Posterior Analytics
(2.19), is that reason evolves from sense-perception at some point, and it is only when one has the
right concepts of a specific domain that it is possible to gain knowledge. Frede's comments on this

are, once again, enlightening:

this seems to be an enormously strong assumption. For it amounts to the claim that we can only

think once we have got all the concepts in terms of which one will know and understand really
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right. And this does not leave any room for the assumption that thinking must already be
involved in reaching the state in which we have a grasp of the principles or axioms governing a
domain, because we have a grasp of the basic items or features constitutive of this domain.

(Frede, 2008, p.301)

I am not as inclined to see this as a problem, at least not for Aristotle's model, as Frede seems to be.
There might still be room for inferior sorts of reasonings and all that Aristotle is exploring is our
potentials. If some humans do not actually think, in Aristotelian terminology, that does not have to
be a problem, neither to them or to the model as such, providing that they at least have the potential
of doing so as human beings. What is of bigger interest here for the topic at hand is that the
Aristotelian definition of “thinking” that animals are being denied the potential to reach seems to

be no walk in the park to reach for a human being either.

Resting, as it does, on positing a world of intelligibles, or at least, some possibilities to grasp
universals intellectually, it is easy to be quite sceptical about the Aristotelian model. If there are no
such intelligible truths or, perhaps, no way of reaching such things for us, then we cannot be said to
have the potential of having reason or thinking either. Actually, if that is the case, none of

Aristotle's sub-lunar beings can think.

Alas, the whole project might seem corrupt from start, for a non-rationalist or an empiricist minded
reader. In addition to the above, it is worth noting that although the model as such is quite coherent
within itself, it is a rather implausible method to use for explaining the world when one just posits
that there are natural differentiae that are also teleological causes and aims. Aristotle, though
influential during many years, fell out of fashion and is not regarded as the great natural scientist
that he perhaps was once considered, and that is for a good reason. The reason being that his overall

teleological worldview is, and has always been, inadequate.
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3. Theophrastus
Among the remains of the works of Theophrastus (which by a substantial part are fragmentary),

there are quite a few hints as to what Theophrastus might have thought. Several sources indicate

that Theophrastus might have considered animals more akin to men than his teacher Aristotle.

3.1 De abstinentia 3.25
In De abstinentia 3.25, Porphyry reports about Theophrastus' view on kinship (oikeia) as a ground

for morality. Theophrastus starts by stressing kinship based on shared ancestors and men living
together in the same land, then he proceeds to stress kinship based on likeness as grounds for moral
consideration (this is referred to as an alliance). Theophrastus is then reported to take this line of
reasoning even further. Alliance between animals is considered strong as many of them show great
resemblance with each other. Finally, the resemblance between animals and us (humans) are

recognized and emphasized:

€l 6& aAn0&g ot TO Agyduevov, a¢ 1) TV NOGV Yévesic £o0Tt TOHTN, PPOVODOL PEV dmavTol
QUL O10PEPOVGTL O TOIC AyYaig TE Kal TAIG TV TPOTOV KPAGESL, TAVTATAGY (v oikelov €N

Kol GLYYEVEG MUV TO @V Aom®dv (v yévoc. (De abstinentia 3.25, 30-34)

If it is true that the origin of characteristics is like this, then all species have intelligence, but
they differ in upbringing and in the mixture of their primary components. The race of other

animals would then be related and kin to us in all respects (Trans. Clarke, 2000)

The similarities between humans and animals and the rating of which similarities are important —

namely, the features of the soul — is clear from this passage:

oltog 0& Kai Tovg Tavtag dvOpdmovg AAAAOLS TiBepeV Kol GVYYEVELS, Kol PV <Koi>
a1 T0ig (OIS al yop TV COUATOV Apyol Te@OKacty ol avTol: ALy & ovK £l Ta
otoryela Avapépmv T TPMTA: K TOVTOV HEV Yap Kol T QUTE: GAL’ olov Séppa, GapKag
Kol TO TV VYpdV 101G LDOLG COUEVTOV YEVOS: TOAD 08 HAAAOV TQ TOG £V aDTOTC YUY Og
Ad1pOPOLG TEPLKEVAL, AEY® O1) Taig EmBupiong Kol Todg Opyaic, Tt 8¢ 101G AOYIOLOIG,

Kol paMoto Taviov Toilc aiocnoeoty. (De abstinentia 3.25, 16-25)

Thus also we posit that all human beings are kin to one another, and moreover to all the animals,

for the principles of their bodies are naturally the same. I say this not with reference to the
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primal elements, for plants too are composed of these: I mean, for instance, skin, flesh and the
kind of fluids that are natural to animals. We posit this the more strongly because the souls of
animals are no different, | mean in appetite and anger, and also in reasoning and above all in

perception. (Trans. Clarke, 2000)

The similarities obviously have a lot to do with mental capacities and this is also what primarily
seems to be the most important difference between animals (including humans) and plants. One can
note, as Browning Cole does (1992, p.55), a considerable (polemical) divergence from Aristotle
who denies that humans and animals have anything morally relevant in common (thus, for Aristotle,

animals are not characterized as moral; cf. NE 8.11 1161a32-b4).

In the passage from De abstinentia 3.25 above it is a striking fact that Theophrastus actually
mentions reasoning (Aoywopog) as one thing we have in common with animals. As we noted above
Aristotle did write that animals engage in reasoning but that was qualified with “as if”. Furthermore,
Aristotle actually denied animals Aoywopog in DA (3.10, 433a12) so it is not only possible that
Aristotle did not actually think animals had the ability of reasoning, but probable, whereas

Theophrastus more likely thought that animals had a reasoning faculty.

The claim, from the introduction, that Theophrastus acknowledges that animals have reason, of at
least some degree, is thus strengthened and the chasm between those who have reason and those
who have not can even more firmly be said to be situated between animals and plants for

Theophrastus and not, as Aristotle seems to have put it, between humans and non-human animals.

Before putting too much weight on this passage, it is necessary to consider the terms used by
Aristotle and Theophrastus. Sure, Theophrastus acknowledges that animals have reasonings
(Aoywopdg), whereas Aristotle has denied this. However, even if Aoyiopudg might, like Adyog, be
translated as reasoning, it is important to stress the fact that Aoyiopog cannot be translated as reason
(the faculty). Aoywopdg is commonly translated and used for calculating and it is quite obvious that
this is what the individual need for transforming perceptions into memories and especially turning
memories into experience, which can perhaps be described as unified and sorted memories. One

must thus be cautious before making too much out of the occurrence of Aoyiopog here.

While speaking of terminology it is also worth mentioning that animals are characterized as having

intelligence (ppovodat) in the first quotation from De abstinentia above. Though Aristotle denies
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epovNo1g (practical wisdom) to animals, he surely describes them as ppoveiv, which simply means
that they have sense perception. This is probably what Theophrastus would have meant with

@povodot, rather than ascribing them practical wisdom but it is hard to be completely certain.

3.2 De abstinentia book 2
Earlier in De abstinentia, Porphyry reports some views from Theophrastus, which are relevant for

the discussion of the appropriateness of sacrificing animals to the gods. Following a series of stories
about the origins of animal sacrifice — which is said to be due to ignorance and sometimes dire need

— Porphyry writes:

€lKOTOG 0 OoPpacTog Amayopevel pry Bvew T Epyvya Tovg @ dvtl evoePelv €0éhovtag (De

abstinentia 2.11)

Theophrastus was right to forbid the sacrifice of animate creatures by those who wanted to be

truly pious (Trans. Clarke, 2000).

The rationale for this prohibition is, apart from the stories of erroneous reasonings leading to the

birth of the custom of animal sacrifice, three-fold:

(1) The fruits of the earth are the most beautiful and honorable things that the gods have given us
and thus the most appropriate gifts to sacrifice.

(i1) “we ought to make only those sacrifices by which we hurt no one, for sacrifice, more than
anything else, must be harmless to everyone.”'' (De abstinentia 2.12, Trans. Clarke, 2000).

(ii1) The animals that are sacrificed are deprived of their lives against their own will and “sacrifice
is, as its name implies, something holy. But no one is holy who requites a benefit from things which

are the property of another” (De abstinentia 2.12, Trans. Taylor, 1823).
What is clearly implied in the last argument above is that animals own their own body and future. It
is not considered appropriate at all to take or dictate over some other individual's life (or death). I

share Browning Cole's interpretation:

Why are the animals not fairer and nobler qua divine gifts? The answer must be that animals

11 One might question whether this is plausible. Is not the whole point with sacrifice that someone is harmed in a way
for a greater benefit of something or someone(s)? Perhaps the religious sacrifices in question during antiquity were
different.
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are not divine gifts to us at all. They are something else, ensouled in their own right, not
potential fuel for sacred flames. Plants, unlike animals, can be owned. (Browning Cole, 1992,

p.53)"

This is not only an interesting piece of thought to find within an ancient thinker such as
Theophrastus, but is something that quite many people probably would consider a fairly modern
view of animals — it is simply one of the fundamental components of the animal rights movement

that has been on the rise for the last decades.

As for the question of the mental capacities of animals, it should be a requisite to have some sort of
agency, conceptions/beliefs and preferences for being able to own something in a meaningful way.
Thus one can safely ascribe to Theophrastus that he must have thought animals had some of those
capacities, or at least something similar. It should however be noted that maybe these capacities do
not necessary require intellect or reason. Perhaps the Aristotelian model, which after all allows

memories and some experience to animals, can handle this.

Added to the three arguments above, and this can be viewed as empowering the second argument, is

also the statement that

”soul is much more valuable than that which grows from the earth, so it is not fitting (o0

npooiikev) to take it away by sacrificing animals.”" (De abstinentia 2.12, Trans. Clarke, 2000)

Admittedly, and I mentioned this above, the last statement does seem alien for a Peripatetic to use.
It should be obvious for all who know their Aristotle, that the conception of soul used here is not
very compatible with Aristotle's soul (and with it of Theophrastus and of the other Peripatetics).
Their conception of soul was, as mentioned above (p.6), rather a principle of life and, as such,

something that all living beings possess — both plants and animals (including humans).

12 It might be worth noting that this conception of what can be owned, however much I approve of it myself, seems
not to be the dominant view in our society today and most probably not during Theophrastus' and Porphyry's days
either. On the contrary, non-human animals are widely conceived as property which can be breeded and treated
pretty much as we please - including being sold, traded and killed for no other reasons than our own preferences.

13 In order to make this argument more plausible, I think one should add that it is valuable for someone, most fitting
would be the “owner” herself, and that would indeed result in a harm inflicted on her to have it sacrificed. If the
value would be an objective one, that is without it being valuable for someone, it is harder to see the harm inflicted
if the possessor is not the one that is considered as suffering a loss.
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A good part of the use of soul here can probably be explained by the fact that Porphyry was a
Neoplatonist, but one can also note that the very same word yoyn can be translated as both life”
and “’soul”. It is thus possible that Theophrastus meant life rather than soul and that his words
changed meaning when they were used in a Neoplatonic context and with Neoplatonic intentions

with the reception of the text.

It is clear that animals differ quite radically from plants and that the main difference which seems
relevant here is the capacity to object, or at least have an opposing desire (i.e. not wanting to lose
one’s life or be sacrificed). Animals must thus have some kind of preferences (by which I simply
mean that they do not only strive unconsciously toward an end — téLog). Once again, it is quite
possible that this can be achieved within Aristotle's model and thus not having to entail reason or an
intellect in the Aristotelian sense. Aristotle granted animal appetite and as that is an important part
of their causes of action (movement) they obviously desire to live. Also, Aristotle and Theophrastus
recognized animals as being sensible/aware (ppoveiv) to the world, to which they react in
accordance with their desires. So there is at least consciousness of a kind here, which is not found in

plants for example.

Even though the Aristotelian model can handle most of the difficulties and challenges raised in the
passages about animal sacrifice, it is clear that there is a difference between Aristotle and
Theophrastus regarding the moral status of animals. And this difference does rest on their diverging
views on animal mental capacities. Whereas Aristotle does not see them as mentally significant
enough for moral standing, Theophrastus is different. Theophrastus displays features in his thinking
that very much resemble those which are fundamental to the animal rights movement, that is the
respect and acknowledgment of the animals' right to not be harmed for no good reason and being
deprived of its most precious possession — its life. For sure, Theophrastus does not mention such a
thing as animals having rights, but the reasons for moral consideration is the same and they are all
relying on seeing animals as living sensitive beings with a mental life resembling, but not being

equal to, our own.

3.3 Historia plantarum
Another passage that might suggest that animals have broader intellectual capacities for

Theophrastus than Aristotle is found in Historia plantarum. In the opening lines of the first book,

where some general remarks about plants and the inquiry at hand are made, animals are said to

20



possess characters/conduct and actions (80n and mpGéeic) whereas all plants lack this.'* The weight
of that might not be obvious at first glance, but considering the fact that Aristotle explicitly denies
actions (npaé&eig) to animals (VE 6.2 1139a19-20) — a fact that Theophrastus should have been

aware of — it is quite plausible that he is here taking a polemical stance towards his teacher.

Granted that Theophrastus shared Aristotle's definition of what an action is or something similar,
which should not be a too bold assumption, this actually says quite much of the mental powers
ascribed to animals. For Aristotle, an action originates in a decision and a decision requires desire
(6pe&ic) and rational reference to an end (VE 6.2 1139a30-3). The word used for rational is the same
as for reason — A0yog(!). In the next sentence (NE 6.2 1139a34-5) it is further underlined that

intellect/mind (voog) and thought (516vown) is required for being able to make a decision.

Thus, given the not at all improbable assumption that Theophrastus shared Aristotle's demand that a
requisite for action is that one exercises one's intellect/reason his ascription of actions to animals

implies that they have intellect/reason of at least some degree.

3.4 De causis plantarum
Before moving on to some difficulties with the presented Theophrastean view, one can mention

another passage which is of interest for the understanding of Theophrastus' view on animals. In his
De causis plantarum (2.17.5), Theophrastus comments on plants living entirely situated upon other

plants:

TPOGPIAT] Yap o1 aAAnA0Lg kaBdmep kal Ta {da kal ta eutd Tay’ &v €in (De causis plantarum
2.17.5)

[Perhaps such plants do this] because they are fond of each other and thus live together, just like

animals do (Trans. in Browning Cole, 1992, p.57)

Although this is by no means a good account of how plants function, and it were probably not
meant to be that either, it surely displays something about animals. The adjective used in the
sentence (TpocsPIAf}) is an emotion-term and we can, with the above mentioned arguments and
passages in mind, therefore ascribe to Theophrastus with increased confidence the view that animal

associations do have an emotional content. For to be able to have emotions animals must have

14 Credit goes to Browning Cole for finding and discussing this passage before me in her article.
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certain mental abilities, namely desire and some sort of agency. Again, the point is not that the
Aristotelian model cannot handle this. The point is rather that he perceives, and acknowledges
animal associations, and I quote Browning Cole here, ”as more than mutual protection societies or

merely instinctive huddlings” (Browning Cole, 1992, p.57).

3.5 Inconsistencies in Theophrastus?
As we saw above, there seem to be some problems, especially regarding memory, within the corpus

of Aristotle and as it turns out this is also the case with the remaining works of Theophrastus.

In a fragment, found in Photius (Fortenbaugh, 1984, p.18-19), Theophrastus discusses whether envy
or grudgingness can be found in animals. Several examples of behavior that is supposed to show
animals exhibiting grudgingness toward humans are given and they are refuted as being
anthropomorphic. Following this, there are two sentences that both label animals as having no

reason (dAoyot):

”For from whence could such wisdom come to unreasoning creatures, which reasoning
creatures learn by means of long training?”
and
”Many other things are done by unreasoning creatures, of which we do not have it in our

power to explain the causes.” (Fortenbaugh, 1984, p.18-19. Trans. in Browning Cole, 1992)

How should these sentences be understood? Does Theophrastus deny emotions (and reason) to
animals here? This seems unlikely and, as Fortenbaugh has pointed out (Fortenbaugh,1984, p.161),
animals still seem to be able to feel envy and grudgingness toward other members of their own
species. What is denied is that they can have such emotions towards humans. It is also quite
possible that, as Browning Cole points out (1992, p.58), such emotions as envy may be among the
most complex of emotions. If so, the absence of such emotions does not necessarily rule out the

possibility of having less complex emotions and with that reason, but of a lesser degree.

No matter the explanation or downplaying of the meaning of those passages, it is still a fact that
animals are there referred to as dAoyot twice. One way of explaining this choice of words is to
ascribe the reason for their occurrence to Photius rather than Theophrastus.'” It is certainly a

possibility that these are the words of Photius rather than Theophrastus but there are several options

15 This is suggested by W K Kraak. (1953, pp.411-14)
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of explaining these dAoyot that still leaves it open for their origin to be of Theophrastus.

One way is to emphasize the fact that Adyog is also the common word used for speech. That animals
lack speech do not entail that they lack reason or intellect. Though not an impossible interpretation
of Loyog this seems to me to be a less likely meaning. Take the first sentence — sure, such wisdom
can be transferred well in a group of speaking individuals, but how is it that the reasoning creatures
can only learn such wisdom through long training if they are able to transfer it by way of speech?

Interpreting Adyog as reason seems more likely here.

Another way, which Browning Cole attempts twice (Browning Cole, 1992, p.59), is to limit the
scope of Adyoc. Firstly, by limiting the dAoyot to only deprive animals of being able to be petty.
This is done by claiming that they are lacking sufficient reasoning power to be able to be malicious
and petty, i.e. they are simply made innocent. Secondly, by having the GAoyot mean that they lack
just the mental capacities for being able to do the required planning and judgments for an envious
and/or malicious behavior. I do however find it strange and unconvincing that éAoyot would have
been used in this way, and I cannot think of any occurrence where Adyog has been subject for such

restricted meanings that are required for the argument to succeed.

Although troublesome, I do not consider those two occurrences of dhoyot to undermine the
suggestion that Theophrastus actually thought that animals have some reasoning capacities. The
suggested passages in favor for such a view of Theophrastus do have the reason and intellect
arguments more directly and obviously in favor for such a view, whereas those two mentioned

passages against simply are not as strong and convincing.

3.6 Is there a departure from Aristotle in Theophrastus?
With regard to the above mentioned fragments of Theophrastus' view, one can conclude that it is a

possibility that Theophrastus diverged from Aristotle's model of cognition. These are by no means
any conclusive, knock down arguments for this being the case and that Theophrastus granted reason
to animals. On the contrary it seems rather probable that he did not diverge very far, judging by the

rather scarce evidence.

However, there are clearly signs of Theophrastus having a far more respectful and generous opinion

towards animals regarding their mental abilities. They are recognized as being a lot more like
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humans than in Aristotle and they even qualify for having moral relevance on merit from having

such close resemblance to us.

It is possible, and probable, that Theophrastus actually shared the general Aristotelian model and
that the divergence rather is a result of differing emphasis.'® I find that this claim to be at least
partly strengthened. For whereas Theophrastus stressed and laid emphasis on the human features
that animals seem to have a share of, and thereby in a way enhancing their moral standing, Aristotle
seemed to do something similar when he instead stressed and laid emphasis to the features that
humans have that are common among many animals.'” Aristotle thus can be seen as degrading
humans to animal status and then add the differentia, thinking/reason, with which the standing of
humans skyrockets as that is a feature that is only shared by some possible gods. The reason for
acknowledging Browning Cole's theory of diverging emphasis as only partly strengthened is that it
is hard to explain the several occurrences where animals are actually credited, or implied to have, a

greater intellectual ability in Theophrastus view than the animals are allowed in Aristotle’s.

It thus seems plausible that animals are considered to have a bit more reasoning power in
Theophrastus’ view than in Aristotle’s. Possibly Theophrastus might even have consented to the
statement that animals’ intelligence do not differ in sort, but rather by grade. That might very well
be to push it too far, at least there is not sufficient evidence for such a statement available. It is,
however, obvious that he has taken a few steps in closer to make such a statement coherent with his

view.

In his biological works, Aristotle is remarkably gradualistic. In On the Parts of Animals, Aristotle

describes the entities of nature:

Nature passes in a continuous gradation from lifeless things to animals, and on the way there
are living things which are not actually animals, with the result that one class is so close to the

next that the difference seems infinitesimal. (P4 4.5 681al1-15. Trans. A.L. Peck)

In a similar vein, the border between man and animals, with regard to temperaments, is explored in

History of Animals (8.1) so the sharp distinction between man and animals when it comes to reason

16 This is suggested by Browning Cole (1992, p. 61)

17 Catherine Osborn writes: ”His [Aristotle's] outlook stresses the continuity between human and animal behaviour,
and then seeks the explanation, convinced that there must be, in fact, a way in which animals can act intelligently
without intellect.” (Osborne, 2009, p.84)
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and intellect is rather surprising from that perspective. That is also why the Theophrastean approach
which might emphasize difference in grades, as explored above might be seen as more Aristotelian
than Aristotle's own in a way.'® As amusing as this might sound, such statement is clearly not taking
into account the, by Aristotle identified, téAog of the posited uniquely human treat reason. The
teleological view of the world is arguably closer to the core of Aristotelianism than the gradualism

displayed in his biological works.

Recognizing the inconsistencies in Aristotle's corpus, which seems to collide with his denial of
reason, knowledge and emotion to animals (some of them brought described in section 2.3 above)

Browning Cole puts forward an interesting thought, which is well worth quoting:

If Aristotle and Theophrastus worked together in a true collaboration, as they must have, then
the Theophrastean inclination to see similarity and kinship where Aristotle sometimes saw
blank difference would have been accommodated within the collaboration somehow. Seen in
this way, the tensions about animal intelligence within the Aristotelian corpus are not disturbing
discords but may rather provide a fascinating glimpse into what must have been one of the most
joyous intellectual partnerships in the era, and perhaps of all time. (Browning Cole, 1992, p.61-

2)

If this thought would resemble the truth, and it is not improbable that it really is, Theophrastus
would not only have provided a more reasonable view on animal intellect, but might also have

influenced his former master to embrace, at least some of, his ideas as well.

Theophrastus’ view is, provided that it resembles Aristotle's as much as put forward above, close to
being on par with Aristotle's regarding its plausibility as a model of the soul. The general model is
pretty much intact and the only real difference seems to be that animals might have more reason
than Aristotle ascribed to them. This hardly affects the model's plausibility but it is a nice addition,

which, is a more plausible feature on its own.

18 Browning Cole seems to make more or less the same point when she suggests that Theophrastus ”can be seen as
carrying Aristotle's own naturalism about intelligence and virtue even further” (1992, p.61).
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4. Concluding remarks
Theophrastus might have granted reason of some degree to animals but is it not possible to have

reason and thinking (Adyog/vodg) of a lesser degree and thereby being able to grasp just some of the
intelligibles/forms? For perception this is the case — all animals have differing perceptual abilities
and some can thereby grasp more information from the world than others. Why cannot reason work
in the same way? Would not that be even more plausible? Clearly, this raises the question of what

degree of reason particular species would have but that is way out of scope here.

Related to the above, one can also wonder if there is an important difference at all between the sort
of (the suggested lesser) reasonings, required to handle memories and produce imagination, and the
(higher) reasonings required for abstract reasoning? To state that these are two different “things”
just because there is a difference about what one thinks about seems implausible. Is thinking about
cooking recipes and thinking about football strategies so different things that they should be said to
be of different sorts? Imagine, for example, one who is completely ignorant of football and studies
football games, without information from anyone else, in order to learn what they are doing. Her
struggle and eventual success will lead to her grasping the idea/form of football (reach a higher
truth). A coach, on the other hand who studies games of her coming opponent as well as strategies
excessively and ends up devising a few promising tactics, is not grasping any higher truths. Instead
what she perhaps grasps is a sort of lesser knowledge — about particulars — needed to best the next
opponent. Which is the higher reasoning? Is it even a point of making up different names of the

reasonings, which will affect the way we value them, just because one can?

I think not, and it seems better to talk about one single sort of reasoning (one which compares and
calculates data) and to explain all differences between species and individuals as differences of
degree rather than sort. Perhaps this is where Ockham’s razor, mentioned in the introduction, enters?
There do not seem to be any good reasons for having a lot of different intellects and that is
something, which ought to be shaved off. Admittedly that does not earn any of the duelists the
victory here, but Theophrastus is arguably the man who was positing the fewer amounts of
implausible assumptions, as he at least perceived something close to a gradual difference of reason

between species rather than supposing differing kinds, when there are no real differences.
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