http://ww. pl uto. no

350 BC
ON SENSE AND THE SENSI BLE
by Aristotle
translated by J. |. Beare
1

HAVI NG now definitely considered the soul, by itself, and its
several faculties, we nust next make a survey of animals and al
living things, in order to ascertain what functions are peculiar
and what functions are comon, to them Wat has been al ready
determ ned respecting the soul [sc. by itself] nust be assuned
t hroughout. The remaining parts [sc. the attributes of soul and
body conjointly] of our subject nust be now dealt with, and we may
begin with those that cone first.

The nost inportant attributes of aninmals, whether comon to all or
peculiar to sonme, are, nanifestly, attributes of soul and body in
conjunction, e.g. sensation, menory, passion, appetite and desire in
general, and, in addition pleasure and pain. For these may, in fact,
be said to belong to all aninals. But there are, besides these,
certain other attributes, of which some are conmon to all living
things, while others are peculiar to certain species of animals. The
nost inportant of these may be summed up in four pairs, viz. waking
and sl eeping, youth and old age, inhalation and exhalation, life and
deat h. W nust endeavour to arrive at a scientific conception of
these, determning their respective natures, and the causes of their
occurrence.

But it behoves the Physical Philosopher to obtain also a clear
view of the first principles of health and di sease, inasnmuch as
neither health nor disease can exist in lifeless things. Indeed we nmay
say of nost physical inquirers, and of those physicians who study
their art philosophically, that while the forner conplete their
works with a disquisition on nedicine, the latter usually base their
nmedi cal theories on principles derived from Physics.

That all the attributes above enunerated belong to soul and body
in conjunction, is obvious; for they all either inply sensation as a
concomitant, or have it as their medium Sone are either affections or
states of sensation, others, nmeans of defending and safe-guarding
it, while others, again, involve its destruction or negation. Now it
is clear, alike by reasoning and observation, that sensation is
generated in the soul through the nmedi um of the body.

W have already, in our treatise On the Soul, explained the nature
of sensation and the act of perceiving by sense, and the reason why
this affection belongs to aninmals. Sensation nust, indeed, be
attributed to all aninmals as such, for by its presence or absence we
di stingui sh essentially between what is and what is not an ani nal

But coming now to the special senses severally, we may say that
touch and taste necessarily appertain to all aninmals, touch, for the
reason given in On the Soul, and taste, because of nutrition. It is by
taste that one distinguishes in food the pleasant fromthe unpl easant,
so as to flee fromthe latter and pursue the fornmer: and savour in
general is an affection of nutrient matter

The senses which operate through external nedia, viz. snelling,
hearing, seeing, are found in all animls which possess the faculty of
| ocomotion. To all that possess themthey are a nmeans of preservation
their final cause being that such creatures may, gui ded by
ant ecedent perception, both pursue their food, and shun things that
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are bad or destructive. But in aninals which have also intelligence
they serve for the attainnent of a higher perfection. They bring in
tidings of many distinctive qualities of things, fromwhich the
know edge of truth, speculative and practical, is generated in the
soul

O the two |last mentioned, seeing, regarded as a supply for the
primary wants of life, and in its direct effects, is the superior
sense; but for developing intelligence, and in its indirect
consequences, hearing takes the precedence. The faculty of seeing,
thanks to the fact that all bodies are coloured, brings tidings of
mul titudes of distinctive qualities of all sorts; whence it is through
this sense especially that we perceive the conmon sensibles, viz.
figure, magni tude, notion, nunber: while hearing announces only the
distinctive qualities of sound, and, to sone few animals, those also
of voice. indirectly, however, it is hearing that contributes nost
to the growmh of intelligence. For rational discourse is a cause of
instruction in virtue of its being audible, which it is, not directly,
but indirectly; since it is conposed of words, and each word is a
t hought - synbol . Accordi ngly, of persons destitute frombirth of either
sense, the blind are nore intelligent than the deaf and dunb.

2

O the distinctive potency of each of the faculties of sense
enough has been said already.

But as to the nature of the sensory organs, or parts of the body
in which each of the senses is naturally inplanted, inquirers now
usual ly take as their guide the fundanmental elenments of bodies. Not,
however, finding it easy to coordinate five senses with four el ements,
they are at a loss respecting the fifth sense. But they hold the organ
of sight to consist of fire, being pronpted to this view by a
certain sensory affection of whose true cause they are ignorant.

This is that, when the eye is pressed or noved, fire appears to
flash fromit. This naturally takes place in darkness, or when the
eyelids are closed, for then, too, darkness is produced.

This theory, however, solves one question only to raise another
for, unless on the hypothesis that a person who is in his ful
senses can see an object of vision w thout being aware of it, the
eye nust on this theory see itself. But then why does the above
affection not occur also when the eye is at rest? The true expl anation
of this affection, which will contain the answer to our question
and account for the current notion that the eye consists of fire, nust
be deternmined in the followi ng way: Things which are snooth have the
natural property of shining in darkness, w thout, however, producing
light. Now, the part of the eye called 'the black', i.e. its centra
part, is manifestly smooth. The phenonenon of the flash occurs only
when the eye is noved, because only then could it possibly occur
that the same one object should becone as it were two. The rapidity of
the nmovenent has the effect of making that which sees and that which
is seen seemdifferent fromone another. Hence the phenonenon does not
occur unless the notion is rapid and takes place in darkness. For it
is in the dark that that which is snooth, e.g. the heads of certain
fishes, and the sepia of the cuttle-fish, naturally shines, and,
when the novenent of the eye is slow, it is inpossible that that which
sees and that which is seen should appear to be simultaneously tw and
one. But, in fact, the eye sees itself in the above phenonenon
nmerely as it does so in ordinary optical reflexion.

If the visual organ proper really were fire, which is the doctrine
of Enpedocl es, a doctrine taught also in the Timaeus, and if vision
were the result of light issuing fromthe eye as froma lantern, why
shoul d the eye not have had the power of seeing even in the dark? It



is totally idle to say, as the Tinmaeus does, that the visual ray
coming forth in the darkness is quenched. Wat is the neani ng of
this 'quenching' of light? That which, like a fire of coals or an
ordinary flane, is hot and dry is, indeed, quenched by the noist or
cold; but heat and dryness are evidently not attributes of light. O
if they are attributes of it, but belong to it in a degree so slight
as to be inmperceptible to us, we should have expected that in the
daytime the light of the sun should be quenched when rain falls, and
t hat darkness should prevail in frosty weather. Flanme, for exanple,
and ignited bodies are subject to such extinction, but experience
shows that nothing of this sort happens to the sunlight.

Enpedocl es at tines seens to hold that vision is to be explained
as above stated by light issuing forth fromthe eye, e.g. in the
foll owi ng passage: -

As when one who purposes goi ng abroad prepares a lantern
A gleamof fire blazing through the storny night,
Adj usting thereto, to screen it fromall sorts of w nds,
transparent sides,
Whi ch scatter the breath of the winds as they bl ow,
Whil e, out through them |l eaping, the fire,
i.e. all the nore subtile part of this,
Shines along his threshold old incessant beans:
So [Divine |ove] enbedded the round "lens", [viz.]
the primaeval fire fenced within the nenbranes,
In [its own] delicate tissues;
And these fended off the deep surrounding flood,
Wiile leaping forth the fire, i.e. all its nore subtile part-.

Sonetines he accounts for vision thus, but at other tines he
explains it by emanations fromthe visible objects.

Denocritus, on the other hand, is right in his opinion that the
eye is of water; not, however, when he goes on to explain seeing as
nmere mrroring. The mirroring that takes place in an eye is due to the
fact that the eye is snooth, and it really has its seat not in the eye
which is seen, but in that which sees. For the case is nerely one of
reflexion. But it would seemthat even in his time there was no
scientific know edge of the general subject of the formation of images
and the phenonena of reflexion. It is strange too, that it never
occurred to himto ask why, if his theory be true, the eye al one sees,
whil e none of the other things in which images are reflected do so.

True, then, the visual organ proper is conposed of water, yet vision
appertains to it not because it is so conposed, but because it is
translucent- a property comon alike to water and to air. But water
is nore easily confined and nore easily condensed than air;
wherefore it is that the pupil, i.e. the eye proper, consists of
water. That it does so is proved by facts of actual experience. The
subst ance which flows from eyes when deconposing is seen to be
water, and this in undevel oped enbryos is remarkably cold and
glistening. In sanguineous aninals the white of the eye is fat and
oily, in order that the noisture of the eye may be proof agai nst
freezing. Wherefore the eye is of all parts of the body the |east
sensitive to cold: no one ever feels cold in the part sheltered by the
eyelids. The eyes of bloodless aninmals are covered with a hard scale
whi ch gives themsinilar protection

It is, to state the matter generally, an irrational notion that
the eye should see in virtue of sonething issuing fromit; that the
visual ray should extend itself all the way to the stars, or else go
out nerely to a certain point, and there coal esce, as sone say, wth
rays which proceed fromthe object. It would be better to suppose this



coal escence to take place in the fundanent of the eye itself. But even
this would be nere trifling. For what is neant by the 'coal escence' of
light with light? O howis it possible? Coal escence does not occur
bet ween any two things taken at random And how could the Iight within
the eye coal esce with that outside it? For the environing menbrane
cones between them

That without light vision is inpossible has been stated el sewhere;
but, whether the medium between the eye and its objects is air or
light, vision is caused by a process through this medi um

Accordingly, that the inner part of the eye consists of water is
easily intelligible, water being translucent.

Now, as vision outwardly is inpossible w thout [extra-organic]
light, so also it is inpossible inwardly [without Iight within the
organ]. There nust, therefore, be sone translucent nediumwthin the
eye, and, as this is not air, it nust be water. The soul or its
perceptive part is not situated at the external surface of the eye,
but obvi ously sonewhere within: whence the necessity of the interior
of the eye being translucent, i.e. capable of admtting light. And
that it is so is plain fromactual occurrences. It is matter of
experience that soldiers wounded in battle by a sword slash on the
tenple, so inflicted as to sever the passages of [i.e. inward fronj
the eye, feel a sudden onset of darkness, as if a |anp had gone out;

because what is called the pupil, i.e. the translucent, which is a
sort of inner lanp, is then cut off [fromits connexion with the
soul ].

Hence, if the facts be at all as here stated, it is clear that- if
one should explain the nature of the sensory organs in this way,

i.e. by correlating each of themw th one of the four elenents,- we
nmust conceive that the part of the eye i mediately concerned in vision
consists of water, that the part inmediately concerned in the
perception of sound consists of air, and that the sense of snel
consists of fire. (I say the sense of snell, not the organ.) For the
organ of snell is only potentially that which the sense of snell, as
realized, is actually; since the object of sense is what causes the
actualization of each sense, so that it (the sense) nust (at the

i nstant of actualization) be (actually) that which before (the
nmonent of actualization) it was potentially. Now, odour is a
snmoke- | i ke evaporation, and snoke-like evaporation arises fromfire.
This also hel ps us to understand why the ol factory organ has its
proper seat in the environnent of the brain, for cold matter is
potentially hot. In the sane way nust the genesis of the eye be
explained. Its structure is an offshoot fromthe brain, because the
latter is the noistest and col dest of all the bodily parts.

The organ of touch proper consists of earth, and the faculty of
taste is a particular formof touch. This explains why the sensory
organ of both touch and taste is closely related to the heart. For the
heart as being the hottest of all the bodily parts, is the
count er poi se of the brain.

This then is the way in which the characteristics of the bodily
organs of sense nust be determ ned.

3

O the sensibles corresponding to each sensory organ, viz. colour
sound, odour, savour, touch, we have treated in On the Soul in genera
terns, having there determ ned what their function is, and what is
inmplied in their beconming actualized in relation to their respective
organs. We nust next consider what account we are to give of any one
of them what, for exanple, we should say colour is, or sound, or
odour, or savour; and so also respecting [the object of] touch. W
begin with col our.



Now, each of them nmay be spoken of fromtwo points of view, i.e.
either as actual or as potential. W have in On the Soul explained
in what sense the colour, or sound, regarded as actualized [for
sensation] is the sane as, and in what sense it is different from the
correlative sensation, the actual seeing or hearing. The point of
our present discussion is, therefore, to determ ne what each
sensi bl e object rmust be initself, in order to be perceived as it is
in actual consciousness.

W have already in On the Soul stated of Light that it is the col our
of the Translucent, [being so related to it] incidentally; for
whenever a fiery elenent is in a translucent nedi um presence there
is Light; while the privation of it is Darkness. But the
"Translucent', as we call it, is not sonmething peculiar to air, or
water, or any other of the bodies usually called translucent, but is a
common 'nature' and power, capable of no separate existence of its
own, but residing in these, and subsisting likewise in all other
bodies in a greater or less degree. As the bodies in which it subsists
nmust have sone extrene bounding surface, so too nust this. Here, then
we nmay say that Light is a '"nature' inhering in the Transl ucent when
the latter is without deterni nate boundary. But it is manifest that,
when the Translucent is in determ nate bodies, its boundi ng extrene
nmust be sonething real; and that colour is just this 'sonething we
are plainly taught by facts-colour being actually either at the
external linmt, or being itself that linmt, in bodies. Hence it was
that the Pythagoreans naned the superficies of a body its 'hue', for
"hue', indeed, lies at the limt of the body; but the Iimt of the
body; is not a real thing; rather we nust suppose that the sane
nat ural substance which, externally, is the vehicle of colour exists
[as such a possible vehicle] also in the interior of the body.

Air and water, too [i.e. as well as determninately bounded bodi es]
are seen to possess colour; for their brightness is of the nature of
colour. But the colour which air or sea presents, since the body in
which it resides is not deterninately bounded, is not the sane when
one approaches and views it close by as it is when one regards it from
a distance; whereas in deterninate bodies the colour presented is
definitely fixed, unless, indeed, when the atnospheric environnent
causes it to change. Hence it is clear that that in themwhich is
susceptible of colour is in both cases the same. It is therefore the
Transl ucent, according to the degree to which it subsists in bodies
(and it does so in all nore or less), that causes themto partake of
colour. But since the colour is at the extremty of the body, it
nmust be at the extrenmity of the Translucent in the body. Wence it
follows that we may define colour as the linit of the Translucent in
determ nately bounded body. For whether we consider the special
class of bodies called translucent, as water and such others, or
det erm nate bodi es, which appear to possess a fixed colour of their
own, it is at the exterior bounding surface that all alike exhibit
their col our.

Now, that which when present in air produces |light rmay be present
al so in the Transl ucent which pervades deterni nate bodies; or again,
it may not be present, but there may be a privation of it.
Accordingly, as in the case of air the one condition is light, the
ot her darkness, in the sane way the colours Wite and Bl ack are
generated in determ nate bodi es.

We nust now treat of the other colours, review ng the severa
hypot heses invented to explain their genesis.

(1) It is conceivable that the Wiite and the Bl ack should be
juxtaposed in quantities so mnute that [a particle of] either
separately would be invisible, though the joint product [of two
particles, a black and a white] would be visible; and that they shoul d



t hus have the other colours for resultants. Their product could, at
all events, appear neither white nor black; and, as it nust have

sone colour, and can have neither of these, this colour nust be of a
m xed

character- in fact, a species of colour different fromeither. Such
then, is a possible way of conceiving the existence of a plurality

of col ours besides the Wite and Bl ack; and we may suppose that [of
this "plurality'] many are the result of a [nunerical] ratio; for

the bl acks and whites nay be juxtaposed in the ratio of 3 to 2 or of 3
to 4, or in ratios expressible by other nunbers; while some may be

j uxt aposed according to no nunerically expressible ratio, but
according to sone relation of excess or defect in which the blacks and
whites involved woul d be i nconmensurabl e quantities; and, accordingly,
we nmay regard all these colours [viz. all those based on nunerica

rati os] as anal ogous to the sounds that enter into nusic, and

suppose that those involving sinple nunerical ratios, like the
concords in nusic, may be those generally regarded as nost

agreeabl e; as, for exanple, purple, crinmson, and sone few such
colours, their fewness being due to the sanme causes which render the
concords few. The other conpound col ours may be those which are not
based on nunbers. O it may be that, while all col ours whatever

[ except black and white] are based on nunbers, sone are regular in
this respect, others irregular; and that the latter [though now
supposed to be all based on nunbers], whenever they are not pure,

owe this character to a corresponding inpurity in [the arrangenent of]
their nunerical ratios. This then is one conceivabl e hypothesis to
explain the genesis of internediate col ours.

(2) Another is that the Black and Wite appear the one through the
nmedi um of the other, giving an effect like that sonetinmes produced
by painters overlaying a less vivid upon a nore vivid col our, as
when they desire to represent an object appearing under water or
envel oped in a haze, and |ike that produced by the sun, which in
itself appears white, but takes a crinmson hue when beheld through a
fog or a cloud of snpbke. On this hypothesis, too, a variety of colours
may be conceived to arise in the same way as that already descri bed;
for between those at the surface and those underneath a definite ratio
m ght sonmetines exist; in other cases they might stand in no
determinate ratio. To [introduce a theory of col our which would set
all these hypotheses aside, and] say with the ancients that col ours
are emanations, and that the visibility of objects is due to such a
cause, is absurd. For they nust, in any case, explain sense-perception
t hrough Touch; so that it were better to say at once that visua
perception is due to a process set up by the perceived object in the
medi um bet ween this object and the sensory organ; due, that is, to
contact [with the medium affected,] not to emanati ons.

If we accept the hypothesis of juxtaposition, we nust assume not
only invisible magnitude, but also inperceptible time, in order that
the succession in the arrival of the stinulatory novenents nmay be
unpercei ved, and that the conpound col our seen may appear to be one,
owing to its successive parts seening to present thenselves at once.
On the hypot hesi s of superposition, however, no such assunption is
needful : the stimulatory process produced in the nedium by the upper
colour, when this is itself unaffected, will be different in kind from
that produced by it when affected by the underlying colour. Hence it
presents itself as a different colour, i.e. as one which is neither
white nor black. So that, if it is inpossible to suppose any magnitude
to be invisible, and we nust assune that there is sonme distance from
whi ch every magnitude is visible, this superposition theory, too [i.e.
as well as No. 3 infra], night pass as a real theory of
colour-nmixture. Indeed, in the previous case also there is no reason



why, to persons at a distance fromthe juxtaposed bl acks and whites,
sonme one col our should not appear to present itself as a blend of
both. [But it would not be so on a nearer viewj, for it will be shown,
in a discussion to be undertaken later on, that there is no

magni t ude absol utely invisible.

(3) There is a mixture of bodies, however, not nerely such as sone
suppose, i.e. by juxtaposition of their miniml parts, which, owing to
[the weakness of our] sense, are inperceptible by us, but a nixture by
which they [i.e. the '"matter' of which they consist] are wholly
bl ent together by interpenetration, as we have described it in the
treatise on Mxture, where we dealt with this subject generally inits
nost conprehensi ve aspect. For, on the supposition we are criticizing,
the only totals capable of being mixed are those which are divisible
into minimal parts, [e.g. genera into individuals] as nen, horses,
or the [various kinds of] seeds. For of mankind as a whole the
i ndividual man is such a least part; of horses [as an aggregate] the
i ndi vi dual horse. Hence by the juxtaposition of these we obtain a
m xed total, consisting [like a troop of cavalry] of both together;
but we do not say that by such a process any individual man has been
m xed with any individual horse. Not in this way, but by conplete
i nterpenetration [of their matter], nust we conceive those things to
be nmi xed which are not divisible into minima; and it is in the case of
these that natural mixture exhibits itself in its nost perfect form
We have expl ained already in our discourse 'On Mxture' how such
m xture is possible. This being the true nature of mixture, it is
pl ai n that when bodies are nixed their colours also are necessarily
m xed at the sane tine; and [it is no less plain] that this is the
real cause determining the existence of a plurality of colours- not
super position or juxtaposition. For when bodies are thus mixed,
their resultant colour presents itself as one and the sane at al
di stances alike; not varying as it is seen nearer or farther away.

Colours will thus, too [as well as on the fornmer hypotheses], be
many in nunber on account of the fact that the ingredients may be
conbined with one another in a nultitude of ratios; sone will be based
on determinate nunerical ratios, while others again will have as their
basis a relation of quantitative excess or defect not expressible in
integers. And all else that was said in reference to the col ours,
consi dered as juxtaposed or superposed, may be said of themlikew se
when regarded as nixed in the way just descri bed.

Wiy col ours, as well as savours and sounds, consist of species
determinate [in thensel ves] and not infinite [in nunber] is a question
whi ch we shall discuss hereafter

4

W have now expl ai ned what colour is, and the reason why there are
many col ours; while before, in our work On the Soul, we explained
the nature of sound and voice. W have next to speak of Cdour and
Savour, both of which are al nost the sanme physical affection, although
they each have their being in different things. Savours, as a class,

di splay their nature nore clearly to us than Odours, the cause of
which is that the ol factory sense of man is inferior in acuteness to
that of the lower aninals, and is, when conpared wi th our other
senses, the |east perfect of Man's sense of Touch, on the contrary,
excels that of all other animals in fineness, and Taste is a
nodi fi cati on of Touch.

Now t he natural substance water per se tends to be tastel ess. But
[since without water tasting is inpossible] either (a) we nust suppose
that water contains in itself [uniformy diffused through it] the
vari ous kinds of savour, already formed, though in amounts so snmall as
to be inperceptible, which is the doctrine of Enpedocles; or (b) the



wat er must be a sort of matter, qualified, as it were, to produce
germs of savours of all kinds, so that all kinds of savour are
generated fromthe water, though different kinds fromits different
parts, or else (c) the water is in itself quite undifferentiated in
respect of savour [whether devel oped or undevel oped], but sone
agent, such for exanple as one might conceive Heat or the Sun to be,
is the efficient cause of savour

(a) O these three hypotheses, the falsity of that held by
Enpedocles is only too evident. For we see that when pericarpal fruits
are plucked [fromthe tree] and exposed in the sun, or subjected to
the action of fire, their sapid juices are changed by the heat,
whi ch shows that their qualities are not due to their draw ng anything
fromthe water in the ground, but to a change which they undergo
within the pericarp itself; and we see, noreover, that these juices,
when extracted and allowed to lie, instead of sweet becone by | apse of
time harsh or bitter, or acquire savours of any and every sort; and
that, again, by the process of boiling or fernentation they are nmade
to assunme al nost all Kkinds of new savours.

(b) It is Iikew se inpossible that water should be a nmateri al
qualified to generate all Kkinds of Savour gerns [so that different
savours should arise out of different parts of the water]; for we
see different kinds of taste generated fromthe sane water, having
it as their nutrinment.

(O It remains, therefore, to suppose that the water is changed by
passively receiving some affection froman external agent. Now, it
is mani fest that water does not contract the quality of sapidity
fromthe agency of Heat alone. For water is of all liquids the
thi nnest, thinner even than oil itself, though oil, owing to its
viscosity, is nore ductile than water, the latter being uncohesive
inits particles; whence water is nore difficult than oil to hold in
the hand wi thout spilling. But since perfectly pure water does not,
when subjected to the action of Heat, show any tendency to acquire
consi stency, we rust infer that sonme other agency than heat is the
cause of sapidity. For all savours [i.e. sapid liquors] exhibit a
conparative consistency. Heat is, however, a coagent in the matter

Now the sapid juices found in pericarpal fruits evidently exist also
in the earth. Hence many of the old natural phil osophers assert that
water has qualities like those of the earth through which it flows,

a fact especially nmanifest in the case of saline springs, for salt
is a formof earth. Hence also when liquids are filtered through
ashes, a bitter substance, the taste they yield is bitter. There are
many wells, too, of which sone are bitter, others acid, while others
exhi bit other tastes of all kinds.

As was to be anticipated, therefore, it is in the vegetable
ki ngdom that tastes occur in richest variety. For, like all things
el se, the Mdist, by nature's law, is affected only by its contrary;
and this contrary is the Dry. Thus we see why the Mist is affected by
Fire, which as a natural substance, is dry. Heat is, however, the
essential property of Fire, as Dryness is of Earth, according to
what has been said in our treatise on the elenments. Fire and Earth,
therefore, taken absolutely as such, have no natural power to
affect, or be affected by, one another; nor have any other pair of
substances. Any two things can affect, or be affected by, one
another only so far as contrariety to the other resides in either of
t hem

As, therefore, persons washing Col ours or Savours in a liquid
cause the water in which they wash to acquire such a quality [as
that of the colour or savour], so nature, too, by washing the Dry
and Earthy in the Mist, and by filtering the latter, that is,
nmoving it on by the agency of heat through the dry and earthy, inparts



toit a certain quality. This affection, wought by the aforesaid

Dry in the Moist, capable of transforning the sense of Taste from
potentiality to actuality, is Savour. Savour brings into actua
exerci se the perceptive faculty which pre-existed only in potency. The
activity of sense-perception in general is anal ogous, not to the
process of acquiring know edge, but to that of exercising know edge

al ready acqui red.

That Savours, either as a quality or as the privation of a
quality, belong not to every formof the Dry but to the Nutrient, we
shall see by considering that neither the Dry w thout the Mist, nor
the Moist without the Dry, is nutrient. For no single elenent, but
only conposite substance, constitutes nutrinent for aninmals. Now,
anong the perceptible el enents of the food which aninmals assinmlate,
the tangible are the efficient causes of growh and decay; it is qua
hot or cold that the food assimilated causes these; for the heat or
cold is the direct cause of growh or decay. It is qua gustable,
however, that the assimilated food supplies nutrition. For al
organi sns are nourished by the Sweet [i.e. the 'gustable' proper],
either by itself or in conbination with other savours. O this we nust
speak with nmore precise detail in our work on Generation: for the
present we need touch upon it only so far as our subject here
requires. Heat causes growth, and fits the food-stuff for
alinmentation; it attracts [into the organic systeni that which is
light [viz. the sweet], while the salt and bitter it rejects because
of their heaviness. In fact, whatever effects external heat produces
in external bodies, the sane are produced by their internal heat in
ani mal and vegetabl e organisns. Hence it is [i.e. by the agency of
heat as described] that nourishnent is effected by the sweet. The
ot her savours are introduced into and bl ended in food [naturally] on a
principle anal ogous to that on which the saline or the acid is used
artificially, i.e. for seasoning. These latter are used because they
counteract the tendency of the sweet to be too nutrient, and to
float on the stomach.

As the intermediate colours arise fromthe nixture of white and
bl ack, so the internedi ate savours arise fromthe Sweet and Bitter
and these savours, too, severally involve either a definite ratio,
or else an indefinite relation of degree, between their conponents,
either having certain integral nunbers at the basis of their
m xture, and, consequently, of their stimulative effect, or else being
nm xed in proportions not arithmetically expressible. The tastes
whi ch give pleasure in their conbination are those which have their
conmponents joined in a definite ratio.

The sweet taste alone is Rich, [therefore the latter nay be regarded
as a variety of the forner], while [so far as both inply privation
of the Sweet] the Saline is fairly identical with the Bitter
Bet ween the extremes of sweet and bitter come the Harsh, the
Pungent, the Astringent, and the Acid. Savours and Colours, it will be
observed, contain respectively about the sane nunber of species. For
there are seven species of each, if, as is reasonable, we regard Dun
[or Gey] as a variety of Black (for the alternative is that Yellow
shoul d be classed with Wite, as Rich with Swmeet); while [the
i rreduci ble colours, viz.] Cinmson, Violet, |eek-Geen, and deep Bl ue,
cone between Wiite and Black, and fromthese all others are derived by
m xture.

Again, as Black is a privation of Wite in the Transl ucent, so
Saline or Bitter is a privation of Smeet in the Nutrient Mist. This
expl ains why the ash of all burnt things is bitter; for the potable
[sc. the sweet] npisture has been exuded fromthem

Denmocritus and nost of the natural phil osophers who treat of
sense-perception proceed quite irrationally, for they represent al



obj ects of sense as objects of Touch. Yet, if this is really so, it
clearly follows that each of the other senses is a node of Touch
but one can see at a glance that this is inmpossible.

Again, they treat the percepts common to all senses as proper to
one. For [the qualities by which they explain taste viz.] Mgnitude
and Figure, Roughness and Snoot hness, and, noreover, the Sharpness and
Bl untness found in solid bodies, are percepts comon to all the
senses, or if not to all, at least to Sight and Touch. This expl ains
why it is that the senses are liable to err regarding them while no
such error arises respecting their proper sensibles; e.g. the sense of
Seeing is not deceived as to Colour, nor is that of Hearing as to
Sound.

On the other hand, they reduce the proper to common sensibles, as
Denocritus does with Wiite and Bl ack; for he asserts that the latter
is [a node of the] rough, and the former [a node of the] snooth, while
he reduces Savours to the atonmic figures. Yet surely no one sense, or
if any, the sense of Sight rather than any other, can discern the
common sensi bles. But if we suppose that the sense of Taste is
better able to do so, then- since to discern the smallest objects in
each kind is what narks the acutest sense-Taste shoul d have been the
sense whi ch best perceived the common sensi bl es generally, and
showed t he nost perfect power of discerning figures in general

Again, all the sensibles involve contrariety; e.g. in Colour Wite
is contrary to Black, and in Savours Bitter is contrary to Sweet;
but no one figure is reckoned as contrary to any other figure. Else,
to which of the possible polygonal figures [to which Denocritus
reduces Bitter] is the spherical figure [to which he reduces Sweet]
contrary?

Again, since figures are infinite in nunber, savours also should
be infinite; [the possible rejoinder- 'that they are so, only that
sonme are not perceived - cannot be sustained] for why should one
savour be perceived, and another not?

This conpl etes our discussion of the object of Taste, i.e. Savour
for the other affections of Savours are exanined in their proper place
in connection with the natural history of Plants.

5

Qur conception of the nature of QOdours nust be anal ogous to that
of Savours; inasmuch as the Sapid Dry effects in air and water
alike, but in a different province of sense, precisely what the Dry
effects in the Mdist of water only. We customarily predicate
Transl ucency of both air and water in comon; but it is not qua
translucent that either is a vehicle of odour, but qua possessed of
a power of washing or rinsing [and so inbibing] the Sapid Dryness.

For the object of Smell exists not in air only: it also exists in
water. This is proved by the case of fishes and testacea, which are
seen to possess the faculty of snell, although water contains no air
(for whenever air is generated within water it rises to the
surface), and these creatures do not respire. Hence, if one were to
assume that air and water are both nmoist, it would follow that Odour
is the natural substance consisting of the Sapid Dry diffused in the
Moi st, and whatever is of this kind would be an object of Snell

That the property of odorousness is based upon the Sapid may be seen
by conparing the things which possess with those which do not
possess odour. The elenents, viz. Fire, Air, Earth, Water, are
i nodor ous, because both the dry and the noi st anpong them are wi t hout
sapidity, unless sonme added ingredient produces it. This explains
why sea-water possesses odour, for [unlike '"elenental' water] it
contai ns savour and dryness. Salt, too, is nore odorous than natron
as the oil which exudes fromthe former proves, for natron is allied



to ['"elenental'] earth nore nearly than salt. Again, a stone is

i nodorous, just because it is tasteless, while, on the contrary,
wood i s odorous, because it is sapid. The kinds of wood, too, which
contain nore ['elenmental'] water are | ess odorous than others.
Moreover, to take the case of netals, gold is inodorous because it
is without taste, but bronze and iron are odorous; and when the

[ sapi d] mpisture has been burnt out of them their slag is, in al
cases, |less odorous the nmetals [than the nmetals thenselves]. Silver
and tin are nore odorous than the one class of netals, less so than
the other, inasmuch as they are water [to a greater degree than the
former, to a less degree than the latter].

Sone witers | ook upon Fumid exhal ati on, which is a conpound of
Earth and Air, as the essence of Odour. [Indeed all are inclined to
rush to this theory of Gdour.] Heraclitus inplied his adherence to
it when he declared that if all existing things were turned into
Snoke, the nose would be the organ to discern themwth. Al witers
incline to refer odour to this cause [sc. exhal ation of sonme sort],
but sonme regard it as aqueous, others as fumid, exhalation; while
others, again, hold it to be either. Aqueous exhalation is nerely a
formof noisture, but fum d exhalation is, as already remarked,
conposed of Air and Earth. The former when condensed turns into water
the latter, in a particular species of earth. Now, it is unlikely that
odour is either of these. For vaporous exhal ation consists of nere
wat er [which, being tasteless, is inodorous]; and fum d exhal ation
cannot occur in water at all, though, as has been before stated,
aquatic creatures al so have the sense of snell.

Agai n, the exhal ation theory of odour is anal ogous to the theory
of emanations. If, therefore, the latter is untenable, so, too, is the
forner.

It is clearly conceivable that the Mist, whether in air (for air,
too, is essentially nmoist) or in water, should inbibe the influence
of, and have effects wought in it by, the Sapid Dryness. Mreover, if
the Dry produces in noist nedia, i.e. water and air, an effect as of
sonet hi ng washed out in them it is manifest that odours nust be
sonet hi ng anal ogous to savours. Nay, indeed, this analogy is, in
sone instances, a fact [registered in | anguage]; for odours as well as
savours are spoken of as pungent, sweet, harsh, astringent rich
[='savoury']; and one might regard fetid smells as anal ogous to bitter
tastes; which explains why the forner are offensive to inhalation as
the latter are to deglutition. It is clear, therefore, that Odour is
in both water and air what Savour is in water alone. This explains why
col dness and freezing render Savours dull, and abolish odours
al together; for cooling and freezing tend to annul the kinetic heat
whi ch hel ps to fabricate sapidity.

There are two species of the Odorous. For the statenment of certain
witers that the odorous is not divisible into species is false; it is
so divisible. W nust here define the sense in which these species are
to be adnitted or deni ed.

One class of odours, then, is that which runs parallel, as has
been observed, to savours: to odours of this class their
pl easant ness or unpl easant ness bel ongs incidentally. For owing to
the fact that Savours are qualities of nutrient natter, the odours
connected with these [e.g. those of a certain food] are agreeable as
I ong as animal s have an appetite for the food, but they are not
agreeable to them when sated and no | onger in want of it; nor are they
agreeable, either, to those aninmals that do not |like the food itself
whi ch yields the odours. Hence, as we observed, these odours are
pl easant or unpl easant incidentally, and the sane reasoni ng expl ai ns
why it is that they are perceptible to all animals in comon

The ot her class of odours consists of those agreeable in their



essential nature, e.g. those of flowers. For these do not in any
degree stinulate animals to food, nor do they contribute in any way to
appetite; their effect upon it, if any, is rather the opposite. For
the verse of Strattis ridiculing Euripides-

Use not perfunery to flavour soup,

contains a truth.

Those who nowadays introduce such flavours into beverages deforce
our sense of pleasure by habituating us to them until, fromtwo
di stinct kinds of sensations conbined, pleasure arises as it mght
from one sinple kind.

O this species of odour nan alone is sensible; the other, viz. that
correlated with Tastes, is, as has been said before, perceptible
also to the lower animals. And odours of the latter sort, since
t hei r pl easur eabl eness depends upon taste, are divided into as many
species as there are different tastes; but we cannot go on to say this
of the former kind of odour, since its nature is agreeable or
di sagreeabl e per se. The reason why the perception of such odours is
peculiar to man is found in the characteristic state of man's brain.
For his brain is naturally cold, and the blood which it contains in
its vessels is thin and pure but easily cooled (whence it happens that
t he exhal ation arising fromfood, being cooled by the coldness of this
regi on, produces unhealthy rheuns); therefore it is that odours of
such a speci es have been generated for human beings, as a safeguard to
health. This is their sole function, and that they performit is
evi dent. For food, whether dry or noist, though sweet to taste, is
of ten unwhol esone; whereas the odour arising fromwhat is fragrant,
that odour which is pleasant in its own right, is, so to say, always
beneficial to persons in any state of bodily health whatever

For this reason, too, the perception of odour [in general]
ef fected through respiration, not in all animals, but in man and
certai n other sangui neous aninals, e.g. quadrupeds, and all that
participate freely in the natural substance air; because when
odours, on account of the lightness of the heat in them nmount to
the brain, the health of this region is thereby pronoted. For odour
as a power, is naturally heat-giving. Thus Nature has enpl oyed
respiration for two purposes: primarily for the relief thereby brought
to the thorax, secondarily for the inhalation of odour. For while an
animal is inhaling,- odour noves in through its nostrils, as it were
'froma side-entrance.'

But the perception of the second class of odours above descri bed
[ does not belong to all aninmal, but] is confined to human bei ngs,
because man's brain is, in proportion to his whole bulk, l[arger and
noi ster than the brain of any other animal. This is the reason of
the further fact that man al one, so to speak, anong animals
percei ves and takes pleasure in the odours of flowers and such things.
For the heat and stimulation set up by these odours are conmensurate
with the excess of noisture and coldness in his cerebral region. On
all the other aninmals which have lungs, Nature has bestowed their
due perception of one of the two kinds of odour [i.e. that connected
with nutrition] through the act of respiration, guarding against the
needl ess creation of two organs of sense; for in the fact that they
respire the other animals have already sufficient provision for
their perception of the one species of odour only, as hunman bei ngs
have for their perception of both.

But that creatures which do not respire have the ol factory sense
is evident. For fishes, and all insects as a class, have, thanks to
t he species of odour correlated with nutrition, a keen ol factory sense
of their proper food froma distance, even when they are very far away



fromit; such is the case with bees, and also with the class of
smal | ants, which sone denoni nate kni pes. Anbng narine animals, too,
the nmurex and many other sinilar animls have an acute perception of
their food by its odour

It is not equally certain what the organ is whereby they so
perceive. This question, of the organ whereby they perceive odour, may
well cause a difficulty, if we assume that snelling takes place in
animals only while respiring (for that this is the fact is nanifest in
all the animals which do respire), whereas none of those just
nmentioned respires, and yet they have the sense of snell- unless,
i ndeed, they have sone ot her sense not included in the ordinary
five. This supposition is, however, inpossible. For any sense which
perceives odour is a sense of snell, and this they do perceive, though
probably not in the same way as creatures which respire, but when
the latter are respiring the current of breath renoves sonething
that is laid like a lid upon the organ proper (which explains why they
do not perceive odours when not respiring); while in creatures which
do not respire this is always off: just as sonme ani nal s have eyelids
on their eyes, and when these are not raised they cannot see,
wher eas hard-eyed ani nal s have no lids, and consequently do not
need, besides eyes, an agency to raise the lids, but see straightway
[without intermission] fromthe actual nonment at which it is first
possible for themto do so [i.e. fromthe nonent when an object
first comes within their field of vision].

Consi stently with what has been said above, not one of the | ower
ani mal s shows repugnance to the odour of things which are

essentially ill-smelling, unless one of the latter is positively
perni ci ous. They are destroyed, however, by these things, just as
human beings are; i.e. as human bei ngs get headaches from and are

of ten asphyxi ated by, the funes of charcoal, so the | ower animals
perish fromthe strong fumes of brinstone and bitumi nous substances;
and it is owing to experience of such effects that they shun these.
For the di sagreeable odour in itself they care nothi ng whatever
(though the odours of many plants are essentially di sagreeable),
unl ess, indeed, it has sone effect upon the taste of their food.

The senses naking up an odd nunber, and an odd nunber havi ng
always a mddle unit, the sense of smell occupies initself as it were

a mddl e position between the tactual senses, i.e. Touch and Taste,
and those which perceive through a nedium i.e. Sight and Heari ng.
Hence the object of snell, too, is an affection of nutrient substances

(which fall within the class of Tangibles), and is also an affection
of the audible and the visible; whence it is that creatures have the
sense of snell both in air and water. Accordingly, the object of snel
is something conmon to both of these provinces, i.e. it appertains
both to the tangi ble on the one hand, and on the other to the

audi bl e and translucent. Hence the propriety of the figure by which it
has been described by us as an inmmersion or washing of dryness in

the Moist and Fluid. Such then nust be our account of the sense in
which one is or is not entitled to speak of the odorous as having
speci es.

The theory held by certain of the Pythagoreans, that sonme aninals
are nourished by odours alone, is unsound. For, in the first place, we
see that food nust be conposite, since the bodies nourished by it
are not sinple. This explains why waste matter is secreted from
food, either within the organisms, or, as in plants, outside them But
since even water by itself alone, that is, when unmixed, will not
suffice for food- for anything which is to forma consistency nust be
corporeal-, it is still much |l ess conceivable that air should be so
corporealized [and thus fitted to be food]. But, besides this, we
see that all animals have a receptacle for food, from which, when it



has entered, the body absorbs it. Now, the organ which perceives odour
is in the head, and odour enters with the inhalation of the breath; so
that it goes to the respiratory region. It is plain, therefore, that
odour, qua odour, does not contribute to nutrition; that, however,
it is serviceable to health is equally plain, as well by inmediate
perception as fromthe argunents above enpl oyed; so that odour is in
relation to general health what savour is in the province of nutrition
and in relation to the bodi es nouri shed.

This then rmust concl ude our discussion of the several organs of
sense- percepti on.

6

One might ask: if every body is infinitely divisible, are its
sensible qualities- Colour, Savour, Odour, Sound, Wight, Cold or
Heat, [Heavi ness or] Lightness, Hardness or Softness-also infinitely
divisible? O, is this inpossible?

[One nmight well ask this question], because each of themis
producti ve of sense-perception, since, in fact, all derive their
nane [of 'sensible qualities'] fromthe very circunstance of their
being able to stinulate this. Hence, [if this is so] both our
perception of them should likew se be divisible to infinity, and every
part of a body [however small] should be a perceptible nagnitude.

For it is inpossible, e.g. to see a thing which is white but not of
a certain nagnitude

Since if it were not so, [if its sensible qualities were not
divisible, pari passu with body], we m ght conceive a body existing
but having no colour, or weight, or any such quality; accordingly
not perceptible at all. For these qualities are the objects of
sense-perception. On this supposition, every perceptible object should
be regarded as conposed not of perceptible [but of inperceptible]
parts. Yet it rmust [be really conposed of perceptible parts], since
assuredly it does not consist of mathenatical [and therefore purely
abstract and non-sensible] quantities. Again, by what faculty should
we di scern and cogni ze these [hypothetical real things wthout
sensible qualities]? Is it by Reason? But they are not objects of
Reason; nor does reason apprehend objects in space, except when it
acts in conjunction with sense-perception. At the sanme time, if this
be the case [that there are nagnitudes, physically real, but wthout
sensible quality], it seens to tell in favour of the atom stic
hypot hesi s; for thus, indeed, [by accepting this hypothesis], the
qguestion [with which this chapter begins] might be solved
[negatively]. But it is inpossible [to accept this hypothesis]. Qur
views on the subject of atons are to be found in our treatise on
Movenent .

The sol ution of these questions will bring with it also the answer
to the question why the species of Colour, Taste, Sound, and other
sensible qualities are limted. For in all classes of things |ying
bet ween extremes the internmedi ates nust be linmted. But contraries are
extremes, and every object of sense-perception involves contrariety:
e.g. in Colour, Wiite x Black; in Savour, Sweet x Bitter, and in al
the other sensibles also the contraries are extrenes. Now, that
which is continuous is divisible into an infinite nunber of unequa
parts, but into a finite nunber of equal parts, while that which is
not per se continuous is divisible into species which are finite in
nunber. Since then, the several sensible qualities of things are to be
reckoned as species, while continuity always subsists in these, we
nmust take account of the difference between the Potential and the
Actual. It is owing to this difference that we do not [actually] see
its ten-thousandth part in a grain of millet, although sight has
enbraced the whole grain within its scope; and it is owing to this,



too, that the sound contained in a quarter-tone escapes notice, and
yet one hears the whole strain, inasnmuch as it is a continuum but the
i nterval between the extrene sounds [that bound the quarter-tone]
escapes the ear [being only potentially audible, not actually]. So, in
the case of other objects of sense, extrenely small constituents are
unnot i ced; because they are only potentially not actually [perceptible
e.g.] visible, unless when they have been parted fromthe wholes. So
the footlength too exists potentially in the two-foot |ength, but
actually only when it has been separated fromthe whole. But objective
increments so snall as those above nmight well, if separated fromtheir
totals, [instead of achieving 'actual' exisistence] be dissolved in
their environments, like a drop of sapid noisture poured out into
the sea. But even if this were not so [sc. with the objective
magni tude], still, since the [subjective] of sense-perception is not
perceptible in itself, nor capable of separate existence (since it
exists only potentially in the nore distinctly perceivabl e whol e of
sense-perception), so neither will it be possible to perceive
[actually] its correlatively small object [sc. its quantum of
pat hena or sensible quality] when separated fromthe object-total. But
yet this [snall object] is to be considered as perceptible: for it
is both potentially so already [i.e. even when alone], and destined to
be actually so when it has becone part of an aggregate. Thus,
t herefore, we have shown that sone magnitudes and their sensible
qualities escape notice, and the reason why they do so, as well as the
manner in which they are still perceptible or not perceptible in
such cases. Accordingly then when these [minutely subdivi ded]
sensi bl es have once agai n becone aggregated in a whole in such a
manner, relatively to one another, as to be perceptible actually,
and not nerely because they are in the whole, but even apart from
it, it follows necessarily [fromwhat has been already stated] that
their sensible qualities, whether colours or tastes or sounds, are
limted in nunber.

One night ask:- do the objects of sense-perception, or the
nmovenment s proceedi ng fromthem ([since novenents there are,] in
whi chever of the two ways [viz. by emanations or by stinulatory
ki nesi s] sense-perception takes place), when these are actualized
for perception, always arrive first at a spatial nmiddle point [between
the sense-organ and its object], as Qdour evidently does, and al so
Sound? For he who is nearer [to the odorous object] perceives the
Qdour sooner [than who is farther away], and the Sound of a stroke
reaches us some tinme after it has been struck. Is it thus also with an
obj ect seen, and with Light? Enpedocles, for exanple, says that the
Light fromthe Sun arrives first in the intervening space before it
cones to the eye, or reaches the Earth. This might plausibly seemto
be the case. For whatever is noved [in space], is noved fromone place
to anot her; hence there nust be a corresponding interval of tine
also in which it is noved fromthe one place to the other. But any
given time is divisible into parts; so that we should assune a tine
when the sun's ray was not as yet seen, but was still travelling in
the m ddl e space.

Now, even if it be true that the acts of 'hearing' and 'having
heard', and, generally, those of 'perceiving' and 'having
perceived' , form co-instantaneous wholes, in other words, that acts of
sense-perception do not involve a process of becomn ng, but have
their being none the | ess without involving such a process; yet,
just as, [in the case of sound], though the stroke which causes the
Sound has been already struck, the Sound is not yet at the ear (and
that this last is a fact is further proved by the transformation which
the letters [viz. the consonants as heard] undergo [in the case of
wor ds spoken from a distance], inplying that the | ocal novenent



[involved in Sound] takes place in the space between [us and the
speaker]; for the reason why [persons addressed froma di stance] do
not succeed in catching the sense of what is said is evidently that
the air [sound wave] in noving towards themhas its form changed)
[granting this, then, the question arises]: is the sane also true in
the case of Colour and Light? For certainly it is not true that the
behol der sees, and the object is seen, in virtue of sonme nerely
abstract relationship between them such as that between equal s. For
if it were so, there would be no need [as there is] that either [the
behol der or the thing beheld] should occupy sone particul ar place;
since to the equalization of things their being near to, or far

from one another makes no difference.

Now this [travelling through successive positions in the nmedium may
wi th good reason take place as regards Sound and Odour, for these,
like [their media] Air and Water, are continuous, but the novenent
of both is divided into parts. This too is the ground of the fact that
the object which the person first in order of proximty hears or
snells is the same as that which each subsequent person perceives,
while yet it is not the sane.

Sonme, indeed, raise a question also on these very points; they
declare it inpossible that one person should hear, or see, or snell
the sane object as another, urging the inpossibility of severa
persons in different places hearing or snelling [the sanme object], for
the one sanme thing would [thus] be divided fromitself. The answer
is that, in perceiving the object which first set up the notion- e.g.
a bell, or frankincense, or fire- all perceive an object nunerically
one and the sane; while, of course, in the special object perceived
they perceive an object nunerically different for each, though
specifically the same for all; and this, accordingly, explains howit
is that many persons together see, or snell, or hear [the same
object]. These things [the odour or sound proper] are not bodies, but
an affection or process of sonme kind (otherwi se this [viz.
si mul t aneous perception of the one object by many] would not have
been, as it is, a fact of experience) though, on the other hand, they
each inply a body [as their cause].

But [though sound and odour may travel,] with regard to Light the
case is different. For Light has its raison d etre in the being [not
becom ng] of sonething, but it is not a novenent. And in general, even
in qualitative change the case is different fromwhat it is in |oca
novenent [both being different species of kinesis]. Local novenents,
of course, arrive first at a point nidway before reaching their goa
(and Sound, it is currently believed, is a novenent of sonething
| ocally nmoved), but we cannot go on to assert this [arrival at a point
nm dway] |ike manner of things which undergo qualitative change. For
this kind of change may concei vably take place in a thing all at once,
wi t hout one half of it being changed before the other; e.g. it is
concei vabl e that water should be frozen sinultaneously in every
part. But still, for all that, if the body which is heated or frozen
is extensive, each part of it successively is affected by the part
contiguous, while the part first changed in quality is so changed by
the cause itself which originates the change, and thus the change
t hr oughout the whol e need not take place coinstantaneously and al
at once. Tasting would have been as snelling nowis, if we lived in
a liquid nedium and perceived [the sapid object] at a distance,
before touching it.

Naturally, then, the parts of nedia between a sensory organ and
its object are not all affected at once- except in the case of Light
[illum nation] for the reason above stated, and also in the case of
seeing, for the same reason; for Light is an efficient cause of
seei ng.



7

Anot her question respecting sense-perception is as follows:
assunming, as is natural, that of two [sinultaneous] sensory stiml
the stronger always tends to extrude the weaker [from
consci ousness], is it conceivable or not that one should be able to
di scern two obj ects coinstantaneously in the sanme individual tinme? The
above assunption expl ains why persons do not perceive what is
brought before their eyes, if they are at the tinme deep in thought, or
inafright, or listening to sone |oud noise. This assunption, then
nmust be made, and also the following: that it is easier to discern
each object of sense when in its sinple formthan when an ingredi ent
in a nmxture; easier, for exanple, to discern wi ne when neat than when
bl ended, and so al so honey, and [in other provinces] a colour, or to
di scern the nete by itself alone, than [when sounded with the
hypate] in the octave; the reason being that conponent elenments tend
to efface [the distinctive characteristics of] one another. Such is
the effect [on one another] of all ingredients of which, when
conpounded, sone one thing is forned

If, then, the greater stinulus tends to expel the less, it
necessarily follows that, when they concur, this greater should itself
too be less distinctly perceptible than if it were alone, since the
less by blending with it has renoved sone of its individuality,
according to our assunption that sinple objects are in all cases
nore distinctly perceptible.

Now, if the two stimuli are equal but heterogeneous, no perception
of either will ensue; they will alike efface one another's
characteristics. But in such a case the perception of either
stimulus in its sinple formis inpossible. Hence either there wll
then be no sense-perception at all, or there will be a perception
conmpounded of both and differing fromeither. The latter is what
actually seens to result fromingredi ents bl ended together, whatever
may be the conpound in which they are so ni xed.

Since, then, fromsone concurrent [sensory stinuli] a resultant
object is produced, while fromothers no such resultant is produced,
and of the latter sort are those things which belong to different
sense provinces (for only those things are capable of m xture whose
extremes are contraries, and no one conpound can be formed from
e.g. Wiite and Sharp, except indirectly, i.e. not as a concord is
formed of Sharp and Grave); there follows logically the
i mpossibility of discerning such concurrent stinuli coinstantaneously.
For we nust suppose that the stinuli, when equal, tend alike to efface
one anot her, since no one [formof stinulus] results fromthem while,
if they are unequal, the stronger alone is distinctly perceptible.

Again, the soul would be nore likely to perceive
coi nstant aneously, with one and the sane sensory act, two things in
the sane sensory province, such as the Grave and the Sharp in sound,
for the sensory stinulation in this one province is nore likely to
be unitenporal than that involving two different provinces, as Sight
and Hearing. But it is inmpossible to perceive two objects
coi nstantaneously in the sane sensory act unless they have been ni xed,
[ when, however, they are no |longer twd], for their anal ganation
i nvol ves their beconing one, and the sensory act related to one object
is itself one, and such act, when one, is, of course,
coi nstantaneous with itself. Hence, when things are nmixed we of
necessity perceive them coi nstantaneously: for we perceive themby a
perception actually one. For an object nunerically one neans that
which is perceived by a perception actually one, whereas an object
specifically one neans that which is perceived by a sensory act
potentially one [i.e. by an energeia of the sane sensuous faculty]. If



then the actualized perception is one, it will declare its data to
be one object; they nust, therefore, have been m xed. Accordingly,
when they have not been ni xed, the actualized perceptions which
perceive themw Il be two; but [if so, their perception nmust be
successi ve not coinstantaneous, for] in one and the sane faculty the
perception actualized at any single nonent is necessarily one, only
one stinulation or exertion of a single faculty being possible at a
single instant, and in the case supposed here the faculty is one. It
follows, therefore, that we cannot conceive the possibility of
perceiving two distinct objects coinstantaneously with one and the
same sense

But if it be thus inpossible to perceive coinstantaneously two
objects in the sane province of sense if they are really two,
mani festly it is still |ess conceivable that we shoul d perceive
coi nstant aneously objects in two different sensory provinces, as Wite
and Sweet. For it appears that when the Soul predicates nunerica
unity it does so in virtue of nothing el se than such coi nstant aneous
perception [of one object, in one instant, by one energeial: while
it predicates specific unity in virtue of [the unity of] the
discrimnating faculty of sense together with [the unity of] the
node in which this operates. What | nean, for exanple, is this; the
sane sense no doubt discerns Wiite and Bl ack, [which are hence
generically one] though specifically different fromone another, and
so, too, a faculty of sense self-identical, but different fromthe
former, discerns Sweet and Bitter; but while both these faculties
differ fromone another [and each fromitself] in their nodes of
di scerning either of their respective contraries, yet in perceiving
the co-ordinates in each province they proceed in manners anal ogous to
one another; for instance, as Taste perceives Sweet, so Sight
perceives Wiite; and as the latter perceives Black, so the forner
perceives Bitter.

Again, if the stinuli of sense derived fromContraries are
thenmsel ves Contrary, and if Contraries cannot be conceived as
subsi sting together in the sanme individual subject, and if Contraries,
e.g. Sweet and Bitter, conme under one and the same sense-faculty, we
must conclude that it is inmpossible to discern them coi nstantaneously.
It is likewise clearly inpossible so to discern such honbgeneous
sensi bles as are not [indeed] Contrary, [but are yet of different
species]. For these are, [in the sphere of colour, for instance],
classed sone with White, others with Black, and so it is, likewise, in
the other provinces of sense; for exanple, of savours, sone are
classed with Sweet, and others with Bitter. Nor can one discern the
conponents in conmpounds coi nstantaneously (for these are ratios of
Contraries, as e.g. the Octave or the Fifth); unless, indeed, on
condi tion of perceiving themas one. For thus, and not otherw se,
the ratios of the extrenme sounds are conpounded i nto one ratio:
since we should have together the ratio, on the one hand, of Many to
Few or of Odd to Even, on the other, that of Few to Many or of Even to
Qdd [and these, to be perceived together, nmust be unified].

If, then, the sensibles denom nated co-ordinates though in different
provi nces of sense (e.g. | call Sweet and Wiite co-ordinates though in
di fferent provinces) stand yet nore aloof, and differ nore, fromone
anot her than do any sensibles in the sanme province; while Sweet
differs fromWite even nore than Bl ack does fromWhite, it is stil
| ess conceivabl e that one should discern them[viz. sensibles in
di fferent sensory provinces whether co-ordinates or not]
coi nst ant aneously than sensi bl es which are in the sanme province.
Therefore, if coinstantaneous perception of the latter be
i npossible, that of the forner is a fortiori inpossible.

Sone of the witers who treat of concords assert that the sounds



conbined in these do not reach us sinultaneously, but only appear to
do so, their real successiveness being unnoticed whenever the tine
it involves is [so snall as to be] inperceptible. Is this true or not?
One night perhaps, following this up, go so far as to say that even
the current opinion that one sees and hears coi nstantaneously is due
nerely to the fact that the intervals of tine [between the really
successi ve perceptions of sight and hearing] escape observation. But
this can scarcely be true, nor is it conceivable that any portion of
time should be [absolutely] inperceptible, or that any should be
absol utely unnoticeable; the truth being that it is possible to
perceive every instant of tine. [This is so]; because, if it is

i nconcei vabl e that a person should, while perceiving hinself or
aught else in a continuous tinme, be at any instant unaware of his
own exi stence; while, obviously, the assunption, that there is in
the time-continuuma tinme so small as to be absolutely

i nperceptible, carries the inplication that a person would, during
such tinme, be unaware of his own existence, as well as of his seeing
and perceiving; [this assunption nust be false].

Again, if there is any magnitude, whether time or thing,
absolutely inperceptible owing to its snmallness, it follows that there
woul d not be either a thing which one perceives, or a tine in which
one perceives it, unless in the sense that in sonme part of the given
time he sees sone part of the given thing. For [let there be a line
ab, divided into two parts at g, and let this line represent a whole
obj ect and a corresponding whole tine. Now,] if one sees the whole
line, and perceives it during a time which fornms one and the sane
continuum only in the sense that he does so in sone portion of this
time, let us suppose the part gb, representing a tinme in which by
supposition he was perceiving nothing, cut off fromthe whole. Wil
then, he perceives in a certain part [viz. in the remainder] of the
time, or perceives a part [viz. the remainder] of the line, after
the fashion in which one sees the whole earth by seeing sone given
part of it, or walks in a year by wal king in sone given part of the
year. But [by hypothesis] in the part bg he perceives nothing:
therefore, in fact, he is said to perceive the whol e object and during
the whole tinme sinply because he perceives [sonme part of the object]
in sone part of the time ab. But the sanme argunent holds also in the
case of ag [the remainder, regarded in its turn as a whole]; for it
will be found [on this theory of vacant tines and inperceptible
magni t udes] that one al ways perceives only in some part of a given
whol e tine, and perceives only sonme part of a whole nagnitude, and
that it is inmpossible to perceive any [really] whole [object in a
really whole tine; a conclusion which is absurd, as it would logically
anni hilate the perception of both hjects and Tine].

Therefore we nmust conclude that all magnitudes are perceptible,
but their actual dinensions do not present thenselves inmediately in
their presentation as objects. One sees the sun, or a four-cubit rod
at a distance, as a nagnitude, but their exact di nensions are not
given in their visual presentation: nay, at tines an object of sight
appears indivisible, but [vision |ike other special senses, is
fallible respecting 'common sensibles', e.g. nagnitude, and] nothing
that one sees is really indivisible. The reason of this has been
previously explained. It is clear then, fromthe above argunents, that
no portion of time is inperceptible.

But we rmust here return to the question proposed above for
di scussion, whether it is possible or inpossible to perceive severa

obj ects coi nstant aneously; by 'coinstantaneously' | mean perceiving
the several objects in a tinme one and indivisible relatively to one
another, i.e. indivisible in a sense consistent with its being all a

conti nuum



First, then, is it conceivable that one should perceive the
di fferent things coi nstantaneously, but each with a different part
of the Soul ? O [nust we object] that, in the first place, to begin
with the objects of one and the sane sense, e.g. Sight, if we assune
it [the Soul qua exercising Sight] to perceive one colour with one
part, and another colour with a different part, it will have a
plurality of parts the sane in species, [as they nust be,] since the
objects which it thus perceives fall within the same genus?

Shoul d any one [to illustrate how the Soul night have in it two
different parts specifically identical, each directed to a set of
ai stheta the sane in genus with that to which the other is directed]
urge that, as there are two eyes, so there may be in the Soul
sonet hi ng anal ogous, [the reply is] that of the eyes, doubtless,
sonme one organ is formed, and hence their actualization in
perception is one; but if this is so in the Soul, then, in so far as
what is fornmed of both [i.e. of any two specifically identical parts
as assuned] is one, the true perceiving subject also will be one, [and
the contradictory of the above hypothesis (of different parts of
Soul remaini ng engaged in sinultaneous perception with one sense) is
what enmerges fromthe anal ogy]; while if the two parts of Sou
remai n separate, the analogy of the eyes will fail, [for of these sone
one is really forned].

Furthernmore, [on the supposition of the need of different parts of
Soul, co-operating in each sense, to discern different objects
coi nstant aneously], the senses will be each at the sane tine one and
many, as if we should say that they were each a set of diverse
sciences; for neither will an '"activity' exist without its proper
faculty, nor without activity will there be sensation

But if the Soul does not, in the way suggested [i.e. with
different parts of itself acting sinultaneously], perceive in one
and the sane individual tine sensibles of the same sense, a fortiori
it is not thus that it perceives sensibles of different senses. For it
is, as already stated, nore conceivable that it should perceive a
plurality of the former together in this way than a plurality of
het er ogeneous obj ects.

If then, as is the fact, the Soul with one part perceives Sweet,
with another, Wiite, either that which results fromthese is sone
one part, or else there is no such one resultant. But there nust be
such an one, inasnmuch as the general faculty of sense-perception is
one. What one object, then, does that one faculty [when perceiving
an object, e.g. as both Wiite and Sweet] perceive? [None]; for
assuredly no one object arises by conposition of these
[ het er ogeneous obj ects, such as Wiite and Sweet]. We nust concl ude,
therefore, that there is, as has been stated before, sonme one
faculty in the soul with which the latter perceives all its
percepts, though it perceives each different genus of sensibles
through a different organ

May we not, then, conceive this faculty which perceives Wite and
Sweet to be one qua indivisible [sc. qua conbining its different
si mul t aneous objects] in its actualization, but different, when it has
becone divisible [sc. qua distinguishing its different sinultaneous
objects] in its actualization?

O is what occurs in the case of the perceiving Soul conceivably
anal ogous to what holds true in that of the things thenselves? For the
sanme nunerically one thing is white and sweet, and has many ot her
qualities, [while its numerical oneness is not thereby prejudiced]
if the fact is not that the qualities are really separable in the
obj ect fromone another, but that the being of each quality is
different [fromthat of every other]. In the same way therefore we
nmust assume also, in the case of the Soul, that the faculty of



perception in general is in itself nunmerically one and the same, but
different [differentiated] in its being; different, that is to say, in
genus as regards sone of its objects, in species as regards others.
Hence too, we may conclude that one can perceive [nunerically
di fferent objects] coinstantaneously with a faculty which is
nurmerically one and the same, but not the sanme in its relationship
[sc. according as the objects to which it is directed are not the
sane] .

That every sensible object is a nagnitude, and that nothing which it
is possible to perceive is indivisible, may be thus shown. The
di stance whence an object could not be seen is indeterninate, but that
whence it is visible is deterninate. W may say the sanme of the
objects of Snelling and Hearing, and of all sensibles not discerned by
actual contact. Now, there is, in the interval of distance, sone
extreme place, the last fromwhich the object is invisible, and the
first fromwhich it is visible. This place, beyond which if the object
be one cannot perceive it, while if the object be on the hither side
one nust perceive it, is, | presune, itself necessarily indivisible.
Therefore, if any sensible object be indivisible, such object, if
set in the said extreme place whence inperceptibility ends and
perceptibility begins, will have to be both visible and invisible
their objects, whether regarded in general or at the sanme tinme; but
this is inpossible.

Thi s concl udes our survey of the characteristics of the organs of
Sense- perception and their objects, whether regarded in general or
in relation to each organ. O the renaining subjects, we nust first
consi der that of menory and renenbering

- THE END-
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