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Nous and Logos in Aristotle

T'he hurr'lan capacity for intuitive insight, zous, in Aristotle is said to provide a
kind of immediate access to its objects.! This immediacy seems crucial in the
face of. certain logical difficulties that emerge in Aristotle’s thought. If reason,
log?s, Is not at some point provided with an immediate grasp of that with
which it is ultimately concerned, then it seems as if logos would be caught in
an .endless retreat back into fundamental principles.2 Nous is said to stop this
infinite regress. This leads to two assumptions about nous: first, that it is a
purely alogical capacity; second, that it functions merely to serve apodictic lo-
80s. On such a reading, the task of nous is to offer immediate, universal prin-
ciples to logos in order to secure a firm ground for apodictic demonstration.
Although Aristotle sometimes emphasizes this grounding function, nous
also functions otherwise. In the Nicomachean Ethics, nous offers one insight
n'ot only into the universal principles of action, but also into the specific
situation upon which action always turns. In the Metaphysics, nous functions as
a way of ,touching®, and indeed, of »saying® the essence of some thing. In De
Anima, it functions as a kind of knowing that does not err about its object.
The multiple functions of nous, however, point to a complex relationship be-
tween it and logos that is often overlooked when the two are taken as mutu-
ally exclusive, independently operating capacities. When nous is understood
exclusively in terms of its grounding function for apodictic logos, its alogical
and universalizing characteristics come to the fore. However, an investigation
of the relationship of nous and logos reveals that neither of these characteris-
tics are central to Aristotle’s conception of nous. Rather, Aristotle articulates

1 See, for example, many interpreters find Aristotle’s conception of nous - rational
knowledge - inconsistent with epagogé — empirical state. See, for example, BARNES, Jonathan:
Aristotle's Posterior Analytics. 2nd ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press 1994, 262. See, too LE BLOND:
John Marie: Logigue et Méthode chez Aristote, Bibliothéque d’bistoire de la philosophie. Paris: J V_rm
1970, 131ff. Biondi states the immediacy of mous most succinctly: ,This noetic perception
indicates a direct intellectual knowledge of the universal substantial form itself, the cause of the
phenomenal unity®. See, BIONDI, Paolo: Aristotle: Posterior Analytics IL19. Quebec: Les P;e.sses
de L’Université Laval 2004, 214. Biondi’s interpretation seems to come close to that of Aquinas
and other medieval commentators.

2 Throughout this essay we make no attempt to consistently translate no#
insight* and /ogos as ,reason“ because these terms have a semantic richness on wh
relies that prevents their simple translation into English. We have therefore left them for the
most part untranslated.
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an understanding of zous that is able to be logical and logos that is able to be
noetic.

The moments where the complex relationship between nous and logos
emerges most forcefully are precisely those in which Aristotle engages the op-
erations of zous and logos vis-3-vis the contingent. When speaking of action in
a contingent world, Aristotle recognizes that the individual occupies a com-
plex and dynamic site between singularity and particularity. The individual is
not determined as the individual it is by an articulation of its particularity,
that is, its subsumption under a universal or set of universals. The individual
is always already there prior to its instantiation as particular. Yet, if the indi-
vidual is always more than an expression of the universals that seek to capture
it, it is because each individual is also irreducibly unique. The unicity of an
individual is its singularity. Although this singularity conditions all appear-
ance, it does not itself appear as such. The individual is that which appears; as
a phenomenon, the individual sheds its singularity. Yet, if, in appearing, the
individual is no longer singular, it is also not yet particular, a mere instantia-
tion of the universal.3 Aristotle’s discussions of nous often turn toward the dy-
namics of an aisthésis that relates (through logos, we will argue) to the concrete
appearance of an individual. Therefore, the interdependence of nous and logos
must be pursued in relation to the very appearing of the individual. Even in
the Posterior Analytics, where Aristotle seems to put nous in the service of an
apodictic logos that seeks to establish a universal that grounds epistemic truth,
another kind of /ogos emerges that is capable of responding to the individual.
W%len one emphasizes the centrality of apodictic logos and the primacy of
epistemic truth, the moment in which logos recognizes the individual is
eclipsed.

In order to expose the extent to which even epistémé requires both a noetic
and logical apprehension of the individual, we must turn to Posterior Analytics
IF.19 where the noetic is often read as merely leading to and grounding apodic-
tic Jogos. However, this text will be shown to depend on a logos that is irre-
ducible to the apodictic. Once we see this other logos operating even at the
heart of epist&me, we can begin to discern how nowus and logos together emerge
as central to the Ethics where Aristotle turns his attention to a kind of knowl-
edge that takes contingency seriously. Because phronésis as a form of knowl-
edge of the contingent must attend to both universals and individuals, it can-
not depend on o purely alogical conception of nous. Rather, the logos of
phronésis requires a doubling of nous so as to account sufficiently for contin-

N 3 Fo’r a more detailed discussion of this distinction and specifically how it relates to
Rmt-Od? s technical use of the term tode &, see LONG, Christopher P.: The Ethics of Ontology:

etbmkmg an Aristotelian Legacy. Albany: State University of New York Press 2004, 51-52, 87—
89, 135-3¢ and 53-55,
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gent individuals that do not go cleanly into universals. This other 7ous is
closely related to aisthésis and thus requires a reconsideration of the manner in
which the noetic dimension of perception gives rise to an understanding of /o-
gos that is other than apodictic.# Such a noetic logos, we will argue, is already
operative in Posterior Analytics. This will allow us to see the Posterior Ana-
Iytics in a new light and to suggest that while it may be natural for nous to
translate itself into apodictic logos, this translation is predicated upon a logos
that is always already noetic. This implies a more complicated relationship be-
tween logos and nous than is often recognized by interpretations dominated by
a reading of Posterior Analytics in which nous is said to ground an apodictic lo-
gos that subsumes and consumes the individual.5

POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, I1.19 - THE LOGIC OF NOUS

There is something strange about grounding an interpretation of nous in Aris-
totle on a text that announces its theme to be apodictic epistémé.6 Nous ap-
pears at the end of a text in which Aristotle establishes the conditions for a
particular kind of knowledge oriented toward universal and necessary tru.th-
His concern in Posterior Analytics 1119 is to account for the manner in which

4 Charles Kahn has emphasized the importance of the close connection Aristotle. establishes
between nous and aisthésis. He suggests that Aristotle links nous closely to aisthésis in order to
combat the Platonic view that 7ous has direct access to intelligible forms in isolation‘ from sense
perception. See, KAHN, Charles: The Role of Nous in the Cognition of First Principles in Posterior
Analytics IT 19. In: BERTI, Enrico {Hg.): Aristotle on Science. Padova: Editrice Ant.enore 198'1,
403. In this article too, Kahn recognizes, as we do, the importance of reading P osterior Analytics
I1.19 in conjunction with both the Nicomachean Etbics and the De Anima. ) .

> Terence Irwin and Richard McKirahan are examples of such interpretations. Irwin clalmj
that for Aristotle ,[t]he knower must grasp self-evident principles as such; for if they are graspe
non-inferentially, without any further justification, they must be grasped as true and neces}slal‘}’
when considered in themselves, with no reference to anything else[...]. Intuition is nfedEdj t ?n;
to secure the epistemic priority that Aristotle demands®. See, IRWIN, Terence: Aristotles IIM
Principles. Oxford: Clarendon Press 1988, 134. Irwin sees intuition as a solution to the P rob ef::
of epistemic justification. He goes on to argue against a reading that would make exp erience ;
indispensable condition for the possibility of intuition: ,Experience and familiarity Wbe
appearances are useful to us as a way of approaching the first principles; they ma); o
psychologically indispensable as ways to form the right intuitions. But they form no part 0 han
justification of first principles (IRWIN: Aristotle’s First Principles, 136). Richard McI'ill‘*:z .
argues that the process that begins with sensation, moves through epagdgé, and .en_d * duio the
»consists in enlarging and enriching our awareness from the level where we are limite o
immediate apprehension of individuals by perception to the highest stage, whereh“"‘ e
individuals as unimportant except as instances of scientifically explainable unjversal trut Sa.'encej
Mc KIRAHAN, Richard D.: Principles and proofs: Aristotle’s theory of demonstrative *
Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press 1992, 249, . e Press

6 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Analytica Priova et Posteriora. Oxford: Oxford University
1964, 71b17ff. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are those of the authors.
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the universal principles of demonstrations are themselves acqu'ired.7 Sx.Jch
principles cannot be the result of prior demonstrations, for, as Aristotle him-
self says, ,the principle of a demonstration could not be demonstrated, and so
there would be no émotun of émiotun®.8 To this end, he appeals to a con-
ception of nmous as a bexis, or active condition,® capable of gljour.ldmg
demonstrations of universal and necessary truths. Aristotle nowhere indicates
that this is the exclusive or even most authoritative function of nous. Even
within this apodictic context, the noetic grasp of a uni.ver.sa.l and necessary
principle remains linked to the perception of contingent 1nd.1v1fiuals by beings
possessing a kind of Jogos that cannot be reduced to the apodlct}c.' o
Aristotle begins his analysis of that bexis that grasps the principles o . herril
onstration by appealing to the power of perception th.at humans sh?re Tt 2111
animals. Among animals with the power of perception some, Ar1st.ot el te S
us, have the power to retain sensations in the soul. However, t.h.e smflp e ca
pacity to retain sensations is not yet the condition for the possibility of a nosus

that grasps universals; for this, logos is required.10

When many such [sense impressions] have come into being, a certain dlife;encr:;
now becomes with the result that for some [animals] a A6yos comes o rfc")or
the retention of these sorts [of sense impressions], but for oth?rs Lt dofeso ilno;xany
from a perception, memory comes into being, as has 'been said, but izs o
memories of the same thing experience comes into being; for memor

many in number is a single experience.!1

) . d that experience
Here Ari i intimate link between Jogos an .
Aristotle emphasizes the int - versals. An in-

. . o . ; uni
that will ultimately give rise to the noetic capacity to gr;;p 1 order that it
terpretation that attempts to read nous as mdepende.nt o ogo:/:erlook e con-
might ground epistémé must do two things. First, 1t must O

. fous i etations of

7 Biondi does an excellent job of summarizing and categorizing the various interpr
this text, See, BIONDI: Aristotle: Posterior Analytics I.19, 211f.

8 ARISTOTLE: Post. An. 100b13-14. wing habit®, 7

? At the beginning of Posterior Analytics I1.19 Aristotle says tha:'etllsrili,;llzl;; COngsiderations
YV&Q(lovoa €5, of first principles will be made clear after So_melf bits*, ,oukvotay EEewv®
(99b18). At the end of 11.19, he considers voig one of the ”thmklfl ; dain th,e”text» we offer the
(10055-14). Although for the most part we leave ,,EF,LQ‘_‘ u‘ntrans atel capacity that can only be
translation ,active condition® here to emphasize that vo0s is a natux;aratifn and attention. This
acquired through active practice and, indeed, an effort of concen

Jated simply as yhabit®. To emphasize vOUS
i 1 4 . . . S ” :
52 S o et e e ok 4 . ration is to recognize that this

3 2 &g that is acquired through active work and concent but arises from intense, focused

»thinking habit* is not something that merely happens to oné nding of &1, see SACHS, Joe:

effort. For a detailed discussion of the importance of t%us undef.St;lge Focus Philosophical Library

Aristotle; Nicomachean Ethics. WHITAKER, Albert ,Ifelth (lg.):

(Newburyport, MA: Focus Publishing, 2002), xi-xviL.
10 ARISTOTLE: Post. An., 99b36-100a3.

. 1 00a1-6.
1 ARISTOTLE! Aristotelis Analytica Priora et Posteriora, 1
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text in which 7ous arises as a bexis belonging to precisely those animals with
logos. Second, it must read nous as an act of immediate intuitive knowledge
whose object is a universal that captures an essence that can now be consid-
ered independent of the individual.2 However, in this passage, Aristotle
emphasizes that Jogos is required to generate the experience that ultimately
grounds the noetic grasp of a universal. Aristotle’s phraseology indicates that
this Jogos ,comes to be‘ (gignetai) for beings with the capacity to organize per-
ceptions in a coherent way. According to Patrick Byrne, logos generates ex-
perience by bringing about ,a nonsensible, nonremembered cognizance of a
single connection“.13 Many memories are brought together such that they be-
come memories of the same thing through logos. Since this gathering is re-
quired for noetic insight, that insight must be mediated by logos - 2 logos that
is grounded in the perception of appearing individuals.

Thomas Aquinas recognizes the crucial role that logos (ratio) plays in no-
etic apprehension:

But nevertheless, experience needs some ratiocination about particulars, through
which one [particular] is brought to another, for example when someone records
that such an herb often has cured many from fever, it is said to be an experience
that such is curative of fever. Reason, however, does not consist in experience of
particulars, but, from many particulars in which it is expert, it accepts one
common, which is firmed in the soul, and it considers that [common] without
consideration of any individual (singularium); and reason accepts this common as
a principle of art and science.4

Aquinas goes on to show that this common universal that is outside (praeter)
individuals is not outside according to being (esse), but only according to the
consideration of the intellect, ,which considers some nature, for example hl%'
man, but not regarding Plato and Socrates®.15 This nature, according to Aqui-
nas, 1s in all individuals, according to the notion of the species.1¢ Since :che
soul can consider human nature, without regard to any individuals, it exercises
a certain yindifference” toward those individuals. The ,first universal®, there-
fore, is the ,indifference® that the soul has toward individuals ,insofar as some

12 See, IRWIN: Aristotle’s First Principles, 135-6. MicKirahan argues that in Posterior Analytics
only principles can be the object of nous. These principles, in turn, are directly linke'd to the
universal that is constitutively present in any individual. See, MC KIRAHAN: Principles an
proofs, 257-59,

13 BYRNE, Patrick Hugh: Analysis and science in Aristotle, Albany: State University of New
York Press 1997, 175, .

14 THOMAS AQUINAS: In Aristotelis Librum Posteriorum Analyticorum, vol. 1.2, Opera omnia
iussu impensague. Roma: Commissio Leonina 1989, L 11, L. 20, 11.

15 AQUINAS: In Aristotelis Librum Posteriorum Analyticornm, L 11, 1. 20, 11.

16 This reading in which a common nature is ultimately intuited without r.eg.ard lt'o
individuals has given rise to interpretations like that of McKirahan, in which the individual s
reduced to nothing more than a particular instantiation of an universal nature.

Nous and Logos in Aristotle 353

one is existing in them®. The universal is ,that according to which they do not
differ“.”7 This universal, according to Aquinas, may either pertain to the es-
sence of the individuals or not. Socrates and Plato may be discov'ered to be in-
different in regards to whiteness, and thus ,white® would be a first umvers.al.
However, Aquinas goes on to indicate that the grasp of the essence of the in-
dividuals, ,existing in them®, is one of the primary kinds of 7ous. Whlateve‘r
universal is discovered by means of nows, it is clear that, for Aquinas, th%s un
versal already exists in the individuals.18 It is not clear, however, tl'lat Aristotle
maintains the existence of these universals prior to their mediano.n bY. logos
and their being grasped by nous. Because Jogos gathers sense impressions 1nto a
unity, the universal is perhaps best understood to be drawn out of the indi-
viduals in response to their givenness in perception.!? .

If logos is the condition for the possibility of both memory and exXperience,
and if the first universal is generated from the direct per CePtlfm Of' mthlduals’
Aristotle’s conceptualization of the transition from the per ceived individual to
the first universal becomes central to understanding the relation between logos
and nous in this section of the Posterior Analytics. The transition from the in-
dividual to the universal is somewhat condensed in the text:% z,For w!le.n Oﬁe
of the things without differences has made a stand, the first universal is in the
soul (for on the one hand the individual is perceived (alo@dveray), buft (})ln
the other hand perception (aioBnotg) is of the universalf for e’xample,f of the
human-being, but not of the human-being Callias)*.2 A”smde.s use OF 8 Ve
bal and nominal form of aisthanesthai indicates the extent to Wh-1ch he conce;;:
tualizes the universal as emerging out of the direct encounter with the iipfxf:e-
ing individual and not as ontologically prior to and immed{ately ngSRe the di-
pPendent of this encounter. Although the transition from a.zst/mnesﬁ al; © e
rect encounter with the individual, to #isthésis, the perception O-f ' ;un:;l re-
is here compact, nevertheless the universal that mak.es a stand1 int ec jncrete
quires an activity of perceiving that has as its per ceived corre ﬁteha; universai
perceptible individual, The name for this process through which t e
comes to make a stand is epagdgé — the bringing together of perce

20, 13.
Biondi. See, BIONDI:
f induction

Y AQUINAS: In Aristotelis Librum Posteriorum Analyticomm,.L I.L L .
18 The stronger position that nous grasps a universal essence 15 i‘vzx:xtizre process O
Aristotle: Posterior Analytics II.19, 213f. Indeed, Biondi argues N hat tl essence.
makes no sense without the grasping of an already exist.mg umversz ) 10088
19 While this interpretation might seem to identify nous ax} : ;I;ng':
argues convincingly for just such an identification. See, I‘,ESHER:
i the Posterior Analytics. In: Phronesis 18 (1973) 44-68, hxer.62- Analytics.
2 See, APOSTLE, Hippocrates G.: Avristotle’s Posterior Anaty
Peripatetic Press 1981, 297n16.
21 ARISTOTLE: Post. An. 100a15-b1.

too closely, Lesher
The meaning of noss

Grinnell, ITowa: The
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viduals such that insight into something common to all of them is gained.22
While this process of bringing together involves logos, the insight is gained
through the bexis Aristotle calls nous. Perception, memory, experience and
epagogé are the conditions that give rise to nous. Logos is operative in all of
these such that zous cannot simply be seen as the alogical ground for apodictic
logos, but logos must be recognized as already functioning at the heart of the
hexis of nous.

Yet for logos to gather many appearing individuals together under some
common term, it must already have a certain insight into that which they
hold in common. This kind of insight is normally characteristic of the hexis of
nous. Aristotle indicates a kind of intellectual or noetic aspect at work in the
very construction of experience when he speaks of a logos that becomes
(gignetai logon).2 What is at issue here is how many individuals that are per-
ceived are gathered into a unity such that a universal ,makes a stand in the
soul“. Such a gathering requires that Jogos must already have an insight into a
certain commonality. Here the stark contrast between nous and logos dis-
solves: there is a Jogos that is noetic but rous itself also becomes logical. If Ar-
istotle is to avoid a circle in this section, a logos other than the apodictic must
be understood to operate within the process of epagogé. When Aristotle says
o[- Jall ErioTrun is petd Adyov® and goes on to insist that epistémé is not of
principles in order to reserve that privilege for nous, he is attempting to show
that there is no apodictic logos of the principles of a demonstration, but not
that there is no Jogos at all involved in the noetic grasp of universals.2* In fact,
it is through a process that involves logos that the individual is able to give rise
to the first universal and subsequently to the first principles intuited by nous.
The text itself focuses primarily not on the immediate act of noetic intuition,
but on the process through which nous is made possible. To purge /ogos from
nous leaves inexplicable the manner in which the first principles come to pre-
sent themselves to nous by means of logical operations that presuppose the
concrete presence of appearing individuals.

22 See, ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, Troels: More on Aristotelian Epagoge. In: Phronesis 24 (1979)
301-319, hier 305. Allan Bick has emphasized that the process of epagdgé in Aristotle ,,an_flo.“nts
to a very messy mixture of looking at the available observations, reports, and expert opinions,
analyzing and drawing inferences from this material, and then theorizing, testing the ou'tcome,,
and thereupon revamping the theory, including its first principles. See, BACK, Allan: An'stotle’s
Discovery of First Principles. In: SIM, May (Hg.): From Puzzles to Principles? Essays on Aristotle’s
Dialectic. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books 1999, 163-181, hier 163. Clearly, such a cf)n{plelx
process requires logos; yet it is a logos that gives rise to mous, which, on Bick’s view, 1s 1ts€
fallible.

23 Biondi emphasizes that here logos has an intellectual dimension. He refe
translations and interpretations that bear this out. BIONDL: Avistotle: Posterior
38ff.

24 ARISTOTLE: Post. An., 100b10-14,

rs to @ series of
Analytics 1119,
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William of Ockham comes close to this interpretation when he says that
o[Intuitive knowledge] is knowledge by which experiential knowledge begins,
because universally he who is able to accept experience of some contingent
truth and, through mediation, to accept experience of a necessary truth, has
some non-complex knowledge of some term or thing[...]*% This intuitive
knowledge of the individuals, or the terms signifying those individuals, is,
Ockham argues, at least the ,mediated and partial cause with respect to
knowledge of some demonstrable conclusion®.26 In this way, if one knows the
contingent truth about an individual, for example, ,this herb heals such an ill-
ness“, that intuition (nows) is the partial, mediated cause of the demogstrable
conclusion, ,every such herb heals“.7 Ockham, therefore, reads Posterior Ana-
lytics to argue that nous is primarily directed toward individuals and th:at the
universal that might result from that grasp requires an additional operation of
the soul that depends on this grasp of individuals. ,The intellect in the present
life knows the individual primarily“.28 In contrast to the interpretation of
Aquinas, who links nous to the epistémé of universal and necessary truths
through the grasp of universal essences, Ockham prioritizes a 704s that re-
sponds to the individual from which the universal is drawn. In this way, O‘fk'
ham insists that since nous is primarily directed toward individuals, these in-
dividuals are not ,overcome® when the intellect grasps universal. Secondl)f,
and perhaps more importantly, Ockham shows that the noetic grasp of a uni-
versal does not allow us to know that universal essences already exist prior to
the mediation or the construction of those universal essences through concrete
encounters with appearing individuals. he indi-

In the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle seems to move abruptl}f f.rom t f{ ind 11
vidual to the noetic grasp of the first universal without thema't1zmg t'hf’— etails
of the process of this transition. It is clear, however, that this transmc:in can-
Bot result in a noetic grasp of a pre-existing universal that then groun Si :512:
dictic logos. This would give rise to the impression that nous operateis in -
tion from logos. Posterior Analytics 11.19 points to a more intimate re at1ori be
tween Jogos and nous that hinges on the appearing ind“’{dual' This Vir}i’n Ar-
tion, and its ground in the individual, is given more dc'etalled trea';lmen n o
istotle’s discussion of phronésis in the Nicomachean Ethics, where the trai

i in librum
Ockbam Scriptum i1 lz'
‘;" vocl. 1, Opera philosophica et

32-33.

B WILLIAM OCKHAM: Venerabilis inceptoris Guillelmi
Primum Sententiarum, ordination. ETZKORN, Girard J. . He:
theologica, St Bonaventure, N,Y.: St. Bonaventure University 1967,
26 OCKHAM: Scriptum in librum primum Sententiaruin,
7 OCKHAM: Scriptum in librum primum Sententiarumm,

2 OckHAM: Scriptum in librum primum Sententiarum,

90.
91.
63.
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from the individual to the universal is addressed with more nuance in the light
of his concern with the contingent world of human action.?

NICOMACHEAN ETHICS, VI - THE NOESIS OF LOGOS

Although he identifies epistémé, phronésis and nous (along with techné and
sophia) as ways the soul discloses truth by affirming and denying, it is only as
Aristotle delineates the differences between epistémé and phronésis that the
function of nous in its relation to logos begins to come into focus.® In the
third chapter of book VI Aristotle, explicitly referring to his discussion in the
Posterior Analytics, again emphasizes the crucial role epagdgé plays in establish-
ing epistemic knowledge: ,,Emaywyr is indeed the source [&ox] of the uni-
versal, while the syllogism is from universals. Therefore, there are sources
from which the syllogism [proceeds] that are not from syllogisms, this is
&marywyn“.3t As the arché of the universal, epagdgé gives rise to the universal
by bringing together perceivéd individuals. We have seen that this bringin.g
together of perceived individuals is a function of Jogos that gives rise to noetic
insight.

Epistémé names not the way to the principles through epagoge, but the
demonstrative knowledge that results once the universals have been
established. In this, Aristotle tells us, it differs from phronésis, which concerns
both the individual and the universal.32 However, both epistgmé and phronésis
involve nous. When Aristotle illustrates the difference between p/arone'.sis a’nd
epistémé, he places nous on the side of epistémé in order to juxtapose it with
the manner in which phronésis must be concerned with the individual:

It is clear that phronésis is not epistemé, for it is of an ultimate il’llelC.lua:l
[eschaton], as was said, since the action to be done is that sort of thing. ThuS,. 1t 18
the opposite of nous. For nous is of ultimate terms [boron] of which there 15 .nfl
articulation [Jogos), but phronésis is of the ultimate individual [eschatos] of whic
there is no epistémé, but only perception [aisthésis].33

. . e . (¢]

At first glance, this passage seems to present two difficulties for the attempt t
. . e ] to

show the intimate connection between nous and Jogos. First, it seems :
reinforce the notion that nows is radically distinct from logos. Althoug

29 Lesher recognizes the compatibility of the function of nous in the Posterior Analytics and
the Ethics. See, LESHER: The meaning of nous, 66. .

30 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea. BYWATER, 1. Oxford: Oxford University Press
1894, 1139b15ff.

31 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea, 1139b28-31. .

32 ,And phronesis is not only of the universal, but is must discern the indivi
(1141b14-15).

33 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea, 1142a23-27.

duals as well®
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Aristotle says that ,mous is of ultimate terms [horon] of which there is no
articulation [Jogos], this ought not to be taken as a claim that nous is alogical.
Rather, although the moment of noetic insight does not involve logos, the
conditions that lead to the noetic moment are made possible by Jogos and
cannot be radically separated from it. Second, nous seems closely connectf:d
with epistéme, such that the standard interpretation of the Posterior Analytics
in which nous is exclusively directed toward universals seems to be reinforced.
However, Aristotle is here concerned to establish the difference between
epistémé and phronésis. What characterizes this difference is precis.ely. that
epistemé, unlike phronésis, is concerned with necessary, universal principles.
The operation of nous that Aristotle describes here is its ability to grasp such
universals. However, to establish the distinction between epistémé and
phronésis requires neither that the noetic grasp of universals be the only
function of nous nor that the complex process through which nous grasps
universals be without logos. .

In fact, Aristotle develops a conception of nous that is not merely directed
toward universals but also toward individuals - a 7ous that is central to
phronésis:

And voUg is directed toward what is ultimate [tV éw?éﬂwv,] g both
directions, for vobg and not Aéyoc is of the first terms and ulumate. 1nd1v1d1fals
[v@v &oxdtwv]; on one hand, in demonstrations, it is of the. mouonles.s first
terms, on the other hand, in practical matters it is of the ultimate cont,mgen’;
individual and of the other premise; for these individuals are the sources [DCQXOI‘IL
of the that-for-the-sake-of-which, for the universals [are derived] from the
individuals,34

. . g . . hand, as
Aristotle here emphasizes the multi-dimensionality of nous. On one )

We saw in the Analytics, nous is directed toward eternal (mot1on1es}sl) urfnversiari
principles.s However, another dimension of nmous comes to the or:'cal
relation to action and its necessary connection to contingency. }IIH Pll':ic n;ate
matters, the capacity of nous to grasp what Aristotle calls. ,,tde ;;lmenou
contingent individual and the other premise (tou eschaton kai enae roemains
kai t&s betergs protaseds) is crucial. Yet this very formulazon e
Provocatively ambiguous, for while the reference to sthe ot éir pllo ism
suggests that Aristotle has in mind the middle term O,f a practics hsyl sfin;
the term ’ eschazon® - which literally means that which is .ultxmate, the 3to e
series, or the extreme - seems to be semantically flexible, Fef(;rmfd ment
ultimate individual thing or situation, or indeed, to & particular JU%8

3 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomaches 11432‘35—?3135'- { nous in Posterior Analytics,
35 Thomas Aquinas argues, in relation to Aristotle’s dxscussioni o e ee there is motion in
that the unjversal comes to rest® (quiescens) in the soul precisely

Stngulars, but not in universals.

N



358 Richard A. Lee / Christopher P. Long

about that thing or situation that can function as the middle term of a
practical syllogism. Indeed, Aristotle’s own examples of practical syllogisms in
the Nicomachean Ethics illustrate why this semantic ambiguity is crucial: it
recognizes that with respect to action the ’eschaton’ is always both irreducibly
individual and capable of being grasped as particular. ,Practical wisdom
[bodvnoic] is not of the universal alone, but it must also recognize the
individual; for it is practical and practice [r@a&ic] concerns that which is
individual“.36

In a first example, Aristotle insists that people with experience but not
knowledge can be more practical, for ,if someone knew that light meats were
digestible and healthy, but did not know which sorts of meat are light, they
would not produce health; but if someone knew that bird meat is light and
healthy, they would better produce health“.3” Here, the judgment ,bird meat
is light and healthy“ serves as a middle term in a kind of practical syllogism in
which there seems to be an implicit understanding that all light meat %s
healthy. Further, nous provides the insight into the judgment that bird meat 1s
light and healthy, that is, into a fact that applies to all bird meat. Such a
judgment is only about this individual bird insofar as it is a member of a class
of beings that, when eaten, produce health; it is therefore a general, if not a
universal judgment. But, when we consider what our discussion of the
Posterior Analytics has shown, experience itself involves a gathering of sense
impressions into a unity by means of a kind of logos. On the one hand, thfs
Jogos gathers together individuals as individuals and on the other hand, this
gathering itself allows the encounter with the individual to serve as the
condition for the possibility of a judgment that treats the individual as a
member of a given class, that is, as a particular. Thus, even here, what appears
on the surface as a straightforward judgment concerning bird meat dePer.ldS’
on a deeper level, on an experience made possible by logos. If nous provides
insight into the judgment that ,bird meat is light and healthy*, it is only a
nous that arises out of a logos capable of responding to the individuality of the
individual. And yet, this noetic insight seems to require, in practical matters,
the other ultimate - an alogical intuitive sense of the presence of the
individual lying outside the gathering power of logos.

This is made more explicit in a second example. Aristotle recognizes_ that
an error in deliberation can occur on either the universal or the indiv1d‘u=;l1
level. ,[We may fail to know] either that all heavy water is bad, or that this 1
heavy water [1061 Bapvotaduov]“.38 Here the judgment is not about all water
or even all heavy water, but about this [todi] very water now before me. The

36 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea, 1141b14-16,
37 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea, 1141b16-21.
38 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea, 11422234,
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use of the demonstrative todi emphasizes the singularity of the inc!ividual
under consideration. Here, the eschaton toward which nows is directed is not a
judgment that subsumes an individual under a universal, thus rendering 1t
particular, but the very individual about which an action is concerne'd tl'{a.t 18
intuitively sensed. In both of these examples, the action requires an intuition
of the singularity of the individual (directly in the case of the heavy water,
indirectly in the case of bird meat) that is not yet Jogos. o
The importance of the intuitive sense for the singularity of the 1nd1'wdua1
emerges here in relation to action because action is always abou:t.a contingent
individual, The insight into the universal principle (what is tr ad1t10na}1y cal%ed
the major premise of a practical syllogism) must arise in the way in Wh_lcfl
Aristotle describes in Posterior Analytics — through experience an'd epagose:
However, there must also be an insight into the individ.ual. (othis is heavy
water, e.g.) that is not yet moving toward a universal principle, 2 s.ensel fo(;
the singularity of the individual. Whereas in the Analytics, the logos mvolve
in forming experience was the basis for an epagdgé that 'made the noet}ic
insight into universal principles possible, here the noetic sense forT‘ch e
singularity of the individual is the condition for the possibility ‘?f logos. This
suggests that nous as a bexis whether it is directed toward the u.mversa.l or the
individual, gains access to that which logos cannot grasp. 'I"hls‘m.)etlff sznse
always stands at the limits of Jogos even as it allows that ?VhICh is 1ntuited o
be translated into logos. The translation of noetic sense 10t0 logos OPenSt 1;12
both epistemic and practical possibilities. Yet, mowus sexrves as a consta
reminder that the individual is not exhausted by its logif:"_‘l expr essmln ) Jtimates
At the end of the passage in which Aristotle identifies the du; y t::nllaave
toward which 7ous is directed, he emphasizes the importance o.f VZ atl v;n fact
been calling the ,intuitive sense® for the singularity of the individual. temié
Aristotle insists that this intuitive sense lies at the gx:ound of even eii ome
logos. ,Hence nous is both a beginning and an end, since the iilemor(l) e
are from these [individuals] and also concern th‘em. Af‘ldgof v este};e Posterior
have perception [aloOnoic], and this perception 1s 70%S 3 .As 1;1%lt arception
Analyrics, Aristotle here emphasizes the immediate. conrfliftlor;c;entigcation of
has to the individual. Aristotle is brought to Fh.ls St? ;:;gindividual to the
nous and aisthésis by recognizing the irreducibility ot t
Particular in the practical sphere. Yet, what emer

ges from considerations of
' ‘Lility of the appearance O
Practical matters has implications for the very possibility p

i sion at 1143b9-11, but it is
ot e o B b place t}'le Byv:izgrbgdlwnﬁﬁin the context of the
recognized there as out of place. Joe Sachs pla.xces. it at1 b el he con s 1o
g S e o B deld“al: anfollowec:l Sachs in this, although
belong_ See, SACHS: Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics, 114, We have
the translation is our own.
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the individual. In order to see these implications in more detail, and the role
nous plays in them, a more thorough investigation of the role of aisthésis in
the apprehension of the individual is required. If we take seriously the
identification of nows and aisthésis in the Nicomachean Ethics, it will be
necessary to imagine how an account of nous as aisthésis might be articulated
that resonates with what Aristotle says about aisthésis in De Anima IL6.

DE ANIMA, I1.6 - THE AISTHESIS OF NOUS

For Aristotle, any discussion of a particular sense requires a discussion of that
which it senses. He begins his analysis of aisthésis by distinguishing that which
is perceived in its own right from that which is perceived accidentally. Of
things perceived in their own right, some are proper to one sense (proper
sensibles) - as color is to seeing - others are common to more than one sense
(common sensibles) - as motion is to sight and touch.# Aristotle identifies
two characteristics of proper sensibles: ,By proper I mean that which does not
admit of being perceived by another sense, and concerning which it is not
possible to be mistaken [dratnOfva]“. 4 If nous is an aisthésis, then it should
have a ,sensible“ proper to it that would have these two characteristics.

In regard to the second characteristic, in Metaphysics IX.10, Aristotle in f:act
asserts that it is impossible for zous to be mistaken about that which it intul'ts-
In the context of a complex consideration of the relation of truth and.fal'sny
to being, Aristotle asserts: panything that is in such a way that it 15 2
something [elvai 1] and is in its being-at-work [2vegyéial, concerning thffse
things, it is not possible to be mistaken [amatnOfvad], but one either 1nt.u1tS
[voeiv] it or not“.42 The difficulty with this passage is that it appears 1f1 a
context in which Aristotle deploys a distinction between non-composites
(asuntheta) and composites (suntheta) that is difficult to discern properly. As 2
result, the above sentence is often read and translated as if it relferf ed
exclusively to non-composite ousizi whose being is energeia devoid of
dynamis.® This is indeed understandable given that the trajectory of the text

40 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis De Anima. Oxford: Oxford University Press 1988, 418a8-20.

41 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis De Anima, 418a11-12,

42 ARISTOTLE: Aristotelis Metaphysica. Oxford: Oxford University Press 1992, 1051.b30"31'

#3 For example, Sachs renders this sentence: ,So it is not possible to be deceived al')oflt
anything the very being of which is being-at-work, but one either grasps or does not grasp 1t ":
contemplative thinking [...]. SACHS, Joe: Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Santa Fe, NM: Green Llon'Pre.srl
1999, 184. Ross puts it this way: ,About the things, then, which are essences and e}‘c‘IStS le
actuality, it is not possible to be in error, but only to think them or not to think them .deII’
BARNES, Jonathan: The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, vol. Tan tl;
Bollingen Series. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press 1984, 166.1. Apols't
translates: ,Thus one cannot be mistaken concerning that which is just a being and in actt;’ﬂ t’c};
but either he conceives it or he does not“ (APOSTLE, Hippocrates G.: Aristotle’s Metapaysic>
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moves from considering truth in relation to composites to considering truth
in relation to non-composites. However, precisely what Aristotle means by a
non-composite, as Ross has noted, remains undefined throughout t%ns
passage.* Yet, the ,asuntheta® comes into focus when it is juxtaposed with
examples of that which is composite [suntheton]:

But concerning the non-composites, what is the to be or not. tc? be and truth oczl'
falsity for them? For it is not a composite so as to be when it is composed, ani
not to be when it is separated, like the white wood or the incommensurable
diagonal; nor will truth and falsity belong to it as in the above cases [namely, the
white wood and the incommensurable diagonal]l.#

Because the text here concerns the relationship between truth and being, t}{e
non-composite and the composite must be thought in terms _of both their
being and their articulation. Articulation and being are intertwined 51,1ch t!'xat
when one says ,white wood", its truth is dependent on Fhe wood’s being
white. On the other hand, when one says simply ,wood’, its truth does not
depend on its being combined with something:

. . i is the to be
Rather, just as truth about these things is not the same, so neither i »

but there is the true and the false, on the one hand, the true is to touch [GWE.‘:]
and to say [pé&vad] (for affirmation [kat&daois] is ~n0t.the same as ;a}? &
[bdoic]), on the other hand, ignorance [t0 &’ &yvoetv] is not to touicn t}fl
Otyydvew]. For it is not possible to be mistaken [dmon8fjva] concerr;hﬁ are
what it is, except accidentally; but similarly also concerning SUbStans‘;?; o 1o be
not composed [regl tac pr ouvBetac ovoiag], for it 1s not po

mistaken [&ratnOfva] about them.4

The comparison is not between simple and composite subst.ances, but b::ge:
formulations in which something is simply saic.l (phasis) as oP%f’uth for
formulations in which something is said of sometlaz.ng (kﬂlmp}]:ﬂs;?tzeristics or,
lon-composites - be they sensible substancgs, acc1dentz'1 c lil; s it this
indeed, simple substances, is a matter of touching and saying. P

way:

being of which is

Grinnell, Towa: The Peripatetic Press 1979, 159). Sachs, Wit ;i::’;?; just agbeing and in
being-at-worke, Ross, with his ,essences®, and APOSde.W“}.l h . ”tfhat :1 le being that exists only
actuality” all presume that Aristotle is referring to the intuition o1 a'sil P(his own commentary
2 actuality. On the other hand, Lawson-Tancred’s trans at::(l)ﬁng that is in such a way as
notwithstanding) makes no such assumption: ,This shows. thatban}; which it is not possible to be
tobea something and to have being in actuality is some:‘thlng a g;LE' The Metaphysics, translated
illuded - it is possible only either to intuit them or not (ARIST '
by Hugh Lawson-Tancred. London: Penguin Books 1998, 2-8 1)] trodu

* ROSs, W.D.: Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A revised Text with Intr
IL. Oxford: Clarendon Press 1924, II, 276.

5 ARISTOTLE: Meta. IX, 17-22.

4 ARISTOTLE: Meta. IX.10 1051b22-28.

Cl’lS, With hiS :’th

ction and Commentary, vol.
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'I.'he terms of judgement are, so far as their function in the judgement goes
simple, but they may be in themselves complex terms, and again they need nol’:
b'e substances, and if substances, they need not be simple substances. ,White’
s;incommensurate’, ,diagonal®, are not substances; ,wood‘ is a substance ::oncrete,
Qf _form and matter. What has been said of all terms with reference to their place
in judgement may be said without qualification of ,incomposite substances, the

Ehlﬁ; which are free from any admixture of potentiality and therefore eternal

Ross. correctly recognizes that what is non-composite in the passage under
consider can in fact be a sensible individual, or indeed, an accidental quality,
so long as it is apprehended and articulated simply - that is, when one is
concerr%ed with the very what-it-is of each. One can be mistaken about
s01.neth1ng belonging to sensible individuals, but not about their what-it-is.
With regard to substances that are, in themselves, non-composite - that i,
God and .th.e intelligences moving the heavenly spheres - and who are always
at-work, it is never possible to be mistaken about them; for they do not admit
f)f qubmauon at all. What is true for God always is true for sensible
individuals only insofar as they are apprehended and said in their very being-
fxt-.work. This' is why Aristotle can write: ,anything that is in such a way that
itisa so.methfng [etval T1] and is in its being-at-work [évegQyéial, concerning
.thes? things, it is not possible to be mistaken [dmaTn8fvad], but one either
1ntu1t.s [yoeiv] it or not“.48 Here nous cannot be mistaken in relation to the
what-it-1s of‘ any substance, be it God or a sensible individual, insofar no#s
al?prehenfis it in its being-at-work. This inability to be mistaken, however,
directly links nous to aisthésis. ’

. Tl}at this feature of nous does not apply exclusively to God and the
1nte1hge.nces but also to sensible individuals should come as no surprise given
that Aristotle makes the same claim about the senses in relation to their
proper sensibles. Indeed, the vocabulary Aristotle uses to articulate the
rel'fmon between truth and being derives from the sense of touch. For
TAnstot-le, touch manifests a relation to its proper sensible that is unique in its
immediacy. 'What is sensed by touch is not only a sensory medium, but also
the very thing sensed. In De Anima IL11, Aristotle offers the provocative

47 . : B .
The vOlziisl-arf;r;s;o’ttl:rsmﬂs{eiapj’y{,c;.- 4 re'uis‘ez? Tex.t with Introduction and Commentary, h 2.76'
that is not at work in the t:xt iudgeme.n ts* implies a sep aration between being and articulatio
and its articulation are alwa - eed., it may be an unwillingness to recognize the way be.mg
that there is anocher teadh ys ldnter.twmed that leads .Ross to refuse hear Aristotle’s suggestion
udgements are trae insofar enhemlc to non-composites tl:lat itself is different from the W4y
us to think the relation betwaes : l:y CorresRond to fact's. This other conception of truth requir®

48 Ross: Ari X en being ax.ld its articulation, that is, between nous and logos.

0ss: Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A revised Text with Introduction and Commentary, 1051b30-32.
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analt;gy of being wounded by a spear to illustrate the unique characteristic of
touch:

But tangible things differ from things seen and heard, because we perceive
[alo®avopeBa] the latter things when the medium acts on us in a certain way,
but [we perceive] tangible things not by the medium but at the same time as the
medium, just as someone struck through a shield; for he is not knocked by the
shield’s striking him, but at the same time [Gpat] both [he and the shield] are
struck together.4

Whereas with other senses, what is sensed is the medium through which the
proper sensible operates, here, the medium, though present, does not deliver
the sensible to touch. Rather, the sensible seems to impinge on touch in such a
way that it is perceived with a certain immediacy. Yet the medium, as the
shield analogy illustrates, is perceived along with the sensible, and therefore is
not S}lperfluous. The shield precisely holds the spear at bay in order that it
may in fact be touched in such a way that the sense itself is not destroyed. The
medium remains here, as with other senses, the condition for the possibility of
perception. In seeing, hearing and smelling, the sensible as such is never
Presented immediately to its sense but is always presented by the medium. In
touch, however, the medium mediates not by presenting the sensible, but by
holding its action back just enough to allow the sensible to act directly on its
sense,

In linking nous with touch and by arguing that nowus is unable to be
mistaken, Aristotle shows that it manifests the second characteristic of 2
proper sensible mentioned above. What remains to be established, however, 1s
that nous has a ,sensible® proper to it. This point is made expliCit.ly a{ad in
language very similar to that of the Metaphysics, when Aristotle writes in De
Anima 116

something [paois Tt Kot TVOG),
false. But this is not SO for every
hat-was-being [T0D Ti éoTt
] something according.to
o sight is true, but seeing

erue [..]70

.EVery act of saying something according to
Just as every denying, is also either true or
vodg, but [voic] of the what it is according to its W
katd t0 vt v elvad] is true, and is not a [saying
something; but just as the seeing of something proper t
if the white thing is 2 human-being or not is not always
and aisthésis, but here he
ii-is according its what-
nly analogous to that
¢ able to be mistaken

Ag'f“n, Aristotle reinforces the analogy between 72045
delineates the proper ,sensible® for zous ~ the what-
Was-being. It seems that the ,infallibility® of 704 isnot o
of aisthésis, but is based on the same structure: 7045 is no

49
ARISTOTLE: De Anima I1.11, 423b12-17.

+ serikingly similar
% ARISTOTLE: De Anima 1116, 430b26-30. The structure O ge is strikingly

f this passa

to Metaphysics IX.10, 1051b18-27.
‘4//
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precisely about that which is proper to it, just as seeing is not able to be
mistaken about its proper sensible. This sort of infallibility is not absolute,
but belongs to 7ous just insofar as it is engaged with its noema: the what-it-is
according to its what-was-being,

But this formulation itself draws us back to the complex relation between
nous and logos we found in the Posterior Analytics. There, as we have seen,
Aristotle shows how the process that involves perception, memory,
experience, and epagogé results in noetic insight into a certain kind of
universal: ,For when one of the things without differences has made a stand,
the first universal is in the soul (for on the one hand the individual is
perceived (aicBavetar), but on the other hand perception (alo6noic) is of
the universal, for example, of the human-being, but not of the human-being
Callias)“.51 Aristotle goes on to claim: ,It is clear that it is necessary for us to
recognize the first [universals] by émaywyr, for it is in this way that
perception (aio6n0ic) too makes the universal“.52 Here too, the power of
perception is closely associated with the noetic insight into universals. In light
of what Aristotle has said in De Anima concerning the proper noema of nous,
we are now able to understand ,the first universal in the soul® as precisely
»the whatit-is according to its what-was-being®. Indeed, this latter
formulation captures beautifully the complexity of noetic apprehension: the
direct appearance of the noema, which here corresponds to the first universal.
that is the proper answer to the what-is-it question, is only possible kata to ti
én einai, according to the what-it-was. The what-it-is of something can only be
apprehended according to its what-was-being. The perplexing appearance of
the imperfect in this formulation - to #i én einai - is here amplified by the
provocative appearance of ,kata‘.53 The ,kata’ occurs in an articulation of the
nature of a noetic apprehension that is supposed to be precisely not a #1t 'kﬂm
tinos, a saying something according to something, that is, a kdmplms'zs or
affirmation. Yet perhaps the ,én and the ,kata’ point precisely to the site at
which human logos gives way to nous, to that enigmatic moment when, haVI.ﬂg
,gone down to* (kaza) the individual, having lived in intimate association. with
it,% having encountered it in aisthésis and building up from this to experience,
we are led to (epagdgé) an insight into what the being itself in fact is. The
insight is beyond logos, yet is only possible through logos. As beyond logos, the
insight into the what-it-is of a being is not simply constructed; as only

51 ARISTOTLE: Post. An., I1.19, 100b1-3.

52 ARISTOTLE: Post. An., 100b3-5.

53 For a more detailed discussion of the role of & in the formulation i én einai, sce LONG:
The Ethics of Ontology: Rethinking an Avistotelian Legacy, 65, 81 and 158.

3% See, ARISTOTLE: On sophistical refutations; On coming-to-be and passing-away, tr ans]atfad by
E. 8. Forster, and David J. Furley. HENDERSON, Jeffrey (Hg,) vol. 400, Loeb classical library
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1955), 316a6-7.
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possible though logos, this insight is not merely passive apl?rehensmn. Itis in
principle impossible to determine if the what-it-is exists prior to and separate
from the process that conditions its apprehension.

THE LOGO-NOETIC ENCOUNTER WITH THE INDIVIDUAL

Aristotle articulates the belonging together of nous and logos in two d1§t1qct,
but inter-related ways. As we have seen, in the Nicomachean Ethics, hF insists
that ,nous is directed toward what is ultimate [Tdv éOXé"TfUV]. = bOts};
directions*: it is capable of apprehending both universals and 1nd1v1duals._
Yet, the very bi-directionality of nowus is itself Predicate_d on @ Jogos th;t -
Janus faced: looking toward both the universal and the }nleldual- We have
shown how, in Posterior Analytics, logos, by bringing r og.eth‘er many
individuals, is the condition for the possibility of noetic mSl.ght iato
universals. From the other direction, however, we have sh.oviv.n how, in the De
Anima, a certain logos is the condition for the poss1b'1hty of the ‘],:.jry
recognition of the individual at all. Although in the ]Yzcomacbeafz ft >
Aristotle associates the tendency toward the universal w1th' theo‘reucafnozz
and that toward the individual with practical nous, his own d}scussm.ns o n:he
in the Posterior Analytics, the Metaphysics and the De Anima point to

. L . . er. Both are
necessity of thinking practical and theoretical nous togeth

. . : individual.
rounded in t o-noetic encounter with the i Lo
g he concrete log for noetic insight in

Recalling that touch is identified as the proper 20pos be further
Metaphysics 1X.10, the nature of the logo_noem;.encour.lter o duces in
determined by returning to the analogy of the shield .Amstotle 1n;rf> e
his discussion of touch in De Anima IL11. As mentioned, toucdjﬁn gl”o
among the senses insofar as it senses both the medium an d the sense withg . the
translate this into the vocabulary of the logo-noetic €nc Ounltetrion to the
individual: the mediation of logos makes possible a .ﬂ(:;tl-z r:IaThe shield
singular that gives rise to an apprehension of the individu c.h’s medium,
analogy makes this clear. The shield, as the analogue t(')r}tous ear, as the
corresponds here to the mediating function of .1030.5' lare thzt in,sistentl}'
analogue to the tangible, corresponds to the noematic singu

e g its insistent
) the individual, ;
lmpinges upon nous. In order to appreh end there is no accounting

Singularity must be held at bay by logos. W?tl'wut lfiig_o" lves into an abyss of
for the individual; without 7ous, the indwldual_ 1szothe ultimates in both
unintelligibility. Aristotle’s insistence that 70#s 18 ©

. iversality.
Lo A i noularity and unive )
directions indicates its movement between singu Yof the individual mirrors

.. nce :
The process that conditions the very app f,arah ugh which universals are
the process outlined in the Posterior Analytics throug

35 ARISTOTLE: NE, 1143a35.
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discerned. Here, as there, logos functions as the condition for the possibility of
noetic insight. Yet, if it is logos that leads, through perception, memory,
experience and epagdge, to the noetic capacity to discern universal noemats,
the logos that conditions the appearance of the individual does not give rise to
a full noetic grasp of the singular. Rather, logos, as the very medium through
which the singular enters into appearance, offers mous access to singularity
even as this very singularity is translated into individuality. As phenomenal,
the singular is transformed; it relinquishes its autarkic independence as it
enters into appearance. Logos accomplishes this translation, but not without
nous. Here we must pay attention to another dimension of zowus — one that is
lost when nous is thought exclusively on the model of vision and the synoptic
insight it has historically been taken to promise. Here, nous is less a clear and
distinct insight than a vague feeling, a sense for the irreducible presence of the
singular.% Aristotle speaks of touch (thiganein) in relation to nous: the
singular touches us. Yet there, too, is a kind of saying (phasis). This saying
does not yet rise to the level of logos, rather, it is the more original assertion
by which a relation to the singular is made possible.

We might say, then, that nous is a kind of ontological encounter that is
determined, as Aristotle says, by touch and saying together. If touch gestures
to the role nous plays in this encounter, phasis gestures already to the role of
logos; if touch offers a sense for the singularity of phenomena, phasis points to
the self-expressive assertion of the singular. Thus, although the singular loses
something of its autarkic independence as it becomes phenomenal and
expressible through logos, it retains its capacity for self-assertion - a saying
irreducible but always accessible to logos. If this saying were the same as /ogos,
it would then be a kataphasis rather than a phasis. The singular gives itself to
articulation in logos, but is never exhausted by it. .

In this way, nous relates both to the singularity of a thing and to its ability
to be grasped in relation to other singulars. The oddity of nous th.at
interpreters like Barnes and Le Blond point out, arises precisely because of its
ability to attend to both the singular and the common. The singular appears
only as individual, conditioned by the logos through which each phenomenon
becomes intelligible.5 Yet, the being of the individual is never captured

56 To resist understanding nous in terms of visual acuity is in fact to return nous to 18
etymological origins in words associated with the much less precise sense of smell. Kurt von
Fritz tells us that ,the words roos and noein are most probably derived from a root meaning 1o
sniff* or ,to smell**, See, VON FRITZ, Kurt: Nous, Noein, and their Derivatives in Pre-Sofmt‘c
Philosophy (Excluding Anaxagoras). In: MOURELATOS, Alexander P. D. (Hg.): The Pre-Socratics: A4
Collection of Critical Essays. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 1974, 23.

57 This is not to say, however, that the interpretation of Aquinas and Biondi is cor
What that interpretation misses is the relation of nous to the singular. Because of Aristot
insistence that noxs is directed toward the singular (and, to be sure, to the universal), the
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completely by this intelligibility; we are touched, through nous, by its
resistant singularity; we hear, by a phasis that lends itself to logos, its inchoate
insistence. If nmous is always related to this insistence and resistance of
singularity, then it must also always respond to it. One could say ‘that the
insistent resistance of the singular enjoins ontological respon51b111ty: The
interrelation of zous and logos shows the limits of each as w.ell. The relation of
nowus to the singularity of a phenomenon points to the limits of the logos that
necessarily conditions the very appearing of the individuals tlhat serve, as
Aristotle says in the Nicomachean Ethics, as ythe sources (Goxcl) of the th.at-
for-the-sake-of-which®.5 The relation of logos to generality and conceptuayty
points to the limits of the 7ous that is a saying and a touching but not a logical
assertion.,

Abstract

This essay challenges the received orthodoxy that in Aristotle,
intuitive insight and logos, the capacity of combination th
discursive thinking, are mutually exclusive, independently ope ding of
the human mind. It argues rather that Aristotle articulates an understan mgces
nous that is able to be logical and of logos that is able to be noetic. The ehssay t:;zom
the complex relationship between nous and logos that runs tbrougl?. 2 ’ Z-]gmn
baths of Aristotle's thinking from the Posterior Analytics to tbe‘ Nic o;an e
Ethics and into the De Anima and the Metaphysics, in order to c-hsceljn t zne nous
to which nous and logos in Aristotle belong together. The Tel‘fnon etwters with
and logos is shown to be determined by concrete logo-noetic encou;i ne; lation
individuals that at once give rise to the universals of theoretzm.l cloZ ﬁ; i ;z The
and allow humans to effectively respond to the world ‘of practica o enj;)iﬂS .
result is an integrated understanding of nous in its relation to logOSt e iduals
heightened sensitivity to and responsibility toward. the concrete

encountered in everyday experience.

nous, the capacity for
at belongs to buman
rating capacities of

in a universal essence that

L d )
Intelligibility of any given phenomenon cannot be g'roungzcomes intelligible® by way of a
constitutes its being. Our argument has shown that a thing »
Process that begins with individuals.

58 ARISTOTLE: NE, 1143b4.



	Page 1 
	Page 2 
	Page 3 
	Page 4 
	Page 5 
	Page 6 
	Page 7 
	Page 8 
	Page 9 
	Page 10 
	Page 11 

