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HOLDI NG as we do that, while know edge of any kind is a thing to
be honoured and prized, one kind of it may, either by reason of its
greater exactness or of a higher dignity and greater wonderful ness
inits objects, be nore honourable and precious than another, on
both accounts we should naturally be led to place in the front rank
the study of the soul. The know edge of the soul admittedly
contributes greatly to the advance of truth in general, and, above
all, to our understanding of Nature, for the soul is in sone sense the
principle of animal [ife. Qur aimis to grasp and understand, first
its essential nature, and secondly its properties; of these sone are
taught to be affections proper to the soul itself, while others are
considered to attach to the animal owing to the presence within it
of soul

To attain any assured know edge about the soul is one of the nost
difficult things in the world. As the form of question which here
presents itself, viz. the question "VWat is it?, recurs in other
fields, it m ght be supposed that there was sonme single nethod of
inquiry applicable to all objects whose essential nature (as we are
endeavouring to ascertain there is for derived properties the single
nmet hod of denonstration); in that case what we should have to seek for
woul d be this unique nethod. But if there is no such single and
general method for solving the question of essence, our task becones
still nmore difficult; in the case of each different subject we shal
have to deternine the appropriate process of investigation. If to this
there be a clear answer, e.g. that the process is denonstration or
di vision, or sonme known nmethod, difficulties and hesitations stil
beset us-with what facts shall we begin the inquiry? For the facts
which formthe starting-points in different subjects nust be
different, as e.g. in the case of nunbers and surfaces.

First, no doubt, it is necessary to determne in which of the
summa genera soul lies, what it is; is it 'a this-somewhat, 'a
substance, or is it a quale or a quantum or sone other of the
remai ni ng ki nds of predicates which we have distingui shed? Further,
does soul belong to the class of potential existents, or is it not
rather an actuality? Qur answer to this question is of the greatest
i mportance.

W nust consider al so whether soul is divisible or is without parts,
and whether it is everywhere honbgeneous or not; and if not
honogeneous, whether its various forns are different specifically or
generically: up to the present time those who have di scussed and
i nvestigated soul seemto have confined thenselves to the human
soul. W nust be careful not to ignore the question whether soul can
be defined in a single unanbi guous formula, as is the case with
ani mal , or whether we nust not give a separate forrmula for each of it,
as we do for horse, dog, nan, god (in the latter case the
'uni versal' animal-and so too every other 'comon predicate'-being
treated either as nothing at all or as a later product). Further, if
what exists is not a plurality of souls, but a plurality of parts of
one soul, which ought we to investigate first, the whole soul or its
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parts? (It is also a difficult problemto deci de which of these

parts are in nature distinct fromone another.) Again, which ought

we to investigate first, these parts or their functions, mnd or

thi nking, the faculty or the act of sensation, and so on? If the

i nvestigation of the functions precedes that of the parts, the further
guestion suggests itself: ought we not before either to consider the
correlative objects, e.g. of sense or thought? It seens not only
useful for the discovery of the causes of the derived properties of
substances to be acquainted with the essential nature of those
substances (as in mathematics it is useful for the understandi ng of
the property of the equality of the interior angles of a triangle to
two right angles to know the essential nature of the straight and

the curved or of the line and the plane) but al so conversely, for

t he know edge of the essential nature of a substance is largely
pronoted by an acquaintance with its properties: for, when we are able
to give an account conformable to experience of all or nost of the
properties of a substance, we shall be in the nost favourable position
to say sonething worth sayi ng about the essential nature of that
subject; in all denonstration a definition of the essence is

required as a starting-point, so that definitions which do not

enabl e us to discover the derived properties, or which fail to
facilitate even a conjecture about them nust obviously, one and

all, be dialectical and futile.

A further problempresented by the affections of soul is this: are
they all affections of the conplex of body and soul, or is there any
one anmong them peculiar to the soul by itself? To determine this is
i ndi spensable but difficult. If we consider the majority of them
there seens to be no case in which the soul can act or be acted upon
wi t hout involving the body; e.g. anger, courage, appetite, and
sensation generally. Thinking seens the nost probable exception; but
if this too proves to be a formof inagination or to be inpossible
wi t hout imagination, it too requires a body as a condition of its
exi stence. If there is any way of acting or being acted upon proper to
soul, soul will be capable of separate existence; if there is none
its separate existence is inpossible. In the latter case, it will be
like what is straight, which has many properties arising fromthe
straightness in it, e.g. that of touching a bronze sphere at a
poi nt, though straightness divorced fromthe other constituents of the
strai ght thing cannot touch it in this way; it cannot be so divorced
at all, since it is always found in a body. It therefore seens that
all the affections of soul involve a body-passion, gentleness, fear
pity, courage, joy, loving, and hating; in all these there is a
concurrent affection of the body. In support of this we may point to
the fact that, while sonmetinmes on the occasion of violent and striking
occurrences there is no excitenent or fear felt, on others faint and
feebl e stimul ati ons produce these enotions, viz. when the body is
already in a state of tension resenbling its condition when we are
angry. Here is a still clearer case: in the absence of any externa
cause of terror we find ourselves experiencing the feelings of a nman
interror. Fromall this it is obvious that the affections of soul are
enmattered fornul abl e essences.

Consequently their definitions ought to correspond, e.g. anger
shoul d be defined as a certain node of nmovenment of such and such a
body (or part or faculty of a body) by this or that cause and for this
or that end. That is precisely why the study of the soul nust fal
within the science of Nature, at least so far as in its affections
it mani fests this double character. Hence a physicist would define
an affection of soul differently froma dialectician; the latter would
define e.g. anger as the appetite for returning pain for pain, or
sonething like that, while the forner would define it as a boiling



of the blood or warm substance surround the heart. The latter

assigns the naterial conditions, the former the formor fornul able
essence; for what he states is the fornul abl e essence of the fact,
though for its actual existence there nmust be enbodinment of it in a
material such as is described by the other. Thus the essence of a
house is assigned in such a fornula as 'a shelter against

destruction by wind, rain, and heat'; the physicist would describe

it as 'stones, bricks, and tinbers'; but there is a third possible
description which would say that it was that formin that materi al
with that purpose or end. Wich, then, anong these is entitled to be
regarded as the genui ne physicist? The one who confines hinself to the
material, or the one who restricts hinself to the fornul abl e essence
alone? Is it not rather the one who conbines both in a single formula?
If this is so, how are we to characterize the other two? Mist we not
say that there is no type of thinker who concerns hinmself with those
qualities or attributes of the material which are in fact

i nseparable fromthe material, and without attenpting even in

t hought to separate then? The physicist is he who concerns hinself
with all the properties active and passive of bodies or naterials thus
or thus defined; attributes not considered as being of this

character he leaves to others, in certain cases it nay be to a
specialist, e.g. a carpenter or a physician, in others (a) where

they are inseparable in fact, but are separable fromany particul ar

ki nd of body by an effort of abstraction, to the mathematician, (b)
where they are separate both in fact and in thought from body
altogether, to the First Philosopher or netaphysician. But we nust
return fromthis digression, and repeat that the affections of sou

are inseparable fromthe material substratumof animal life, to

whi ch we have seen that such affections, e.g. passion and fear

attach, and have not the same node of being as a line or a plane.

2

For our study of soul it is necessary, while formulating the
probl ems of which in our further advance we are to find the sol utions,
to call into council the views of those of our predecessors who have
decl ared any opinion on this subject, in order that we may profit by
what ever is sound in their suggestions and avoid their errors.

The starting-point of our inquiry is an exposition of those
characteristics which have chiefly been held to belong to soul in
its very nature. Two characteristic marks have above all others been
recogni zed as distinguishing that which has soul in it fromthat which
has not-nmovenent and sensation. It rmay be said that these two are what
our predecessors have fixed upon as characteristic of soul

Sone say that what originates novenent is both pre-eninently and
primarily soul; believing that what is not itself noved cannot
originate novenent in another, they arrived at the view that sou
bel ongs to the class of things in nmovenent. This is what |ed
Democritus to say that soul is a sort of fire or hot substance; his
"forms' or atons are infinite in nunber; those which are spherica
he calls fire and soul, and conpares themto the notes in the air
which we see in shafts of |ight conming through wi ndows; the nixture of
seeds of all sorts he calls the elenments of the whole of Nature
(Leuci ppus gives a similar account); the spherical atons are
identified with soul because atons of that shape are nost adapted to
perneate everywhere, and to set all the others noving by being
thensel ves in noverment. This inplies the view that soul is identica
wi th what produces noverment in aninmals. That is why, further, they
regard respiration as the characteristic mark of life; as the
envi ronnment conpresses the bodies of animals, and tends to extrude



those atons which inpart novenent to them because they thenselves are
never at rest, there nmust be a reinforcenment of these by simlar atons
coming in fromwithout in the act of respiration; for they prevent the
extrusion of those which are already within by counteracting the
conpressing and consolidating force of the environment; and animals
continue to live only so long as they are able to maintain this

resi stance.

The doctrine of the Pythagoreans seens to rest upon the sane
i deas; some of them declared the notes in air, others what noved them
to be soul. These notes were referred to because they are seen
always in novenent, even in a conplete calm

The sane tendency is shown by those who define soul as that which
noves itself; all seemto hold the view that novenment is what is
closest to the nature of soul, and that while all else is noved by
soul, it alone noves itself. This belief arises fromtheir never
seei ng anything originating novenent which is not first itself noved.

Simlarly al so Anaxagoras (and whoever agrees with himin saying
that mind set the whole in novenent) declares the noving cause of
things to be soul. His position nust, however, be distinguished from
that of Denocritus. Denocritus roundly identifies soul and mind, for
he identifies what appears with what is true-that is why he comends
Homer for the phrase 'Hector lay with thought distraught'; he does not
enploy nmind as a special faculty dealing with truth, but identifies
soul and m nd. Wat Anaxagoras says about themis nore obscure; in
many places he tells us that the cause of beauty and order is nind
el sewhere that it is soul; it is found, he says, in all aninmals, great
and small, high and low, but mind (in the sense of intelligence)
appears not to belong alike to all aninals, and i ndeed not even to al
human bei ngs.

Al'l those, then, who had special regard to the fact that what has
soul init is noved, adopted the view that soul is to be identified
with what is enminently originative of novenent. All, on the other
hand, who | ooked to the fact that what has soul in it knows or
perceives what is, identify soul with the principle or principles of
Nat ure, according as they adnit several such principles or one only.
Thus Enpedocl es declares that it is formed out of all his el enents,
each of them al so being soul; his words are:

For 'tis by Earth we see Earth, by Water Vater
By Ether Ether divine, by Fire destructive Fire,
By Love Love, and Hate by cruel Hate.

In the same way Plato in the Timaeus fashions soul out of his
el enents; for like, he holds, is known by like, and things are
formed out of the principles or elements, so that soul nust be so too.
Simlarly also in his lectures 'On Philosophy' it was set forth that
the Animal -itself is conpounded of the Idea itself of the One together
with the primary I ength, breadth, and depth, everything else, the
objects of its perception, being simlarly constituted. Again he
puts his viewin yet other terms: Mnd is the nonad, science or
know edge the dyad (because it goes undeviatingly fromone point to
anot her), opinion the nunber of the plane, sensation the nunber of the
solid; the nunbers are by himexpressly identified with the Forns
t hensel ves or principles, and are forned out of the el enents; now
t hi ngs are apprehended either by mnd or science or opinion or
sensation, and these sane nunbers are the Fornms of things.

Sone thinkers, accepting both prenisses, viz. that the soul is
both originative of novement and cognitive, have conpounded it of both
and decl ared the soul to be a self-noving nunber

As to the nature and nunber of the first principles opinions differ



The difference is greatest between those who regard them as
corporeal and those who regard them as incorporeal, and from both

di ssent those who nake a bl end and draw their principles from both
sources. The nunber of principles is also in dispute; sone admit one
only, others assert several. There is a consequent diversity in
their several accounts of soul; they assume, naturally enough, that
what is in its own nature originative of nmovenent nust be anong what
is prinmordial. That has led sonme to regard it as fire, for fire is the
subtl est of the elenments and nearest to incorporeality; further, in
the nost primary sense, fire both is noved and ori gi nates novenent
in all the others.

Denmocritus has expressed hinself nore ingeniously than the rest on
the grounds for ascribing each of these two characters to soul; sou
and mnd are, he says, one and the sanme thing, and this thing nust
be one of the primary and indivisible bodies, and its power of
originating nmovenment nust be due to its fineness of grain and the
shape of its atoms; he says that of all the shapes the spherical is
the nost nobile, and that this is the shape of the particles of fire
and mni nd.

Anaxagoras, as we said above, seens to distinguish between sou
and mnd, but in practice he treats themas a single substance, except
that it is mind that he specially posits as the principle of al
things; at any rate what he says is that nmind alone of all that is
simpl e, unmi xed, and pure. He assigns both characteristics, know ng
and origination of movenent, to the sane principle, when he says
that it was mind that set the whole in novenent.

Thal es, too, to judge fromwhat is recorded about him seens to have
held soul to be a notive force, since he said that the nmagnet has a
soul in it because it noves the iron

Di ogenes (and others) held the soul to be air because he believed
air to be finest in grain and a first principle; therein lay the
grounds of the soul's powers of knowi ng and originati ng novenent. As
the prinordial principle fromwhich all other things are derived, it
is cognitive; as finest in grain, it has the power to originate
novenent .

Heraclitus too says that the first principle-the 'warm exhal ation'
of which, according to him everything else is conposed-is soul
further, that this exhalation is npost incorporeal and in ceasel ess
flux; that what is in novenment requires that what knows it should be
in nmovenent; and that all that is has its being essentially in
novenent (herein agreeing with the majority).

Al crmaeon al so seens to have held a sinmilar view about soul; he
says that it is inmmortal because it resenbles 'the immortals,' and
that this imortality belongs to it in virtue of its ceasel ess
novenent; for all the 'things divine,' noon, sun, the planets, and the
whol e heavens, are in perpetual novenent.

of More superficial witers, some, e.g. Hippo, have pronounced it to
be water; they seemto have argued fromthe fact that the seed of
all animals is fluid, for Hppo tries to refute those who say that the
soul is blood, on the ground that the seed, which is the prinordial
soul, is not bl ood.

Anot her group (Critias, for exanple) did hold it to be blood; they
take perception to be the nost characteristic attribute of soul, and
hol d t hat perceptiveness is due to the nature of bl ood.

Each of the elenments has thus found its partisan, except earth-earth
has found no supporter unless we count as such those who have decl ared
soul to be, or to be conmpounded of, all the elenents. Al, then, it
may be said, characterize the soul by three marks, Mpvenent,

Sensation, Incorporeality, and each of these is traced back to the
first principles. That is why (with one exception) all those who



define the soul by its power of knowi ng nake it either an el enent or
constructed out of the elenments. The | anguage they all use is sinilar
like, they say, is known by like; as the soul knows everything, they
construct it out of all the principles. Hence all those who adnit

but one cause or elenent, make the soul also one (e.g. fire or air),
whil e those who adnmit a nultiplicity of principles make the sou

al so multiple. The exception is Anaxagoras; he alone says that nmind is
i npassi bl e and has nothing in conmon with anything else. But, if

this is so, howor in virtue of what cause can it know? That
Anaxagor as has not explained, nor can any answer be inferred from
his words. Al who acknow edge pairs of opposites anong their
principles, construct the soul also out of these contraries, while
those who adnit as principles only one contrary of each pair, e.g.

ei ther hot or cold, I|ikew se make the soul sonme one of these. That

is why, also, they allow thenselves to be guided by the nanes; those
who identify soul with the hot argue that sen (to live) is derived
fromsein (to boil), while those who identify it with the cold say
that soul (psuche) is so called fromthe process of respiration and
(katapsuxi s). Such are the traditional opinions concerning soul
together with the grounds on which they are maintai ned.

3

We nust begin our examination with nmovenment; for doubtless, not only
is it false that the essence of soul is correctly described by those
who say that it is what noves (or is capable of noving) itself, but it
is an inpossibility that novement should be even an attribute of it.

W have already pointed out that there is no necessity that what
ori gi nates movenent should itself be nmoved. There are two senses in
whi ch anything may be noved-either (a) indirectly, owing to
sonething other than itself, or (b) directly, owing to itself.

Things are 'indirectly noved' which are noved as being contained in
sonet hing which is noved, e.g. sailors in a ship, for they are noved
in a different sense fromthat in which the ship is noved; the ship is
"directly nmoved', they are 'indirectly noved', because they are in a
novi ng vessel. This is clear if we consider their linbs; the

nmovenment proper to the legs (and so to nman) is walking, and in this
case the sailors tare not wal ki ng. Recogni zi ng the doubl e sense of

' bei ng noved', what we have to consider now is whether the soul is
"directly nmoved' and participates in such direct novenent.

There are four species of novenent-|oconotion, alteration
di m nution, growth; consequently if the soul is noved, it nmust be
noved with one or several or all of these species of novement. Now
if its novenent is not incidental, there nust be a novenent natural to
it, and, if so, as all the species enunerated involve place, place
nmust be natural to it. But if the essence of soul be to nove itself,
its being noved cannot be incidental to-as it is to what is white or
three cubits long; they too can be noved, but only incidentally-what
is moved is that of which "white' and 'three cubits long' are the
attributes, the body in which they inhere; hence they have no pl ace:
but if the soul naturally partakes in novenent, it follows that it
nmust have a pl ace

Further, if there be a novenment natural to the soul, there nust be a
count er-novenent unnatural to it, and conversely. The sane applies
to rest as well as to novenent; for the terninus ad quem of a
thing's natural nmovenment is the place of its natural rest, and
simlarly the termi nus ad quemof its enforced novenent is the place
of its enforced rest. But what neani ng can be attached to enforced
novenents or rests of the soul, it is difficult even to imagine.

Further, if the natural noverment of the soul be upward, the sou



nmust be fire; if downward, it nmust be earth; for upward and downward
nmovenents are the definitory characteristics of these bodies. The same
reasoning applies to the internedi ate novenents, ternini, and

bodi es. Further, since the soul is observed to originate novenent in
the body, it is reasonable to suppose that it transnits to the body
the nmovenents by which it itself is noved, and so, reversing the
order, we may infer fromthe novenents of the body back to simlar
nmovenments of the soul. Now the body is noved fromplace to place

with novenents of |oconotion. Hence it would follow that the sou

too must in accordance with the body change either its place as a
whol e or the relative places of its parts. This carries with it the
possibility that the soul night even quit its body and re-enter it,
and with this would be involved the possibility of a resurrection of
animals fromthe dead. But, it may be contended, the soul can be noved
indirectly by sonething else; for an animal can be pushed out of its
course. Yes, but that to whose essence bel ongs the power of being
nmoved by itself, cannot be noved by sonething el se except

incidentally, just as what is good by or in itself cannot owe its
goodness to sonething external to it or to some end to which it is a
neans.

If the soul is nmoved, the npbst probable view is that what noves it
i s sensible things.

We nmust note also that, if the soul noves itself, it nust be the
nover itself that is noved, so that it follows that if novenent is
in every case a displacenent of that which is in novenent, in that
respect in which it is said to be noved, the novenent of the soul nust
be a departure fromits essential nature, at least if its
sel f-nmovenent is essential to it, not incidental

Sonme go so far as to hold that the novenments which the sou
inmparts to the body in which it is are the sanme in kind as those
with which it itself is noved. An exanple of this is Denocritus, who
uses | anguage like that of the conic dramatist Philippus, who accounts
for the novenents that Daedal us inparted to his wooden Aphrodite by
sayi ng that he poured quicksilver into it; simlarly Denocritus says
that the spherical atons which according to himconstitute soul, ow ng
to their own ceasel ess novenents draw t he whol e body after them and so
produce its novenments. W nust urge the question whether it is these
very same atonms which produce rest al so-how they could do so, it is
difficult and even inpossible to say. And, in general, we may object
that it is not in this way that the soul appears to origi nate novenent
in animals-it is through intention or process of thinking.

It is in the same fashion that the Tinaeus also tries to give a
physi cal account of how the soul noves its body; the soul, it is there
said, is in noverment, and so owing to their mutual inplication noves
the body al so. After conpoundi ng the soul - substance out of the
elements and dividing it in accordance with the harnonic nunbers, in
order that it may possess a connate sensibility for 'harnony' and that
the whol e may nove in novenents well attuned, the Deniurge bent the
straight line into a circle; this single circle he divided into two
circles united at two comon points; one of these he subdivided into
seven circles. Al this inplies that the novenents of the soul are
identified with the [ ocal novenents of the heavens.

Now, in the first place, it is a nistake to say that the soul is a
spatial magnitude. It is evident that Plato nmeans the soul of the
whole to be like the sort of soul which is called mind not like the
sensitive or the desiderative soul, for the novenments of neither of
these are circular. Now mind is one and continuous in the sense in
whi ch the process of thinking is so, and thinking is identical with
the thoughts which are its parts; these have a serial unity like
that of nunber, not a unity like that of a spatial magnitude. Hence



m nd cannot have that kind of unity either; nind is either wthout
parts or is continuous in sone other way than that which characterizes
a spatial magnitude. How, indeed, if it were a spatial nagnitude,
could mind possibly think? WIIl it think with any one indifferently of
its parts? In this case, the 'part' nust be understood either in the
sense of a spatial magnitude or in the sense of a point (if a point
can be called a part of a spatial magnitude). If we accept the

latter alternative, the points being infinite in nunber, obviously the
m nd can never exhaustively traverse them if the former, the nind
nmust think the same thing over and over again, indeed an infinite
nunber of tines (whereas it is nmanifestly possible to think a thing
once only). If contact of any part whatsoever of itself with the
object is all that is required, why need nind nove in a circle, or

i ndeed possess nagnitude at all? On the other hand, if contact with
the whole circle is necessary, what meaning can be given to the
contact of the parts? Further, how could what has no parts think

what has parts, or what has parts think what has none? W nust
identify the circle referred to with mind; for it is nmind whose
novenent is thinking, and it is the circle whose novenent is
revolution, so that if thinking is a novenent of revolution, the
circle which has this characteristic novenent nust be nind.

If the circular novenent is eternal, there nust be sonething which
mnd is always thinking-what can this be? For all practi cal
processes of thinking have limts-they all go on for the sake of
sonet hi ng outside the process, and all theoretical processes cone to a
close in the sane way as the phrases in speech which express processes
and results of thinking. Every such linguistic phrase is either
definitory or denonstrative. Denonstration has both a starting-point
and may be said to end in a conclusion or inferred result; even if the
process never reaches final conpletion, at any rate it never returns
upon itself again to its starting-point, it goes on assuming a fresh
mddle termor a fresh extrene, and noves straight forward, but
circular novenment returns to its starting-point. Definitions, too, are
cl osed groups of terns.

Further, if the sane revolution is repeated, mnd nust repeatedly
think the sanme object.

Further, thinking has nore resenblance to a coming to rest or arrest
than to a novenent; the sanme may be said of inferring

It might also be urged that what is difficult and enforced is
i nconpatible with bl essedness; if the novenment of the soul is not of
its essence, novenent of the soul nust be contrary to its nature. It
nmust al so be painful for the soul to be inextricably bound up with the
body; nay nore, if, as is frequently said and wi dely accepted, it is
better for mind not to be enbodied, the union nust be for it
undesi rabl e.

Further, the cause of the revolution of the heavens is left obscure.
It is not the essence of soul which is the cause of this circular
nmovenent -t hat novenent is only incidental to soul-nor is, a
fortiori, the body its cause. Again, it is not even asserted that it
is better that soul should be so noved; and yet the reason for which
God caused the soul to nove in a circle can only have been that
novenent was better for it than rest, and novenent of this kind better
than any other. But since this sort of consideration is nore
appropriate to another field of speculation, let us dismiss it for the

present.
The view we have just been exani ning, in conpany w th nost
t heori es about the soul, involves the follow ng absurdity: they al

join the soul to a body, or place it in a body, without adding any
specification of the reason of their union, or of the bodily
conditions required for it. Yet such explanation can scarcely be



omtted; for sonme conmunity of nature is presupposed by the fact

that the one acts and the other is acted upon, the one noves and the
other is noved; interaction always inplies a special nature in the two
interagents. All, however, that these thinkers do is to describe the
specific characteristics of the soul; they do not try to deternine
anyt hi ng about the body which is to contain it, as if it were

possi ble, as in the Pythagorean nyths, that any soul could be

cl ot hed upon with any body-an absurd view, for each body seens to have
a formand shape of its own. It is as absurd as to say that the art of
carpentry could enbody itself in flutes; each art nust use its

tool s, each soul its body.

4

There is yet another theory about soul, which has commended itself
to many as no | ess probable than any of those we have hitherto
nmenti oned, and has rendered public account of itself in the court of
popul ar di scussion. Its supporters say that the soul is a kind of
harmony, for (a) harnony is a blend or conposition of contraries,
and (b) the body is conpounded out of contraries. Harnmony, however, is
a certain proportion or conposition of the constituents bl ended, and
soul can be neither the one nor the other of these. Further, the power
of originating novenent cannot belong to a harnony, while al nost al
concur in regarding this as a principal attribute of soul. It is
nore appropriate to call health (or generally one of the good states
of the body) a harnmony than to predicate it of the soul. The absurdity
becones nost apparent when we try to attribute the active and
passive affections of the soul to a harnony; the necessary
readj ustment of their conceptions is difficult. Further, in using
the word ' harmony' we have one or other of two cases in our mnd
the nost proper sense is in relation to spatial nagnitudes which
have notion and position, where harnony neans the disposition and
cohesion of their parts in such a nanner as to prevent the
i ntroduction into the whol e of anything honogeneous with it, and the
secondary sense, derived fromthe former, is that in which it neans
the rati o between the constituents so bl ended; in neither of these
senses is it plausible to predicate it of soul. That soul is a harnony
in the sense of the node of conposition of the parts of the body is
a vieweasily refutable; for there are many conposite parts and
t hose variously conmpounded; of what bodily part is nind or the
sensitive or the appetitive faculty the node of conposition? And
what is the node of conposition which constitutes each of thenf? It
is equally absurd to identify the soul with the ratio of the
m xture; for the mxture which nakes flesh has a different ratio
between the elenents fromthat which makes bone. The consequence of
this vieww |l therefore be that distributed throughout the whol e body
there will be many souls, since every one of the bodily parts is a
different mxture of the elenents, and the ratio of mixture is in each
case a harnmony, i.e. a soul

From Enpedocl es at any rate we m ght denand an answer to the
foll owi ng question for he says that each of the parts of the body is
what it is in virtue of a ratio between the elenents: is the sou
identical with this ratio, or is it not rather sonething over and
above this which is forned in the parts? Is |ove the cause of any
and every mixture, or only of those that are in the right ratio? Is
love this ratio itself, or is |love sonething over and above this? Such
are the problens raised by this account. But, on the other hand, if
the soul is different fromthe mixture, why does it disappear at one
and the sane nonent with that relation between the el enents which
constitutes flesh or the other parts of the animl body? Further, if



the soul is not identical with the ratio of mixture, and it is
consequently not the case that each of the parts has a soul, what is
t hat whi ch perishes when the soul quits the body?

That the soul cannot either be a harnony, or be noved in a circle,
is clear fromwhat we have said. Yet that it can be noved incidentally
is, as we said above, possible, and even that in a sense it can nove

itself, i.e. in the sense that the vehicle in which it is can be
nmoved, and noved by it; in no other sense can the soul be noved in
space.

More legitimate doubts might remain as to its nmovenent in view of
the following facts. W speak of the soul as being pained or
pl eased, being bold or fearful, being angry, perceiving, thinking. Al
these are regarded as nodes of novenent, and hence it might be
inferred that the soul is noved. This, however, does not necessarily
follow W nmay adnmit to the full that being pai ned or pleased, or
t hi nki ng, are novenents (each of thema 'being noved' ), and that the
novenent is originated by the soul. For exanple we nay regard anger or
fear as such and such novenents of the heart, and thinking as such and
such anot her novenent of that organ, or of some other; these
nodi fications may arise either fromchanges of place in certain
parts or fromqualitative alterations (the special nature of the parts
and the special nodes of their changes being for our present purpose
irrelevant). Yet to say that it is the soul which is angry is as
i nexact as it would be to say that it is the soul that weaves webs
or builds houses. It is doubtless better to avoid saying that the sou
pities or learns or thinks and rather to say that it is the man who
does this with his soul. What we nmean is not that the novenent is in
the soul, but that sonetines it ternminates in the soul and sonetines
starts fromit, sensation e.g. coming fromw thout inwards, and
rem ni scence starting fromthe soul and terminating with the
novenents, actual or residual, in the sense organs.

The case of mind is different; it seens to be an independent
substance inplanted within the soul and to be incapable of being
destroyed. If it could be destroyed at all, it would be under the
blunting influence of old age. Wat really happens in respect of
mnd in old age is, however, exactly parallel to what happens in the
case of the sense organs; if the old man coul d recover the proper Kkind
of eye, he would see just as well as the young man. The incapacity
of old age is due to an affection not of the soul but of its
vehicl e, as occurs in drunkenness or disease. Thus it is that in old
age the activity of mind or intellectual apprehension declines only
t hrough the decay of some other inward part; mind itself is
i mpassi bl e. Thinking, loving, and hating are affections not of mnind
but of that which has nmind, so far as it has it. That is why, when
this vehicle decays, nenory and | ove cease; they were activities not
of mind, but of the conposite which has perished; nmind is, no doubt,
sonet hi ng nore divine and i npassi ble. That the soul cannot be noved is
therefore clear fromwhat we have said, and if it cannot be noved at
all, manifestly it cannot be noved by itself.

O all the opinions we have enunerated, by far the nobst unreasonable
is that which declares the soul to be a self-noving nunber; it
involves in the first place all the inpossibilities which foll ow
fromregarding the soul as noved, and in the second speci al
absurdities which follow fromcalling it a nunber. How we to inagine a
unit being noved? By what agency? What sort of novenent can be
attributed to what is without parts or internal differences? If the
unit is both originative of novenent and itself capable of being
noved, it nust contain difference.

Further, since they say a noving |ine generates a surface and a
novi ng point a line, the novenments of the psychic units nust be



lines (for a point is a unit having position, and the nunber of the
soul is, of course, sonewhere and has position).

Again, if froma nunber a number or a unit is subtracted, the
remai nder is another nunber; but plants and many ani mal s when
di vided continue to live, and each segnent is thought to retain the
sane kind of soul

It must be all the sanme whether we speak of units or corpuscles; for
if the spherical atonms of Denocritus becane points, nothing being
retained but their being a quantum there must renmain in each a noving
and a noved part, just as there is in what is continuous; what happens
has nothing to do with the size of the atons, it depends sol ely upon
their being a quantum That is why there nust be sonmething to
originate novenent in the units. If in the aninmal what originates
novenent is the soul, so also nust it be in the case of the nunber, so
that not the nover and the noved together, but the nover only, wll be
the soul. But howis it possible for one of the units to fulfil this
function of originating novenent? There nust be sone difference
between such a unit and all the other units, and what difference can
there be between one placed unit and another except a difference of
position? If then, on the other hand, these psychic units within the
body are different fromthe points of the body, there will be two sets
of units both occupying the sane place; for each unit will occupy a
point. And yet, if there can be two, why cannot there be an infinite
nunber? For if things can occupy an indivisible lace, they nust
t hemsel ves be indivisible. If, on the other hand, the points of the
body are identical with the units whose nunber is the soul, or if
t he nunber of the points in the body is the soul, why have not al
bodi es soul s? For all bodies contain points or an infinity of points.

Further, howis it possible for these points to be isolated or
separated fromtheir bodies, seeing that |ines cannot be resolved into
poi nts?

5

The result is, as we have said, that this view, while on the one
side identical with that of those who nmaintain that soul is a subtle
ki nd of body, is on the other entangled in the absurdity peculiar to
Dermocritus' way of describing the nanner in which novenent is
originated by soul. For if the soul is present throughout the whole
perci pi ent body, there nust, if the soul be a kind of body, be two
bodies in the same place; and for those who call it a nunber, there
nmust be many points at one point, or every body must have a soul
unl ess the soul be a different sort of nunber-other, that is, than the
sum of the points existing in a body. Another consequence that follows
is that the aninmal nust be noved by its nunmber precisely in the way
that Denocritus explained its being noved by his spherical psychic
atons. \What difference does it nmake whet her we speak of smal
spheres or of large units, or, quite sinply, of units in novenent? One
way or another, the novenents of the animal must be due to their
novenents. Hence those who conbi ne novenent and nunber in the sanme
subj ect lay thensel ves open to these and nany other sinilar
absurdities. It is inpossible not only that these characters shoul d
give the definition of soul-it is inpossible that they should even
be attributes of it. The point is clear if the attenpt be nmade to
start fromthis as the account of soul and explain fromit the
affections and actions of the soul, e.g. reasoning, sensation
pl easure, pain, &c. For, to repeat what we have said earlier, novenent
and nunber do not facilitate even conjecture about the derivative
properties of soul

Such are the three ways in which soul has traditionally been



defined; one group of thinkers declared it to be that which is nost
originative of novenment because it noves itself, another group to be
the subtlest and nost nearly incorporeal of all kinds of body. W have
now sufficiently set forth the difficulties and inconsistencies to

whi ch these theories are exposed. It remains now to exam ne the
doctrine that soul is conposed of the el ements.

The reason assigned for this doctrine is that thus the soul may
perceive or come to know everything that is, but the theory
necessarily involves itself in many inpossibilities. Its uphol ders
assune that like is known only by like, and imagi ne that by
declaring the soul to be conposed of the elenments they succeed in
identifying the soul with all the things it is capable of
apprehendi ng. But the elements are not the only things it knows; there
are many others, or, nore exactly, an infinite nunmber of others,
formed out of the elenents. Let us adnit that the soul knows or
perceives the elenments out of which each of these conposites is made
up; but by what nmeans will it know or perceive the conposite whol e,
e.g. what God, man, flesh, bone (or any other conpound) is? For each
is, not nerely the elenments of which it is conposed, but those
el ements conmbined in a deterninate node or ratio, as Enpedocles
hi nsel f says of bone,

The kindly Earth in its broad-bosonmed noul ds
Won of clear Water two parts out of eight,
And four of Fire; and so white bones were forned.

Not hi ng, therefore, will be gained by the presence of the elenments
in the soul, unless there be also present there the various formul ae
of proportion and the various conpositions in accordance with them
Each elenent will indeed know its fellow outside, but there will be no
know edge of bone or man, unless they too are present in the
constitution of the soul. The inpossibility of this needs no
poi nting out; for who woul d suggest that stone or man could enter into
the constitution of the soul ? The sane applies to 'the good' and
"the not-good', and so on

Further, the word 'is' has many neanings: it nmay be used of a '"this
or substance, or of a quantum or of a quale, or of any other of the
ki nds of predicates we have distingui shed. Does the soul consist of
all of these or not? It does not appear that all have conmon el enents.
I's the soul formed out of those el enments al one which enter into
substances? so howwill it be able to know each of the other kinds
of thing? WIIl it be said that each kind of thing has el enments or
principles of its own, and that the soul is forned out of the whole of
these? I n that case, the soul must be a quantum and a quale and a
substance. But all that can be nmade out of the elements of a quantum
is a quantum not a substance. These (and others like then) are the
consequences of the view that the soul is conposed of all the
el ement s.

It is absurd, also, to say both (a) that like is not capabl e of
being affected by like, and (b) that like is perceived or known by
like, for perceiving, and al so both thinking and knowi ng, are, on
their own assunption, ways of being affected or noved.

There are many puzzles and difficulties raised by saying, as
Enpedocl es does, that each set of things is known by nmeans of its
corporeal elenments and by reference to sonething in soul which is like
them and additional testinony is furnished by this new consideration
for all the parts of the aninmal body which consist wholly of earth
such as bones, sinews, and hair seemto be wholly insensitive and
consequently not perceptive even of objects earthy Iike thensel ves, as
t hey ought to have been



Further, each of the principles will have far nore ignorance than
know edge, for though each of themw Il know one thing, there wll
be many of which it will be ignorant. Enpedocles at any rate nust
conclude that his God is the least intelligent of all beings, for of
himalone is it true that there is one thing, Strife, which he does
not know, while there is nothing which nortal beings do not know,
for ere is nothing which does not enter into their conposition

In general, we may ask, Wiy has not everything a soul, since
everything either is an elenent, or is forned out of one or several or
all of the elenents? Each nust certainly know one or several or all

The problem night also be raised, Wiat is that which unifies the
elements into a soul? The el ements correspond, it would appear, to the
matter; what unites them whatever it is, is the suprenely inportant
factor. But it is inpossible that there should be sonething superior
to, and donminant over, the soul (and a fortiori over the mind); it
is reasonable to hold that nmind is by nature nost prinordial and
dominant, while their statenent that it is the elenents which are
first of all that is.

Al'l, both those who assert that the soul, because of its know edge
or perception of what is conpounded out of the elenents, and is
t hose who assert that it is of all things the nost originative of
novenent, fail to take into consideration all kinds of soul. In fact
(1) not all beings that perceive can originate novenent; there
appear to be certain animals which stationary, and yet |oca
novenent is the only one, so it seens, which the soul originates in
animals. And (2) the same object-on holds against all those who
construct mnd and the perceptive faculty out of the elenents; for
it appears that plants live, and yet are not endowed with | oconotion
or perception, while a large nunber of aninals are w thout discourse
of reason. Even if these points were waived and nind adnitted to be
a part of the soul (and so too the perceptive faculty), still, even
so, there would be kinds and parts of soul of which they had failed to
gi ve any account.

The sanme objection |lies against the view expressed in the 'Ophic
poens: there it is said that the soul comes in fromthe whol e when
breat hi ng takes pl ace, being borne in upon the winds. Now this
cannot take place in the case of plants, nor indeed in the case of
certain classes of animal, for not all classes of aninmal breathe. This
fact has escaped the notice of the holders of this view

If we nmust construct the soul out of the elenents, there is no
necessity to suppose that all the elements enter into its
construction; one elenment in each pair of contraries will suffice to
enable it to know both that elenment itself and its contrary. By
nmeans of the straight line we know both itself and the curved-the
carpenter's rule enables us to test both-but what is curved does not
enabl e us to distinguish either itself or the straight. Certain
thi nkers say that soul is intermingled in the whole universe, and it
is perhaps for that reason that Thal es cane to the opinion that al
things are full of gods. This presents sone difficulties: Wy does the
soul when it resides in air or fire not forman animal, while it
does so when it resides in nmixtures of the elenents, and that although
it is held to be of higher quality when contained in the former?

(One night add the question, why the soul in air is maintained to be
hi gher and nore imortal than that in aninals.) Both possible ways

of replying to the forner question lead to absurdity or paradox; for
it is beyond paradox to say that fire or air is an animal, and it is
absurd to refuse the name of aninmal to what has soul in it. The

opi nion that the el enents have soul in themseens to have arisen
fromthe doctrine that a whole nust be honpbgeneous with its parts.

If it is true that animals becone animate by drawing into thenselves a



portion of what surrounds them the partisans of this view are bound
to say that the soul of the Wiwole too is honbgeneous with all its
parts. If the air sucked in is honbgeneous, but soul heterogeneous,
clearly while some part of soul will exist in the inbreathed air, sone
other part will not. The soul nust either be honbgeneous, or such that
there are sonme parts of the Wiole in which it is not to be found.

From what has been said it is now clear that knowing as an attribute
of soul cannot be explained by soul's being conposed of the
el ements, and that it is neither sound nor true to speak of soul as
nmoved. But since (a) know ng, perceiving, opining, and further (b)
desiring, w shing, and generally all other nbdes of appetition, belong
to soul, and (c) the local novenents of aninmals, and (d) grow h,
maturity, and decay are produced by the soul, we nust ask whether each
of these is an attribute of the soul as a whole, i.e. whether it is
with the whol e soul we think, perceive, nove ourselves, act or are
acted upon, or whether each of themrequires a different part of the
soul? So too with regard to life. Does it depend on one of the parts
of soul? O is it dependent on nmore than one? O on all? O has it
sonme quite other cause?

Sone hold that the soul is divisible, and that one part thinks,
anot her desires. If, then, its nature admts of its being divided,
what can it be that holds the parts together? Surely not the body;
on the contrary it seens rather to be the soul that holds the body
together; at any rate when the soul departs the body disintegrates and
decays. If, then, there is something else which nakes the soul one,
this unifying agency would have the best right to the name of soul
and we shall have to repeat for it the question: Is it one or
mul tipartite? If it is one, why not at once admit that 'the soul' is
one? If it has parts, once nore the question nmust be put: What hol ds
its parts together, and so ad infinitun®

The question mght also be raised about the parts of the soul
What is the separate role of each in relation to the body? For, if the
whol e soul hol ds together the whol e body, we should expect each part
of the soul to hold together a part of the body. But this seenms an
inmpossibility; it is difficult even to inagi ne what sort of bodily
part mind will hold together, or howit will do this

It is a fact of observation that plants and certain insects go on
living when divided into segnents; this neans that each of the
segnents has a soul in it identical in species, though not nunerically
identical in the different segnments, for both of the segnents for a
ti me possess the power of sensation and |ocal novenent. That this does
not last is not surprising, for they no I onger possess the organs
necessary for self-nmaintenance. But, all the sanme, in each of the
bodily parts there are present all the parts of soul, and the souls so
present are honogeneous with one another and with the whole; this
nmeans that the several parts of the soul are indisseverable from one
anot her, although the whole soul is divisible. It seens al so that
the principle found in plants is also a kind of soul; for this is
the only principle which is conmon to both animals and plants; and
this exists in isolation fromthe principle of sensation, though there
not hi ng which has the latter w thout the forner

Book |1
1

LET the foregoing suffice as our account of the views concerning the
soul which have been handed on by our predecessors; |let us now dismss
them and nake as it were a conpletely fresh start, endeavouring to
give a precise answer to the question, Wat is soul? i.e. to fornulate
t he nost general possible definition of it.



W are in the habit of recognizing, as one deterninate kind of
what is, substance, and that in several senses, (a) in the sense of
matter or that which in itself is not 'a this', and (b) in the sense
of formor essence, which is that precisely in virtue of which a thing
is called "athis', and thirdly (c) in the sense of that which is
conmpounded of both (a) and (b). Now matter is potentiality, form
actuality; of the latter there are two grades related to one anot her
as e.g. know edge to the exercise of know edge.

Anong substances are by general consent reckoned bodi es and
especi ally natural bodies; for they are the principles of all other
bodi es. O natural bodies sone have life in them others not; by
life we nmean self-nutrition and growth (with its correl ative decay).

It follows that every natural body which has l[ife in it is a substance
in the sense of a conposite.

But since it is also a body of such and such a kind, viz. having
life, the body cannot be soul; the body is the subject or matter
not what is attributed to it. Hence the soul nust be a substance in
the sense of the formof a natural body having life potentially within
it. But substance is actuality, and thus soul is the actuality of a
body as above characterized. Now the word actuality has two senses
correspondi ng respectively to the possession of know edge and the
actual exercise of know edge. It is obvious that the soul is actuality
inthe first sense, viz. that of know edge as possessed, for both
sl eepi ng and waki ng presuppose the existence of soul, and of these
waki ng corresponds to actual know ng, sleeping to know edge
possessed but not enployed, and, in the history of the individual
know edge cones before its enpl oynent or exercise.

That is why the soul is the first grade of actuality of a natura
body having life potentially in it. The body so described is a body
which is organi zed. The parts of plants in spite of their extrene
sinmplicity are 'organs'; e.g. the leaf serves to shelter the pericarp
the pericarp to shelter the fruit, while the roots of plants are
anal ogous to the nmouth of animals, both serving for the absorption
of food. If, then, we have to give a general fornula applicable to al
ki nds of soul, we nust describe it as the first grade of actuality
of a natural organized body. That is why we can wholly disniss as
unnecessary the question whether the soul and the body are one: it
i s as meaningless as to ask whether the wax and the shape given to
it by the stanp are one, or generally the matter of a thing and that
of which it is the matter. Unity has many senses (as nmany as 'is'
has), but the nost proper and fundanmental sense of both is the
relation of an actuality to that of which it is the actuality. W have
now gi ven an answer to the question, Wat is soul ?-an answer which
applies to it inits full extent. It is substance in the sense which
corresponds to the definitive fornmula of a thing's essence. That neans
that it is 'the essential whatness' of a body of the character just

assigned. Suppose that what is literally an 'organ', |like an axe, were
a natural body, its 'essential whatness', would have been its essence,
and so its soul; if this disappeared fromit, it would have ceased

to be an axe, except in name. As it is, it is just an axe; it wants
the character which is required to nake its whatness or formul able
essence a soul; for that, it would have had to be a natural body of
a particular kind, viz. one having in itself the power of setting
itself in novenent and arresting itself. Next, apply this doctrine
in the case of the '"parts' of the living body. Suppose that the eye
were an ani mal - si ght woul d have been its soul, for sight is the
subst ance or essence of the eye which corresponds to the formula,
the eye being nerely the matter of seeing; when seeing is renoved
the eye is no longer an eye, except in nane-it is no nore a real eye
than the eye of a statue or of a painted figure. W nust now extend



our consideration fromthe 'parts' to the whole living body; for
what the departnental sense is to the bodily part which is its
organ, that the whole faculty of sense is to the whole sensitive
body as such.

We nmust not understand by that which is 'potentially capabl e of
living' what has lost the soul it had, but only what still retains it;
but seeds and fruits are bodi es which possess the qualification
Consequently, while waking is actuality in a sense corresponding to
the cutting and the seeing, the soul is actuality in the sense
corresponding to the power of sight and the power in the tool; the
body corresponds to what exists in potentiality; as the pupil plus the
power of sight constitutes the eye, so the soul plus the body
constitutes the ani mal

Fromthis it indubitably follows that the soul is inseparable from
its body, or at any rate that certain parts of it are (if it has
parts) for the actuality of some of themis nothing but the
actualities of their bodily parts. Yet sone may be separabl e because
they are not the actualities of any body at all. Further, we have no
light on the probl em whether the soul may not be the actuality of
its body in the sense in which the sailor is the actuality of the
shi p.

This nust suffice as our sketch or outline determination of the
nature of soul

2

Since what is clear or logically nore evident emerges fromwhat in
itself is confused but nore observable by us, we nust reconsider our
results fromthis point of view For it is not enough for a definitive
formula to express as nost now do the nere fact; it nust include and
exhibit the ground also. At present definitions are given in a form
anal ogous to the conclusion of a syllogism e.g. What is squaring? The
construction of an equilateral rectangle equal to a given oblong
rectangle. Such a definition is in formequivalent to a conclusion
One that tells us that squaring is the discovery of a line which is
a nmean proportional between the two unequal sides of the given
rectangl e di scl oses the ground of what is defined.

We resume our inquiry froma fresh starting-point by calling
attention to the fact that what has soul in it differs fromwhat has
not, in that the fornmer displays life. Now this word has nore than one
sense, and provi ded any one alone of these is found in a thing we
say that thing is living. Living, that is, may nmean thinking or
perception or |local novenment and rest, or novenent in the sense of
nutrition, decay and growth. Hence we think of plants also as
living, for they are observed to possess in thenselves an
originative power through which they increase or decrease in al
spatial directions; they grow up and down, and everything that grows
increases its bulk alike in both directions or indeed in all, and
continues to live so long as it can absorb nutrinment.

Thi s power of self-nutrition can be isolated fromthe other powers
nmentioned, but not they fromit-in nortal beings at |least. The fact is
obvious in plants; for it is the only psychic power they possess.

This is the originative power the possession of which leads us to
speak of things as living at all, but it is the possession of
sensation that leads us for the first time to speak of living things
as animals; for even those beings which possess no power of |oca
nmovenment but do possess the power of sensation we call animals and not
nmerely living things.

The primary form of sense is touch, which belongs to all animals.
just as the power of self-nutrition can be isolated fromtouch and



sensation generally, so touch can be isolated fromall other forns
of sense. (By the power of self-nutrition we nmean that departnental
power of the soul which is common to plants and animals: all animals
what soever are observed to have the sense of touch.) Wat the

expl anation of these two facts is, we nust discuss later. At present
we nust confine ourselves to saying that soul is the source of these
phenonena and is characterized by them viz. by the powers of
self-nutrition, sensation, thinking, and notivity.

Is each of these a soul or a part of a soul? And if a part, a part
in what sense? A part merely distinguishable by definition or a part
distinct in local situation as well? In the case of certain of these
powers, the answers to these questions are easy, in the case of others
we are puzzled what to say. just as in the case of plants which when
di vided are observed to continue to live though renoved to a
di stance from one another (thus showing that in their case the soul of
each individual plant before division was actually one, potentially
many), so we notice a similar result in other varieties of soul
i.e. in insects which have been cut in two; each of the segnents
possesses both sensation and | ocal novenent; and if sensation
necessarily al so i magi nati on and appetition; for, where there is
sensation, there is also pleasure and pain, and, where these,
necessarily also desire.

W have no evidence as yet about mind or the power to think; it
seens to be a widely different kind of soul, differing as what is
eternal fromwhat is perishable; it alone is capable of existence in
isolation fromall other psychic powers. Al the other parts of
soul, it is evident fromwhat we have said, are, in spite of certain
statenments to the contrary, incapable of separate existence though, of
course, distinguishable by definition. If opining is distinct from
perceiving, to be capable of opining and to be capabl e of perceiving
nmust be distinct, and so with all the other forns of |iving above
enunerated. Further, sonme animals possess all these parts of soul
sonme certain of themonly, others one only (this is what enables us to
classify aninals); the cause nust be considered later.' A sinilar
arrangenent is found also within the field of the senses; some classes
of animals have all the senses, sone only certain of them others only
one, the nost indispensable, touch

Since the expression 'that whereby we live and perceive' has two
nmeani ngs, just |ike the expression 'that whereby we know -that may
nmean either (a) know edge or (b) the soul, for we can speak of know ng
by or with either, and sinmlarly that whereby we are in health nmay
be either (a) health or (b) the body or sonme part of the body; and
since of the two terns thus contrasted know edge or health is the nane
of a form essence, or ratio, or if we so express it an actuality of a
reci pient matter-know edge of what is capable of knowi ng, health of
what is capabl e of being nmade healthy (for the operation of that which
is capable of originating change terninates and has its seat in what
is changed or altered); further, since it is the soul by or w th which
primarily we live, perceive, and think:-it follows that the sou
nmust be a ratio or formul abl e essence, not a matter or subject. For
as we said, word substance has three nmeanings form matter, and the
conpl ex of both and of these three what is called matter is
potentiality, what is called formactuality. Since then the conpl ex
here is the Iiving thing, the body cannot be the actuality of the
soul; it is the soul which is the actuality of a certain kind of body.
Hence the rightness of the view that the soul cannot be without a
body, while it csnnot he a body; it is not a body but something
relative to a body. That is why it is in a body, and a body of a
definite kind. It was a mistake, therefore, to do as forner thinkers
did, nmerely to fit it into a body w thout adding a definite



specification of the kind or character of that body. Reflection
confirns the observed fact; the actuality of any given thing can

only be realized in what is already potentially that thing, i.e. in

a matter of its own appropriate to it. Fromall this it follows that
soul is an actuality or fornul able essence of sonmething that possesses
a potentiality of being besoul ed.

3

O the psychic powers above enunerated sone kinds of living
things, as we have said, possess all, sone less than all, others one
only. Those we have nentioned are the nutritive, the appetitive, the
sensory, the loconotive, and the power of thinking. Plants have none
but the first, the nutritive, while another order of living things has
this plus the sensory. If any order of living things has the
sensory, it nust also have the appetitive; for appetite is the genus
of which desire, passion, and wi sh are the species; now all animals
have one sense at |east, viz. touch, and whatever has a sense has
the capacity for pleasure and pain and therefore has pleasant and
pai nful objects present to it, and wherever these are present, there
is desire, for desire is just appetition of what is pleasant. Further
all animal s have the sense for food (for touch is the sense for food);
the food of all living things consists of what is dry, noist, hot,
cold, and these are the qualities apprehended by touch; all other
sensible qualities are apprehended by touch only indirectly. Sounds,
colours, and odours contribute nothing to nutrinment; flavours fal
within the field of tangible qualities. Hunger and thirst are fornms of
desire, hunger a desire for what is dry and hot, thirst a desire for
what is cold and noist; flavour is a sort of seasoning added to
both. We nmust later clear up these points, but at present it may be
enough to say that all aninmals that possess the sense of touch have
al so appetition. The case of inagination is obscure; we nust exani ne
it later. Certain kinds of animals possess in addition the power of

| oconotion, and still another order of animate beings, i.e. man and
possi bly anot her order |ike man or superior to him the power of
thinking, i.e. mind. It is now evident that a single definition can be

given of soul only in the same sense as one can be given of figure.
For, as in that case there is no figure distinguishable and apart from
triangle, &., so here there is no soul apart fromthe forns of sou
just enunerated. It is true that a highly general definition can be
given for figure which will fit all figures w thout expressing the
pecul iar nature of any figure. So here in the case of soul and its
specific fornms. Hence it is absurd in this and sinmlar cases to demand
an absolutely general definition which will fail to express the

pecul iar nature of anything that is, or again, omitting this, to

| ook for separate definitions corresponding to each infim species.
The cases of figure and soul are exactly parallel; for the particulars
subsumed under the common nane in both cases-figures and |iving

bei ngs-constitute a series, each successive term of which

potentially contains its predecessor, e.g. the square the triangle,
the sensory power the self-nutritive. Hence we nust ask in the case of
each order of living things, What is its soul, i.e. Wiat is the sou

of plant, animal, man? Why the terns are related in this serial way
must formthe subject of later exami nation. But the facts are that the
power of perception is never found apart fromthe power of
self-nutrition, while-in plants-the latter is found isolated from

the former. Again, no sense is found apart fromthat of touch, while
touch is found by itself; many animals have neither sight, hearing,

nor smell. Again, anong living things that possess sense sone have the
power of |oconotion, sone not. Lastly, certain living beings-a smal



m nority-possess cal culation and thought, for (among nortal beings)
t hose whi ch possess cal cul ati on have all the other powers above
nmentioned, while the converse does not hol d-indeed sonme live by
i magi nati on al one, while others have not even inagination. The nind
that knows with inmediate intuition presents a different problem

It is evident that the way to give the npst adequate definition of
soul is to seek in the case of each of its forns for the nost
appropriate definition.

4

It is necessary for the student of these forns of soul first to find
a definition of each, expressive of what it is, and then to
investigate its derivative properties, &. But if we are to express
what each is, viz. what the thinking power is, or the perceptive, or
the nutritive, we nust go farther back and first give an account of
t hi nking or perceiving, for in the order of investigation the question
of what an agent does precedes the question, what enables it to do
what it does. If this is correct, we nust on the sanme ground go yet
anot her step farther back and have sonme cl ear view of the objects of
each; thus we nust start with these objects, e.g. with food, wi th what
is perceptible, or with what is intelligible.

It follows that first of all we nust treat of nutrition and
reproduction, for the nutritive soul is found along with all the
others and is the nost prinitive and widely distributed power of soul
bei ng i ndeed that one in virtue of which all are said to have life.
The acts in which it manifests itself are reproduction and the use
of food-reproduction, | say, because for any living thing that has
reached its nornal devel opnent and which is unnmutil ated, and whose
node of generation is not spontaneous, the nost natural act is the
production of another like itself, an aninmal producing an aninmal, a
plant a plant, in order that, as far as its nature allows, it may
partake in the eternal and divine. That is the goal towards which
all things strive, that for the sake of which they do whatsoever their
nature renders possible. The phrase 'for the sake of which' is
anbi guous; it may nmean either (a) the end to achieve which, or (b) the
being in whose interest, the act is done. Since then no living thing
is able to partake in what is eternal and divine by uninterrupted
continuance (for nothing perishable can for ever renmain one and the
sane), it tries to achieve that end in the only way possible to it,
and success is possible in varying degrees; so it remains not indeed
as the self-sane individual but continues its existence in sonething
like itself-not nunerically but specifically one.

The soul is the cause or source of the living body. The terns
cause and source have nany senses. But the soul is the cause of its
body alike in all three senses which we explicitly recognize. It is
(a) the source or origin of novenent, it is (b) the end, it is (c) the
essence of the whole |iving body.

That it is the last, is clear; for in everything the essence is
identical with the ground of its being, and here, in the case of
living things, their being is to live, and of their being and their
living the soul in themis the cause or source. Further, the actuality
of whatever is potential is identical with its fornul abl e essence.

It is manifest that the soul is also the final cause of its body.

For Nature, like mind, always does whatever it does for the sake of
sonet hi ng, which sonething is its end. To that something corresponds
in the case of animals the soul and in this it follows the order of
nature; all natural bodies are organs of the soul. This is true of
those that enter into the constitution of plants as well as of those
which enter into that of aninals. This shows that that the sake of



which they are is soul. W nust here recall the two senses of 'that
for the sake of which', viz. (a) the end to achieve which, and (b) the
being in whose interest, anything is or is done.

We nmust maintain, further, that the soul is also the cause of the
living body as the original source of |ocal novenment. The power of
| oconotion is not found, however, in all living things. But change
of quality and change of quantity are also due to the soul
Sensation is held to be a qualitative alteration, and nothing except
what has soul in it is capable of sensation. The same holds of the
guantitative changes which constitute growth and decay; nothing
grows or decays naturally except what feeds itself, and nothing
feeds itself except what has a share of soul init.

Enpedocl es is wong in adding that growh in plants is to be
expl ai ned, the downward rooting by the natural tendency of earth to
travel downwards, and the upward branching by the sinmilar natura
tendency of fire to travel upwards. For he nmisinterprets up and
down; up and down are not for all things what they are for the whole
Cosnos: if we are to distinguish and identify organs according to
their functions, the roots of plants are anal ogous to the head in
animals. Further, we nust ask what is the force that hol ds together
the earth and the fire which tend to travel in contrary directions; if
there is no counteracting force, they will be torn asunder; if there
is, this nmust be the soul and the cause of nutrition and growth. By
sone the element of fire is held to be the cause of nutrition and
growm h, for it alone of the primary bodies or elenents is observed
to feed and increase itself. Hence the suggestion that in both
plants and animals it is it which is the operative force. A concurrent
cause in a sense it certainly is, but not the principal cause, that is
rather the soul; for while the growh of fire goes on without lint so
long as there is a supply of fuel, in the case of all conplex whol es
formed in the course of nature there is alimt or ratio which
determines their size and increase, and lint and ratio are marks of
soul but not of fire, and belong to the side of fornul able essence
rather than that of matter.

Nutrition and reproduction are due to one and the sanme psychic
power. It is necessary first to give precision to our account of food,
for it is by this function of absorbing food that this psychic power
i s distinguished fromall the others. The current viewis that what
serves as food to a living thing is what is contrary to it-not that in
every pair of contraries each is food to the other: to be food a
contrary nust not only be transformable into the other and vice versa,
it nust also in so doing increase the bulk of the other. Many a
contrary is transfornmed into its other and vice versa, where neither
is even a quantum and so cannot increase in bulk, e.g. an invalid into
a healthy subject. It is clear that not even those contraries which
satisfy both the conditions nentioned above are food to one another in
preci sely the same sense; water nmay be said to feed fire, but not fire
wat er. Wiere the nmenbers of the pair are elenentary bodies only one of
the contraries, it would appear, can be said to feed the other. But
there is a difficulty here. One set of thinkers assert that |ike
fed, as well as increased in amount, by like. Another set, as we
have said, naintain the very reverse, viz. that what feeds and what is
fed are contrary to one another; |ike, they argue, is incapable of
being affected by like; but food is changed in the process of
di gestion, and change is always to what is opposite or to what is
i nternedi ate. Further, food is acted upon by what is nourished by
it, not the other way round, as tinmber is worked by a carpenter and
not conversely; there is a change in the carpenter but it is nmerely
a change from not-working to working. In answering this problemit
makes all the difference whether we nean by 'the food' the



"finished" or the 'raw product. If we use the word food of both, viz.
of the conpletely undigested and the conpletely digested matter, we
can justify both the rival accounts of it; taking food in the sense of
undi gested matter, it is the contrary of what is fed by it, taking

it as digested it is like what is fed by it. Consequently it is

clear that in a certain sense we may say that both parties are

right, both wrong.

Si nce not hing except what is alive can be fed, what is fed is the
besoul ed body and just because it has soul init. Hence food is
essentially related to what has soul in it. Food has a power which
is other than the power to increase the bulk of what is fed by it;
so far forth as what has soul in it is a quantum food nmay increase
its quantity, but it is only so far as what has soul init is a
"this-somewhat' or substance that food acts as food; in that case it
mai nt ai ns the being of what is fed, and that continues to be what it
is so long as the process of nutrition continues. Further, it is the
agent in generation, i.e. not the generation of the individual fed but
the reproduction of another like it; the substance of the individua
fed is already in existence; the existence of no substance is a
sel f-generation but only a self-maintenance.

Hence the psychic power which we are now studying nmay be described
as that which tends to maintain whatever has this power in it of
continuing such as it was, and food helps it to do its work. That is
why, if deprived of food, it nust cease to be.

The process of nutrition involves three factors, (a) what is fed,
(b) that wherewith it is fed, (c) what does the feeding; of these
(c) is the first soul, (a) the body which has that soul init, (b) the
food. But since it is right to call things after the ends they
realize, and the end of this soul is to generate another being |ike
that in which it is, the first soul ought to be nanmed the reproductive
soul . The expression (b) 'wherewith it is fed is anbiguous just as is
the expression 'wherewith the ship is steered'; that nay nean either
(i) the hand or (ii) the rudder, i.e. either (i) what is noved and
sets in nmovenment, or (ii) what is nerely noved. We can apply this
anal ogy here if we recall that all food nust be capabl e of being
di gested, and that what produces digestion is warnth; that is why
everything that has soul in it possesses warnth

W have now given an outline account of the nature of food;
further details nust be given in the appropriate place.

5

Havi ng made these distinctions |et us now speak of sensation in
the wi dest sense. Sensation depends, as we have said, on a process
of movenent or affection fromw thout, for it is held to be sone
sort of change of quality. Now sone thinkers assert that like is
affected only by like; in what sense this is possible and in what
sense inpossible, we have explained in our general discussion of
acting and being acted upon.

Here arises a problem why do we not perceive the senses
thensel ves as well as the external objects of sense, or why wthout
the stimulation of external objects do they not produce sensation
seeing that they contain in thenselves fire, earth, and all the
other elements, which are the direct or indirect objects is so of
sense? It is clear that what is sensitive is only potentially, not
actually. The power of sense is parallel to what is conbustible, for
that never ignites itself spontaneously, but requires an agent which
has the power of starting ignition; otherwise it could have set itself
on fire, and woul d not have needed actual fire to set it abl aze.

In reply we nust recall that we use the word 'perceive' in two ways,



for we say (a) that what has the power to hear or see, 'sees' or
"hears', even though it is at the nonent asleep, and also (b) that
what is actually seeing or hearing, 'sees' or 'hears'. Hence 'sense'
too must have two meani ngs, sense potential, and sense actual
Simlarly "to be a sentient' nmeans either (a) to have a certain
power or (b) to manifest a certain activity. To begin with, for a
time, let us speak as if there were no difference between (i) being
nmoved or affected, and (ii) being active, for novenment is a kind of
activity-an inperfect kind, as has el sewhere been expl ai ned.
Everything that is acted upon or noved is acted upon by an agent which
is actually at work. Hence it is that in one sense, as has already
been stated, what acts and what is acted upon are like, in another
unlike, i.e. prior to and during the change the two factors are

unli ke, after it like.

But we rmust now di stinguish not only between what is potential and
what is actual but also different senses in which things can be said
to be potential or actual; up to now we have been speaking as if
each of these phrases had only one sense. W can speak of sonething as
"a knower' either (a) as when we say that nan is a knower, neaning
that man falls within the class of beings that know or have know edge,
or (b) as when we are speaking of a man who possesses a know edge of
granmar; each of these is so called as having in hima certain
potentiality, but there is a difference between their respective
potentialities, the one (a) being a potential knower, because his kind
or matter is such and such, the other (b), because he can in the
absence of any external counteracting cause realize his know edge in
actual knowing at will. This inplies a third meaning of 'a knower'

(c), one who is already realizing his know edge-he is a knower in
actuality and in the nost proper sense is knowing, e.g. this A Both
the former are potential knowers, who realize their respective
potentialities, the one (a) by change of quality, i.e. repeated
transitions fromone state to its opposite under instruction, the
other (b) by the transition fromthe inactive possession of sense or
grammar to their active exercise. The two kinds of transition are

di stinct.

Al so the expression 'to be acted upon' has nore than one nmeaning; it
may mean either (a) the extinction of one of two contraries by the
other, or (b) the maintenance of what is potential by the agency of
what is actual and already |ike what is acted upon, with such |ikeness
as is conpatible with one's being actual and the other potential
For what possesses know edge becones an actual knower by a
transition which is either not an alteration of it at all (being in
reality a developnment into its true self or actuality) or at |east
an alteration in a quite different sense fromthe usual rneaning.

Hence it is wong to speak of a wise man as being 'altered when
he uses his wisdom just as it would be absurd to speak of a buil der
as being altered when he is using his skill in building a house.

What in the case of knowi ng or understanding | eads frompotentiality
to actuality ought not to be called teaching but sonething el se.

That which starting with the power to know | earns or acquires

know edge through the agency of one who actually knows and has the
power of teaching either (a) ought not to be said 'to be acted upon'

at all or (b) we nust recogni ze two senses of alteration, viz. (i) the
substitution of one quality for another, the first being the

contrary of the second, or (ii) the devel opnent of an existent quality
frompotentiality in the direction of fixity or nature.

In the case of what is to possess sense, the first transition is due
to the action of the nmale parent and takes place before birth so
that at birth the living thing is, in respect of sensation, at the
stage which corresponds to the possession of know edge. Actua



sensation corresponds to the stage of the exercise of know edge. But
bet ween the two cases conpared there is a difference; the objects that
excite the sensory powers to activity, the seen, the heard, &c., are
out side. The ground of this difference is that what actual sensation
apprehends is individuals, while what know edge apprehends is
uni versals, and these are in a sense within the soul. That is why a
man can exercise his know edge when he wi shes, but his sensation
does not depend upon hinself a sensible object nust be there. A
simlar statenment nust be nmade about our know edge of what is
sensi bl e-on the sane ground, viz. that the sensible objects are
i ndi vi dual and external

A later nore appropriate occasion may be found thoroughly to clear
up all this. At present it rust be enough to recognize the
di stinctions already drawn; a thing may be said to be potential in
either of two senses, (a) in the sense in which we night say of a
boy that he may becone a general or (b) in the sense in which we night
say the same of an adult, and there are two correspondi ng senses of
the term'a potential sentient'. There are no separate nanes for the
two stages of potentiality; we have pointed out that they are
different and how they are different. W cannot help using the
incorrect terns 'being acted upon or altered" of the two transitions
i nvol ved. As we have said, has the power of sensation is potentially
i ke what the perceived object is actually; that is, while at the
begi nning of the process of its being acted upon the two interacting
factors are dissinilar, at the end the one acted upon is assinilated
to the other and is identical in quality with it.

6

In dealing with each of the senses we shall have first to speak of
t he objects which are perceptible by each. The term'object of
sense' covers three kinds of objects, two kinds of which are, in our
| anguage, directly perceptible, while the remaining one is only
i ncidentally perceptible. O the first two kinds one (a) consists of
what is perceptible by a single sense, the other (b) of what is
perceptible by any and all of the senses. | call by the name of
speci al object of this or that sense that which cannot be perceived by
any other sense than that one and in respect of which no error is
possible; in this sense colour is the special object of sight, sound
of hearing, flavour of taste. Touch, indeed, discrininates nore than
one set of different qualities. Each sense has one kind of object
which it discerns, and never errs in reporting that what is before
it is colour or sound (though it nmay err as to what it is that is
coloured or where that is, or what it is that is sounding or where
that is.) Such objects are what we propose to call the special objects
of this or that sense.

' Common sensi bl es' are novenent, rest, nunber, figure, magnitude;
these are not peculiar to any one sense, but are common to all.
There are at any rate certain kinds of novenment which are
percepti ble both by touch and by sight.

We speak of an incidental object of sense where e.g. the white
obj ect which we see is the son of Diares; here because 'being the
son of Diares' is incidental to the directly visible white patch we
speak of the son of Diares as being (incidentally) perceived or seen
by us. Because this is only incidentally an object of sense, it in
no way as such affects the senses. O the two forner kinds, both of
which are in their own nature perceptible by sense, the first
ki nd-that of special objects of the several senses-constitute the
objects of sense in the strictest sense of the termand it is to
themthat in the nature of things the structure of each severa



sense i s adapt ed.
7

The object of sight is the visible, and what is visible is (a)
colour and (b) a certain kind of object which can be described in
wor ds but which has no single nane; what we nean by (b) will be
abundantly clear as we proceed. Whatever is visible is col our and
colour is what lies upon what is in its own nature visible; "inits
own nature' here nmeans not that visibility is involved in the
definition of what thus underlies colour, but that that substratum
contains in itself the cause of visibility. Every colour has in it the
power to set in nmovenent what is actually transparent; that power
constitutes its very nature. That is why it is not visible except with
the help of light; it is only in light that the colour of a thing is
seen. Hence our first task is to explain what light is.

Now there clearly is sonmething which is transparent, and by
"transparent' | mean what is visible, and yet not visible in itself,
but rather owing its visibility to the colour of sonething el se; of
this character are air, water, and nmany solid bodies. Neither air
nor water is transparent because it is air or water; they are
transparent because each of them has contained in it a certain
substance which is the same in both and is also found in the eterna
body which constitutes the uppernost shell of the physical Cosnos.

O this substance light is the activity-the activity of what is
transparent so far forth as it has in it the deterninate power of
becom ng transparent; where this power is present, there is also the
potentiality of the contrary, viz. darkness. Light is as it were the
proper colour of what is transparent, and exists whenever the
potentially transparent is excited to actuality by the influence of
fire or sonmething resenbling 'the uppernost body'; for fire too
contai ns something which is one and the sane with the substance in
guesti on.

W have now expl ai ned what the transparent is and what |ight is;
light is neither fire nor any kind whatsoever of body nor an effl ux
fromany kind of body (if it were, it would again itself be a kind
of body)-it is the presence of fire or sonmething resenbling fire in
what is transparent. It is certainly not a body, for two bodies cannot
be present in the sane place. The opposite of light is darkness;
darkness is the absence fromwhat is transparent of the
correspondi ng positive state above characterized; clearly therefore,
l[ight is just the presence of that.

Enpedocl es (and with himall others who used the sanme fornms of
expression) was wong in speaking of light as 'travelling" or being at
a given nonment between the earth and its envel ope, its novenent
bei ng unobservabl e by us; that viewis contrary both to the clear
evi dence of argument and to the observed facts; if the distance
traversed were short, the novenment ni ght have been unobservabl e, but
where the distance is fromextrene East to extrenme West, the draught
upon our powers of belief is too great.

What is capable of taking on colour is what in itself is colourless,
as what can take on sound is what is soundl ess; what is colourless
i ncludes (a) what is transparent and (b) what is invisible or scarcely
visible, i.e. what is "dark'. The latter (b) is the sanme as what is
transparent, when it is potentially, not of course when it is actually
transparent; it is the same substance which is now darkness, now
light.

Not everything that is visible depends upon light for its
visibility. This is only true of the 'proper' colour of things. Sone
objects of sight which in light are invisible, in darkness stinulate



the sense; that is, things that appear fiery or shining. This class of
obj ects has no sinple common name, but instances of it are fungi

fl esh, heads, scales, and eyes of fish. In none of these is what is
seen their own proper' colour. Wiy we see these at all is another
guestion. At present what is obvious is that what is seen in |ight

is always colour. That is why without the help of |ight col our renains
invisible. Its being colour at all neans precisely its having in it
the power to set in novenent what is already actually transparent,

and, as we have seen, the actuality of what is transparent is just

l'i ght.

The followi ng experinment makes the necessity of a nediumclear. If
what has colour is placed in i mediate contact with the eye, it cannot
be seen. Colour sets in novenent not the sense organ but what is
transparent, e.g. the air, and that, extending continuously fromthe
object to the organ, sets the latter in novenment. Denocritus
nm srepresents the facts when he expresses the opinion that if the
i nterspace were enpty one could distinctly see an ant on the vault
of the sky; that is an inpossibility. Seeing is due to an affection or
change of what has the perceptive faculty, and it cannot be affected
by the seen colour itself; it remains that it nust be affected by what
cones between. Hence it is indispensable that there be sonmething in
between-if there were nothing, so far fromseeing with greater
di stinctness, we should see nothing at all

W have now expl ai ned the cause why col our cannot be seen
otherwise than in light. Fire on the other hand is seen both in
darkness and in light; this double possibility foll ows necessarily
fromour theory, for it is just fire that nmakes what is potentially
transparent actually transparent.

The sanme account holds al so of sound and snell; if the object of
ei ther of these senses is in imediate contact with the organ no
sensation is produced. In both cases the object sets in novenent
only what |ies between, and this in turn sets the organ in novenent:

i f what sounds or snells is brought into i mediate contact with the
organ, no sensation will be produced. The same, in spite of al
appear ances, applies also to touch and taste; why there is this
apparent difference will be clear later. Wat cones between in the
case of sounds is air; the corresponding nmediumin the case of snel
has no name. But, corresponding to what is transparent in the case
of colour, there is a quality found both in air and water, which

serves as a nediumfor what has snell-I say 'in water' because animals
that live in water as well as those that |live on |land seemto
possess the sense of snell, and 'in air' because man and all other

| and ani mal s that breathe, perceive snells only when they breathe
air in. The explanation of this too will be given later

8

Now | et us, to begin with, make certain distinctions about sound and
heari ng.

Sound may nean either of two things (a) actual, and (b) potenti al
sound. There are certain things which, as we say, 'have no sound'
e.g. sponges or wool, others which have, e.g. bronze and in genera
all things which are snooth and solid-the latter are said to have a

sound because they can nmake a sound, i.e. can generate actual sound
bet ween t hensel ves and the organ of hearing.
Actual sound requires for its occurrence (i, ii) two such bodies and

(iii) a space between them for it is generated by an inpact. Hence it
is inpossible for one body only to generate a sound-there nmust be a
body i nmpi ngi ng and a body i npi nged upon; what sounds does so by

stri king agai nst sonething else, and this is inpossible without a



nmovenent from place to place
As we have said, not all bodies can by inpact on one another produce
sound; inpact on wool nakes no sound, while the inpact on bronze or
any body which is snooth and hol | ow does. Bronze gives out a sound
when struck because it is snmooth; bodies which are hollow owing to
reflection repeat the original inmpact over and over again, the body
originally set in novenent being unable to escape fromthe concavity.
Further, we nust remark that sound is heard both in air and in
wat er, though less distinctly in the latter. Yet neither air nor water
is the principal cause of sound. What is required for the production
of sound is an inmpact of two solids agai nst one anot her and agai nst
the air. The latter condition is satisfied when the air inpinged
upon does not retreat before the blow, i.e. is not dissipated by it.
That is why it nust be struck with a sudden sharp blow, if it is
to sound-the novenent of the whip nust outrun the dispersion of the
air, just as one nmight get in a stroke at a heap or whirl of sand as
it was traveling rapidly past.
An echo occurs, when, a nass of air having been unified, bounded,
and prevented from dissipation by the containing walls of a vessel
the air originally struck by the inpinging body and set in novenent by
it rebounds fromthis mass of air like a ball froma wall. It is
probable that in all generation of sound echo takes place, though it
is frequently only indistinctly heard. Wat happens here nust be
anal ogous to what happens in the case of light; light is always
reflected-otherwise it would not be diffused and outsi de what was
directly illuminated by the sun there would be bl ank darkness; but
this reflected light is not always strong enough, as it is when it
is reflected fromwater, bronze, and other smooth bodies, to cast a
shadow, which is the distinguishing mark by which we recognize |ight.
It is rightly said that an enpty space plays the chief part in the
producti on of hearing, for what people nean by 'the vacuum is the
air, which is what causes hearing, when that air is set in novenent as
one continuous mass; but owing to its friability it emts no sound,
bei ng di ssi pated by inpinging upon any surface which is not snooth.
When the surface on which it inpinges is quite snoboth, what is
produced by the original inpact is a united nass, a result due to
t he snoot hness of the surface with which the air is in contact at
the other end.
What has the power of producing sound is what has the power of
setting in nmovenent a single mass of air which is continuous from
the i nmpinging body up to the organ of hearing. The organ of hearing is
physically united with air, and because it is in air, the air inside
is noved concurrently with the air outside. Hence animals do not
hear with all parts of their bodies, nor do all parts adnit of the
entrance of air; for even the part which can be noved and can sound
has not air everywhere init. Air initself is, owing to its
friability, quite soundless; only when its dissipation is prevented is
its nmovenment sound. The air in the ear is built into a chanber just to
prevent this dissipating novenent, in order that the animal may
accurately apprehend all varieties of the novenents of the air
outside. That is why we hear also in water, viz. because the water
cannot get into the air chanber or even, owing to the spirals, into
the outer ear. If this does happen, hearing ceases, as it also does if
the tynpani ¢ menbrane is danaged, just as sight ceases if the menbrane
covering the pupil is damaged. It is also a test of deafness whether
the ear does or does not reverberate like a horn; the air inside the
ear has always a novenent of its own, but the sound we hear is
al ways t he soundi ng of sonething else, not of the organ itself. That
is why we say that we hear with what is enpty and echoes, viz. because
what we hear with is a chanber which contains a bounded nass of air.



Which is it that 'sounds', the striking body or the struck? |Is not
the answer 'it is both, but each in a different way'? Sound is a
nmovenment of what can rebound froma snmooth surface when struck agai nst
it. As we have expl ai ned" not everything sounds when it strikes or
is struck, e.g. if one needle is struck against another, neither enits
any sound. In order, therefore, that sound nay be generated, what is
struck nust be snmooth, to enable the air to rebound and be shaken
off fromit in one piece.

The distinctions between different sounding bodi es show t hensel ves
only in actual sound; as without the help of light colours remain
invisible, so without the help of actual sound the distinctions
bet ween acute and grave sounds renmin inaudible. Acute and grave are
here metaphors, transferred fromtheir proper sphere, viz. that of
touch, where they nmean respectively (a) what noves the sense nuch in a
short time, (b) what noves the sense little in a long tinme. Not that
what is sharp really noves fast, and what is grave, slowy, but that
the difference in the qualities of the one and the other novenent is
due to their respective speeds. There seens to be a sort of
paral | el i sm between what is acute or grave to hearing and what is
sharp or blunt to touch; what is sharp as it were stabs, while what is
bl unt pushes, the one producing its effect in a short, the other in
along tine, so that the one is quick, the other slow

Let the foregoing suffice as an analysis of sound. Voice is a kind
of sound characteristic of what has soul in it; nothing that is
wi t hout soul utters voice, it being only by a netaphor that we speak
of the voice of the flute or the lyre or generally of what (being
wi t hout soul) possesses the power of producing a succession of notes
which differ in length and pitch and tinbre. The metaphor is based
on the fact that all these differences are found also in voice. Many
animal s are voiceless, e.g. all non-sanui neous ani mals and anong
sangui neous animals fish. This is just what we should expect, since
voice is a certain nmovenent of air. The fish, like those in the
Achel ous, which are said to have voice, really make the sounds with
their gills or some sinilar organ. Voice is the sound nade by an
animal, and that with a special organ. As we saw, everything that
makes a sound does so by the inpact of sonething (a) agai nst sonething
el se, (b) across a space, (c) filled with air; hence it is only to
be expected that no aninmals utter voice except those which take in
air. Once air is inbreathed, Nature uses it for two different
pur poses, as the tongue is used both for tasting and for articul ating;
in that case of the two functions tasting is necessary for the
animal's existence (hence it is found nore widely distributed),
while articulate speech is a luxury subserving its possessor's
wel | -being; simlarly in the forner case Nature enploys the breath
both as an indi spensable neans to the regul ation of the inner
tenperature of the living body and al so as the matter of articulate
voice, in the interests of its possessor's well-being. Wy its
former use is indispensable nmust be discussed el sewhere.

The organ of respiration is the w ndpipe, and the organ to which
this is related as neans to end is the lungs. The latter is the part
of the body by which the tenperature of |land animals is raised above
that of all others. But what primarily requires the air drawn in by
respiration is not only this but the region surrounding the heart.

That is why when aninmals breathe the air nust penetrate inwards.

Voice then is the inpact of the inbreathed air against the
"wi ndpi pe', and the agent that produces the inpact is the sou
resident in these parts of the body. Not every sound, as we said, nade
by an animal is voice (even with the tongue we may nerely make a sound
which is not voice, or without the tongue as in coughing); what
produces the inpact nust have soul in it and nmust be acconpani ed by an



act of imagination, for voice is a sound with a nmeaning, and is not
nerely the result of any inpact of the breath as in coughing; in voice
the breath in the windpipe is used as an instrunment to knock wth
agai nst the walls of the wi ndpipe. This is confirnmed by our
inability to speak when we are breathing either out or in-we can
only do so by holding our breath; we make the novenments with the
breath so checked. It is clear also why fish are voicel ess; they
have no w ndpi pe. And they have no w ndpi pe because they do not
breathe or take in air. Wiy they do not is a question belonging to
anot her inquiry.

9

Smell and its object are nmuch | ess easy to determ ne than what we
have hitherto discussed; the distinguishing characteristic of the
object of snell is |ess obvious than those of sound or col our. The
ground of this is that our power of snmell is |less discrininating and
in general inferior to that of nmany species of animals; men have a
poor sense of snell and our apprehension of its proper objects is
i nseparably bound up with and so confused by pl easure and pain,
whi ch shows that in us the organ is inaccurate. It is probable that
there is a parallel failure in the perception of colour by animals
that have hard eyes: probably they discrinminate differences of
colour only by the presence or absence of what excites fear, and
that it is thus that human bei ngs distinguish snmells. It seens that
there is an anal ogy between snell and taste, and that the species of
tastes run parallel to those of snells-the only difference being
that our sense of taste is nore discriminating than our sense of
smel |, because the forner is a nodification of touch, which reaches in
man the maxi num of discrimnative accuracy. Wiile in respect of al
the other senses we fall bel ow many species of animals, in respect
of touch we far excel all other species in exactness of
discrimnation. That is why man is the nost intelligent of al
animals. This is confirmed by the fact that it is to differences in
the organ of touch and to nothing else that the differences between
man and man in respect of natural endownent are due; nmen whose flesh
is hard are ill-endowed by nature, men whose flesh is soft,
wel | endowed.

As flavours may be divided into (a) sweet, (b) bitter, so with
smells. In some things the flavour and the snell have the sane
quality, i.e. both are sweet or both bitter, in others they diverge.
Simlarly a snmell, like a flavour, nmay be pungent, astringent, acid,
or succulent. But, as we said, because snells are nmuch |less easy to
discrimnate than flavours, the nanes of these varieties are applied
to smells only nmetaphorically; for exanple 'sweet' is extended from
the taste to the snell of saffron or honey, 'pungent' to that of
thyne, and so on.

In the same sense in which hearing has for its object both the
audi bl e and the inaudible, sight both the visible and the invisible,
snell has for its object both the odorous and the inodorous.

"I nodorous' nmay be either (a) what has no snell at all, or (b) what
has a snall or feeble snell. The sane anbiguity lurks in the word
"tastel ess'.

Smel ling, like the operation of the senses previously exan ned,

takes place through a nedium i.e. through air or water-1 add water
because water-ani mals too (both sangui neous and non-sangui neous)
seemto snell just as nuch as | and-aninals; at any rate sonme of them
make directly for their food froma distance if it has any scent. That
is why the following facts constitute a problemfor us. Al aninmals
smell in the sanme way, but man snmells only when he inhales; if he
exhal es or holds his breath, he ceases to snell, no difference being



made whet her the odorous object is distant or near, or even placed
i nside the nose and actually on the wall of the nostril; it is a
disability common to all the senses not to perceive what is in
i medi ate contact with the organ of sense, but our failure to
apprehend what is odorous w thout the help of inhalation is peculiar
(the fact is obvious on nmaking the experinment). Now since bl oodl ess
ani mal s do not breathe, they nmust, it night be argued, have some nove
sense not reckoned anong the usual five. Qur reply nust be that this
is inpossible, since it is scent that is perceived; a sense that
appr ehends what is odorous and what has a good or bad odour cannot
be anything but snell. Further, they are observed to be
deleteriously effected by the same strong odours as man is, e.g.
bi tumen, sul phur, and the Iike. These aninals nust be able to snel
wi t hout being able to breathe. The probable explanation is that in man
the organ of snell has a certain superiority over that in all other
animals just as his eyes have over those of hard-eyed animals. Man's
eyes have in the eyelids a kind of shelter or envel ope, which nust
be shifted or drawn back in order that we nmay see, while hardeyed
ani mal s have nothing of the kind, but at once see whatever presents
itself in the transparent nmedium Sinilarly in certain species of
animals the organ of snell is |like the eye of hard-eyed ani nal s,
uncurtained, while in others which take in air it probably has a
curtain over it, which is drawn back in inhalation, owing to the
dilating of the veins or pores. That explains also why such animls
cannot snell under water; to snell they nust first inhale, and that
t hey cannot do under water

Snells cone fromwhat is dry as flavours fromwhat is noist.
Consequently the organ of snell is potentially dry.
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What can be tasted is always sonething that can be touched, and just
for that reason it cannot be perceived through an interposed foreign
body, for touch neans the absence of any intervening body. Further
the flavoured and tasteable body is suspended in a liquid natter
and this is tangible. Hence, if we lived in water, we should
perceive a sweet object introduced into the water, but the water woul d
not be the nedium through which we perceived; our perception would
be due to the solution of the sweet substance in what we inbibed, just
as if it were mxed with sone drink. There is no parallel here to
the perception of colour, which is due neither to any bl endi ng of
anything with anything, nor to any efflux of anything from anything.
In the case of taste, there is nothing corresponding to the nedi um
in the case of the senses previously discussed; but as the object of
sight is colour, so the object of taste is flavour. But nothing
excites a perception of flavour w thout the help of I|iquid; what
acts upon the sense of taste nmust be either actually or potentially
liquid like what is saline; it nust be both (a) itself easily
di ssol ved, and (b) capable of dissolving along with itself the tongue.
Taste apprehends both (a) what has taste and (b) what has no taste, if
we nean by (b) what has only a slight or feeble flavour or what
tends to destroy the sense of taste. In this it is exactly parallel to
si ght, which apprehends both what is visible and what is invisible
(for darkness is invisible and yet is discrininated by sight; so is,
inadifferent way, what is over brilliant), and to hearing, which
appr ehends both sound and sil ence, of which the one is audible and the
ot her inaudible, and al so over-loud sound. This corresponds in the
case of hearing to over-bright light in the case of sight. As a
faint sound is '"inaudible', so in a sense is a loud or violent
sound. The word 'invisible' and sinmilar privative ternms cover not only



(a) what is sinply wthout some power, but also (b) what is adapted by
nature to have it but has not it or has it only in a very | ow

degree, as when we say that a species of swallowis 'footless' or that
a variety of fruit is 'stoneless'. So too taste has as its object both
what can be tasted and the tasteless-the latter in the sense of what
has little flavour or a bad flavour or one destructive of taste. The
di f ference between what is tasteless and what is not seens to rest
ultimately on that between what is drinkable and what is undrinkable
both are tasteable, but the latter is bad and tends to destroy

taste, while the former is the normal stinulus of taste. Wat is
drinkable is the comon object of both touch and taste.

Since what can be tasted is liquid, the organ for its perception
cannot be either (a) actually liquid or (b) incapable of beconi ng
liquid. Tasting neans a being affected by what can be tasted as
such; hence the organ of taste nmust be liquefied, and so to start with
nmust be non-liquid but capable of Iliquefaction without |oss of its
distinctive nature. This is confirmed by the fact that the tongue
cannot taste either when it is too dry or when it is too nmoist; in the
|atter case what occurs is due to a contact with the pre-existent
noi sture in the tongue itself, when after a foretaste of sone strong
flavour we try to taste another flavour; it is in this way that sick
persons find everything they taste bitter, viz. because, when they
taste, their tongues are overflowing with bitter noisture.

The species of flavour are, as in the case of colour, (a) sinple,
i.e. the two contraries, the sweet and the bitter, (b) secondary, viz.
(i) on the side of the sweet, the succulent, (ii) on the side of the
bitter, the saline, (iii) between these conme the pungent, the harsh
the astringent, and the acid; these pretty well exhaust the
varieties of flavour. It follows that what has the power of tasting is
what is potentially of that kind, and that what is tasteable is what
has the power of making it actually what it itself already is.
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What ever can be said of what is tangible, can be said of touch
and vice versa; if touch is not a single sense but a group of
senses, there nust be several kinds of what is tangible. It is a
probl em whet her touch is a single sense or a group of senses. It is
al so a problem what is the organ of touch; is it or is it not the
flesh (including what in certain animals is honol ogous with flesh)? On
the second view, flesh is 'the medium of touch, the real organ
being situated farther inward. The problem arises because the field of
each sense is according to the accepted view deternined as the range
between a single pair of contraries, white and black for sight,
acute and grave for hearing, bitter and sweet for taste; but in the
field of what is tangible we find several such pairs, hot cold, dry
noi st, hard soft, &. This problemfinds a partial solution, when it
is recalled that in the case of the other senses nore than one pair of
contraries are to be nmet with, e.g. in sound not only acute and
grave but | oud and soft, snmooth and rough, &c.; there are sinilar
contrasts in the field of colour. Nevertheless we are unable clearly
to detect in the case of touch what the single subject is which
underlies the contrasted qualities and corresponds to sound in the
case of hearing.

To the question whether the organ of touch lies inward or not
(i.e. whether we need | ook any farther than the flesh), no
i ndi cation in favour of the second answer can be drawn fromthe fact
that if the object cones into contact with the flesh it is at once
perceived. For even under present conditions if the experinment is made
of making a web and stretching it tight over the flesh, as soon as



this web is touched the sensation is reported in the sane nanner as
before, yet it is clear that the or is gan is not in this nenbrane. If
t he menbrane could be grown on to the flesh, the report would trave
still quicker. The flesh plays in touch very nuch the same part as
woul d be played in the other senses by an air-envel ope grow ng round
our body; had we such an envel ope attached to us we should have
supposed that it was by a single organ that we perceived sounds,
colours, and snells, and we shoul d have taken sight, hearing, and
smell to be a single sense. But as it is, because that through which
the different novenments are transmitted is not naturally attached to
our bodies, the difference of the various sense-organs is too plain to
m ss. But in the case of touch the obscurity remains.

There nust be such a naturally attached 'nmedium as flesh, for no
living body could be constructed of air or water; it nust be sonething
solid. Consequently it must be conposed of earth along with these,
which is just what flesh and its anal ogue in aninmals which have no
true flesh tend to be. Hence of necessity the mediumthrough which are
transmitted the manifoldly contrasted tactual qualities nmust be a body
naturally attached to the organism That they are manifold is clear
when we consider touching with the tongue; we apprehend at the
tongue all tangible qualities as well as flavour. Suppose all the rest
of our flesh was, |like the tongue, sensitive to flavour, we should
have identified the sense of taste and the sense of touch; what
saves us fromthis identification is the fact that touch and taste are
not always found together in the sanme part of the body. The
followi ng problemnight be raised. Let us assume that every body has
depth, i.e. has three dinmensions, and that if two bodi es have a
third body between themthey cannot be in contact with one another
l et us remenber that what is liquid is a body and nust be or contain
water, and that if two bodi es touch one another under water, their
touchi ng surfaces cannot be dry, but nust have water between, viz. the
wat er which wets their bounding surfaces; fromall this it follows
that in water two bodies cannot be in contact with one another. The
sane holds of two bodies in air-air being to bodies in air precisely
what water is to bodies in water-but the facts are not so evident to
our observation, because we live in air, just as animals that live
in water would not notice that the things which touch one another in
wat er have wet surfaces. The problem then, is: does the perception of
all objects of sense take place in the sane way, or does it not,

e.g. taste and touch requiring contact (as they are commonly thought
to do), while all other senses perceive over a distance? The
distinction is unsound; we perceive what is hard or soft, as well as
the objects of hearing, sight, and snell, through a 'nedium, only
that the latter are perceived over a greater distance than the forner
that is why the facts escape our notice. For we do perceive everything
through a nmedium but in these cases the fact escapes us. Yet, to
repeat what we said before, if the mediumfor touch were a nenbrane
separating us fromthe object wi thout our observing its existence,

we should be relatively to it in the sane condition as we are now to
air or water in which we are inmersed; in their case we fancy we can
touch objects, nothing comng in between us and them But there
remains this difference between what can be touched and what can be
seen or can sound; in the latter two cases we perceive because the
medi um produces a certain effect upon us, whereas in the perception of
obj ects of touch we are affected not by but along with the nedi um

it isas if a man were struck through his shield, where the shock is
not first given to the shield and passed on to the nan, but the
concussion of both is sinultaneous.

In general, flesh and the tongue are related to the real organs of
touch and taste, as air and water are to those of sight, hearing,



and snmell. Hence in neither the one case nor the other can there be
any perception of an object if it is placed i mediately upon the
organ, e.g. if a white object is placed on the surface of the eye.
This again shows that what has the power of perceiving the tangible is
seated inside. Only so would there be a conplete anal ogy with al
the other senses. In their case if you place the object on the organ
it is not perceived, here if you place it on the flesh it is
perceived; therefore flesh is not the organ but the nedium of touch

What can be touched are distinctive qualities of body as body; by
such differences | nean those which characterize the el enents, viz,
hot cold, dry noist, of which we have spoken earlier in our treatise
on the elements. The organ for the perception of these is that of
touch-that part of the body in which prinmarily the sense of touch
resides. This is that part which is potentially such as its object
is actually: for all sense-perception is a process of being so
affected; so that that which nmakes sonething such as it itself
actually is nakes the other such because the other is already
potentially such. That is why when an object of touch is equally hot
and cold or hard and soft we cannot perceive; what we perceive nust
have a degree of the sensible quality |lying beyond the neutra
point. This inplies that the sense itself is a 'nmean' between any
two opposite qualities which determine the field of that sense. It
istothis that it owes its power of discerning the objects in that
field. Wat is '"in the mddle is fitted to discern; relatively to
either extrene it can put itself in the place of the other. As what is
to perceive both white and bl ack nmust, to begin with, be actually
neither but potentially either (and so with all the other
sense-organs), so the organ of touch nust be neither hot nor cold.

Further, as in a sense sight had for its object both what was
vi si ble and what was invisible (and there was a parallel truth about
all the other senses discussed), so touch has for its object both what
is tangi ble and what is intangible. Here by 'intangible is neant
(a) what like air possesses sone quality of tangible things in a
very slight degree and (b) what possesses it in an excessive degree,
as destructive things do.

We have now given an outline account of each of the several senses.
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The following results applying to any and every sense may now be
formul at ed.

(A) By a 'sense' is neant what has the power of receiving into
itself the sensible forns of things without the matter. This nust be
concei ved of as taking place in the way in which a piece of wax
takes on the inpress of a signet-ring without the iron or gold; we say
that what produces the inpression is a signet of bronze or gold, but
its particular netallic constitution nmakes no difference: in a sinilar
way the sense is affected by what is coloured or flavoured or
sounding, but it is indifferent what in each case the substance is;
what alone matters is what quality it has, i.e. in what ratio its
constituents are conbi ned.

(B) By 'an organ of sense' is meant that in which ultimtely such
a power is seated.

The sense and its organ are the same in fact, but their essence is
not the sane. What perceives is, of course, a spatial nagnitude, but
we nmust not admit that either the having the power to perceive or
the sense itself is a nagnitude; what they are is a certain ratio or
power in a magnitude. This enables us to explain why objects of
sense whi ch possess one of two opposite sensible qualities in a degree
largely in excess of the other opposite destroy the organs of sense;



if the novenment set up by an object is too strong for the organ, the
equi poi se of contrary qualities in the organ, which just is its
sensory power, is disturbed; it is precisely as concord and tone are
destroyed by too violently twanging the strings of a lyre. This

expl ains al so why plants cannot perceive. in spite of their having a
portion of soul in them and obviously being affected by tangible

obj ects thensel ves; for undoubtedly their tenperature can be | owered
or raised. The explanation is that they have no nean of contrary
qualities, and so no principle in them capable of taking on the
forns of sensible objects without their matter; in the case of
plants the affection is an affection by formand-natter together

The probl em i ght be raised: Can what cannot snell be said to be

af fected by snells or what cannot see by colours, and so on? It

nm ght be said that a snell is just what can be snelt, and if it
produces any effect it can only be so as to nake sonething snell it,
and it might be argued that what cannot snell cannot be affected by
smells and further that what can snell can be affected by it only in
so far as it has in it the power to snell (simlarly with the proper
objects of all the other senses). Indeed that this is so is nmade quite
evident as follows. Light or darkness, sounds and snells |eave

bodi es quite unaffected; what does affect bodies is not these but
the bodi es which are their vehicles, e.g. what splits the trunk of a
tree is not the sound of the thunder but the air which acconpanies

t hunder. Yes, but, it nmay be objected, bodies are affected by what
is tangible and by flavours. If not, by what are things that are

wi t hout soul affected, i.e. altered in quality? Mist we not, then
adnmit that the objects of the other senses also may affect thenP Is
not the true account this, that all bodies are capable of being
affected by snells and sounds, but that some on being acted upon
havi ng no boundaries of their own, disintegrate, as in the instance of
air, which does becone odorous, showi ng that sone effect is produced
on it by what is odorous? But snmelling is nore than such an
affection by what is odorous-what nore? |Is not the answer that,
while the air owing to the nonentary duration of the action upon it of
what is odorous does itself becone perceptible to the sense of

snell, snelling is an observing of the result produced?

Book 111
1

THAT there is no sixth sense in addition to the five
enurer at ed-si ght, hearing, snell, taste, touch-rmay be established by
the foll owi ng considerations:

If we have actually sensation of everything of which touch can
give us sensation (for all the qualities of the tangible qua
tangi bl e are perceived by us through touch); and if absence of a sense
necessarily involves absence of a sense-organ; and if (1) al
obj ects that we perceive by i mediate contact with themare
percepti bl e by touch, which sense we actually possess, and (2) al
obj ects that we perceive through nedia, i.e. without inmmediate
contact, are perceptible by or through the sinple elenents, e.g. air
and water (and this is so arranged that (a) if nore than one kind of
sensi bl e object is perceivable through a single nedium the
possessor of a sense-organ honobgeneous with that nedi um has the
power of perceiving both kinds of objects; for exanple, if the
sense-organ is made of air, and air is a nmediumboth for sound and for
colour; and that (b) if nmore than one nedium can transnit the sane
ki nd of sensible objects, as e.g. water as well as air can transmt
col our, both being transparent, then the possessor of either al one
will be able to perceive the kind of objects transnissible through



both); and if of the sinple elenents two only, air and water, go to
form sense-organs (for the pupil is nmade of water, the organ of
hearing is nade of air, and the organ of smell of one or other of
these two, while fire is found either in none or in all-warnth being
an essential condition of all sensibility-and earth either in none or
i f anywhere, specially nmingled with the conponents of the organ of
touch; wherefore it would renmain that there can be no sense-organ
fornmed of anything except water and air); and if these sense-organs
are actually found in certain animals;-then all the possible senses
are possessed by those aninmals that are not inperfect or nutilated
(for even the nole is observed to have eyes beneath its skin); so
that, if there is no fifth elenment and no property other than those
whi ch belong to the four elenents of our world, no sense can be
wanting to such animals.

Furt her, there cannot be a special sense-organ for the comon
sensibles either, i.e. the objects which we perceive incidentally
through this or that special sense, e.g. novenent, rest, figure,
magni t ude, nunber, unity; for all these we perceive by novenent,

e.g. magni tude by novenent, and therefore also figure (for figure is a
speci es of magnitude), what is at rest by the absence of novenent:
nunber is perceived by the negation of continuity, and by the

speci al sensibles; for each sense perceives one class of sensible
objects. So that it is clearly inpossible that there should be a
speci al sense for any one of the conmon sensibles, e.g. novenent; for
if that were so, our perception of it would be exactly parallel to our
present perception of what is sweet by vision. That is so because we
have a sense for each of the two qualities, in virtue of which when
they happen to neet in one sensible object we are aware of both

cont enpor aneously. If it were not |like this our perception of the
conmmon qualities would always be incidental, i.e. as is the perception
of Ceon's son, where we perceive himnot as Ceon's son but as white,
and the white thing which we really perceive happens to be Ceon's
son.

But in the case of the commopn sensibles there is already in us a
general sensibility which enables us to perceive themdirectly;
there is therefore no special sense required for their perception
if there were, our perception of themwould have been exactly like
what has been above descri bed.

The senses perceive each other's special objects incidentally; not
because the percipient sense is this or that special sense, but
because all forma unity: this incidental perception takes place
whenever sense is directed at one and the sane nonment to two disparate
qualities in one and the sane object, e.g. to the bitterness and the
yel |l owness of bile, the assertion of the identity of both cannot be
the act of either of the senses; hence the illusion of sense, e.g. the
belief that if a thing is yellowit is bile.

It might be asked why we have nore senses than one. Is it to prevent
a failure to apprehend the comon sensi bles, e.g. novenent, magnitude,
and nunber, which go along with the special sensibles? Had we no sense
but sight, and that sense no object but white, they would have
tended to escape our notice and everything would have nerged for us
into an indistinguishable identity because of the conconitance of
col our and magnitude. As it is, the fact that the comon sensibles are
given in the objects of nore than one sense reveals their
distinction fromeach and all of the special sensibles.

2

Since it is through sense that we are aware that we are seeing or
hearing, it nust be either by sight that we are aware of seeing, or by



sonme sense other than sight. But the sense that gives us this new
sensation must perceive both sight and its object, viz. colour: so
that either (1) there will be two senses both percipient of the sane
sensi bl e object, or (2) the sense nust be percipient of itself.
Further, even if the sense which perceives sight were different from
sight, we nust either fall into an infinite regress, or we nust
sonewhere assune a sense which is aware of itself. If so, we ought
to do this in the first case

This presents a difficulty: if to perceive by sight is just to
see, and what is seen is colour (or the coloured), then if we are to
see that which sees, that which sees originally nust be coloured. It
is clear therefore that 'to perceive by sight' has nore than one
nmeani ng; for even when we are not seeing, it is by sight that we
di scrimnate darkness fromlight, though not in the sane way as we
di stingui sh one colour fromanother. Further, in a sense even that
which sees is coloured; for in each case the sense-organ is capabl e of
receiving the sensible object without its matter. That is why even
when the sensible objects are gone the sensings and i magi ni ngs
continue to exist in the sense-organs.

The activity of the sensible object and that of the percipient sense
is one and the sane activity, and yet the distinction between their
bei ng remains. Take as illustration actual sound and actual hearing: a
man may have hearing and yet not be hearing, and that which has a
sound is not always soundi ng. But when that which can hear is actively
heari ng and whi ch can sound is sounding, then the actual hearing and
the actual sound are nerged in one (these one mnight cal
respectively hearkeni ng and soundi ng).

If it is true that the novenent, both the acting and the being acted
upon, is to be found in that which is acted upon, both the sound and
the hearing so far as it is actual nust be found in that which has the
faculty of hearing; for it is in the passive factor that the actuality
of the active or notive factor is realized; that is why that which
causes novenent may be at rest. Now the actuality of that which can
sound is just sound or sounding, and the actuality of that which can
hear is hearing or hearkening; 'sound and 'hearing' are both
anbi guous. The sane account applies to the other senses and their
obj ects. For as the-acting-and-being-acted-upon is to be found in
the passive, not in the active factor, so also the actuality of the
sensi bl e object and that of the sensitive subject are both realized in
the latter. But while in sone cases each aspect of the total actuality
has a distinct name, e.g. sounding and hearkening, in some one or
other is naneless, e.g. the actuality of sight is called seeing, but
the actuality of colour has no nane: the actuality of the faculty of
taste is called tasting, but the actuality of flavour has no nane.
Since the actualities of the sensible object and of the sensitive
faculty are one actuality in spite of the difference between their
nodes of being, actual hearing and actual sounding appear and
di sappear from exi stence at one and the sane nonent, and so actua
savour and actual tasting, &., while as potentialities one of them
may exi st without the other. The earlier students of nature were
m staken in their view that wi thout sight there was no white or black
wi thout taste no savour. This statement of theirs is partly true,
partly false: 'sense' and 'the sensible object' are anbiguous ternmns,
i.e. may denote either potentialities or actualities: the statenent is
true of the latter, false of the former. This anbiguity they wholly
failed to notice.

If voice always inplies a concord, and if the voice and the
hearing of it are in one sense one and the sanme, and if concord al ways
implies a ratio, hearing as well as what is heard nust be a ratio.

That is why the excess of either the sharp or the flat destroys the



hearing. (So also in the case of savours excess destroys the sense
of taste, and in the case of col ours excessive brightness or

dar kness destroys the sight, and in the case of snell excess of
strength whether in the direction of sweetness or bitterness is
destructive.) This shows that the sense is a ratio.

That is also why the objects of sense are (1) pleasant when the
sensi bl e extrenes such as acid or sweet or salt being pure and unmi xed
are brought into the proper ratio; then they are pleasant: and in
general what is blended is nore pleasant than the sharp or the flat
al one; or, to touch, that which is capable of being either warmed or
chilled: the sense and the ratio are identical: while (2) in excess
the sensible extremes are painful or destructive.

Each sense then is relative to its particular group of sensible
qualities: it is found in a sense-organ as such and di scri mi nates
the differences which exist within that group; e.g. sight
di scrimnates white and bl ack, taste sweet and bitter, and so in al
cases. Since we also discrinmnate white fromsweet, and indeed each
sensible quality fromevery other, with what do we perceive that
they are different? It nmust be by sense; for what is before us is
sensi bl e objects. (Hence it is also obvious that the flesh cannot be
the ultimate sense-organ: if it were, the discrinminating power could
not do its work wi thout inmmediate contact with the object.)

Therefore (1) discrimnation between white and sweet cannot be
ef fected by two agenci es which remain separate; both the qualities
di scrimnated nust be present to sonething that is one and single.

On any other supposition even if | perceived sweet and you perceived
white, the difference between them woul d be apparent. What says that
two things are different must be one; for sweet is different from
white. Therefore what asserts this difference nust be

sel f-identical, and as what asserts, so also what thinks or perceives.
That it is not possible by neans of two agencies which remain separate
to discrinmnate two objects which are separate, is therefore

obvious; and that (it is not possible to do this in separate novenents
of time may be seen' if we look at it as follows. For as what

asserts the difference between the good and the bad is one and the
sane, so also the time at which it asserts the one to be different and
the other to be different is not accidental to the assertion (as it is
for instance when | now assert a difference but do not assert that
there is now a difference); it asserts thus-both now and that the
objects are different now, the objects therefore nmust be present at
one and the sane nonent. Both the discrimnating power and the tinme of
its exercise nmust be one and undivi ded.

But, it nay be objected, it is inpossible that what is
sel f-identical should be noved at ne and the same tinme with contrary
nmovenents in so far as it is undivided, and in an undivi ded nonent
of time. For if what is sweet be the quality perceived, it noves the
sense or thought in this deternmi nate way, while what is bitter noves
it in a contrary way, and what is white in a different way. Is it
the case then that what discrininates, though both nunerically one and
indivisible, is at the sane tinme divided in its being? In one sense,
it is what is divided that perceives two separate objects at once, but
in another sense it does so qua undivided; for it is divisible in
its being but spatially and nunerically undivided. is not this
i mpossi bl e? For while it is true that what is self-identical and
undi vi ded nay be both contraries at once potentially, it cannot be
self-identical in its being-it must lose its unity by being put into
activity. It is not possible to be at once white and bl ack, and
therefore it must also be inpossible for a thing to be affected at one
and the same nonent by the forns of both, assuning it to be the case
that sensation and thinking are properly so described.



The answer is that just as what is called a 'point' is, as being
at once one and two, properly said to be divisible, so here, that
whi ch discrimnates is qua undivided one, and active in a single
monent of tine, while so far forth as it is divisible it tw ce over
uses the sane dot at one and the sane tine. So far forth then as it
takes the limt as two' it discrimnates two separate objects with
what in a sense is divided: while so far as it takes it as one, it
does so with what is one and occupies in its activity a single
nmonent of tine.

About the principle in virtue of which we say that animals are
percipient, let this discussion suffice.

3

There are two distinctive peculiarities by reference to which we
characterize the soul (1) local movement and (2) thinking,
di scrim nating, and perceiving. Thinking both specul ative and
practical is regarded as akin to a formof perceiving; for in the
one as well as the other the soul discrinmnates and is cogni zant of
sonet hing which is. Indeed the ancients go so far as to identify
t hi nki ng and perceiving; e.g. Enpedocles says 'For 'tis in respect
of what is present that man's wit is increased' , and again 'Wence
it befalls themfromtine to tine to think diverse thoughts', and
Homer's phrase ' For suchlike is man's nmind neans the sane. They al
| ook upon thinking as a bodily process |ike perceiving, and hold
that like is known as well as perceived by like, as | explained at the
begi nni ng of our discussion. Yet they ought at the same tinme to have
accounted for error also; for it is nore intimately connected with
ani mal exi stence and the soul continues longer in the state of error
than in that of truth. They cannot escape the dilenma: either (1)
what ever seens is true (and there are sone who accept this) or (2)
error is contact with the unlike; for that is the opposite of the
knowi ng of |ike by Iike.

But it is a received principle that error as well as know edge in
respect to contraries is one and the sane.

That perceiving and practical thinking are not identical is
t herefore obvious; for the forner is universal in the animl world,
the latter is found in only a srmall division of it. Further,
specul ative thinking is also distinct fromperceiving-1 mean that in
which we find rightness and wongness-rightness in prudence,
know edge, true opinion, wongness in their opposites; for
perception of the special objects of sense is always free from
error, and is found in all animals, while it is possible to think
falsely as well as truly, and thought is found only where there is
di scourse of reason as well as sensibility. For imagination is
different fromeither perceiving or discursive thinking, though it
is not found w thout sensation, or judgenent without it. That this
activity is not the sane kind of thinking as judgenent is obvious. For
imagining lies within our own power whenever we wish (e.g. we can cal
up a picture, as in the practice of nmmenonics by the use of nental
i mges), but in form ng opinions we are not free: we cannot escape the
alternative of falsehood or truth. Further, when we think sonmething to
be fearful or threatening, enotion is inmedi ately produced, and so too
with what is encouraging; but when we nmerely inmagine we remain as
unaf fected as persons who are | ooking at a painting of some dreadfu
or encouragi ng scene. Again within the field of judgerment itself we
find varieties, know edge, opinion, prudence, and their opposites;
of the differences between these | nust speak el sewhere.

Thinking is different fromperceiving and is held to be in part
i magi nation, in part judgenent: we nust therefore first mark off the



sphere of imagination and then speak of judgenent. If then inmagination
is that in virtue of which an inage arises for us, excluding
nmet aphorical uses of the term is it a single faculty or disposition
relative to images, in virtue of which we discrimnate and are
either in error or not? The faculties in virtue of which we do this
are sense, opinion, science, intelligence.

That imagination is not sense is clear fromthe foll ow ng
consi derations: Sense is either a faculty or an activity, e.g. sight
or seeing: inagination takes place in the absence of both, as e.g.
in dreans. (Again, sense is always present, imagination not. |If actua
i magi nati on and actual sensation were the same, inmagination would be
found in all the brutes: this is held not to be the case; e.g. it is
not found in ants or bees or grubs. (Again, sensations are always
true, imaginations are for the nost part false. (Once nore, even in
ordi nary speech, we do not, when sense functions precisely with regard
toits object, say that we imagine it to be a man, but rather when
there is sone failure of accuracy in its exercise. And as we were
sayi ng before, visions appear to us even when our eyes are shut.
Neither is inmagination any of the things that are never in error: e.g.
know edge or intelligence; for imagination nay be fal se.

It remains therefore to see if it is opinion, for opinion may be
either true or false

But opinion involves belief (for w thout belief in what we opine
we cannot have an opinion), and in the brutes though we often find
i magi nati on we never find belief. Further, every opinion is
acconpani ed by belief, belief by conviction, and conviction by
di scourse of reason: while there are some of the brutes in which we
find i magi nation, w thout discourse of reason. It is clear then that
i magi nati on cannot, again, be (1) opinion plus sensation, or (2)
opi nion nedi ated by sensation, or (3) a blend of opinion and
sensation; this is inpossible both for these reasons and because the
content of the supposed opinion cannot be different fromthat of the
sensation (I mean that imagination nust be the blending of the
perception of white with the opinion that it is white: it could
scarcely be a blend of the opinion that it is good with the perception
that it is white): to imagine is therefore (on this view) identica
with the thinking of exactly the same as what one in the strictest
sense perceives. But what we inmagine is sonetines fal se though our
cont enpor aneous judgenent about it is true; e.g. we imagine the sun to
be a foot in dianmeter though we are convinced that it is larger than
the inhabited part of the earth, and the follow ng dilemma presents
itself. Either (a while the fact has not changed and the (observer has
neither forgotten nor lost belief in the true opinion which he had,
t hat opinion has di sappeared, or (b) if he retains it then his opinion
is at once true and false. A true opinion, however, becones false only
when the fact alters wi thout being noticed.

| magi nation is therefore neither any one of the states enunerated,
nor conpounded out of them

But since when one thing has been set in notion another thing may be
noved by it, and imagination is held to be a novenent and to be
i mpossi bl e wi thout sensation, i.e. to occur in beings that are
perci pient and to have for its content what can be perceived, and
since novenment may be produced by actual sensation and that novenent
is necessarily simlar in character to the sensation itself, this
nmovenment must be (1) necessarily (a) incapable of existing apart
from sensation, (b) incapable of existing except when we perceive,
(such that in virtue of its possession that in which it is found may
present various phenonena both active and passive, and (such that it
may be either true or false

The reason of the last characteristic is as follows. Perception



(1) of the special objects of sense is never in error or adnits the

| east possi bl e amount of fal sehood. (2) That of the conconitance of
the objects conconmitant with the sensible qualities comes next: in
this case certainly we may be deceived; for while the perception

that there is white before us cannot be fal se, the perception that
what is white is this or that may be false. (3) Third comes the
perception of the universal attributes which acconpany the conconitant
objects to which the special sensibles attach (I nean e.g. of novenent
and magnitude); it is in respect of these that the greatest anount

of sense-illusion is possible.

The nmotion which is due to the activity of sense in these three
nodes of its exercise will differ fromthe activity of sense; (1)
the first kind of derived notion is free fromerror while the
sensation is present; (2) and (3) the others may be erroneous
whet her it is present or absent, especially when the object of
perception is far off. If then imagination presents no other
features than those enunerated and is what we have described, then
i magi nati on nust be a novenent resulting froman actual exercise of
a power of sense.

As sight is the nost highly devel oped sense, the name Phantasia
(i magi nati on) has been formed from Phaos (light) because it is not
possible to see without |ight.

And because inaginations remain in the organs of sense and
resenbl e sensations, aninmals in their actions are largely gui ded by
them sone (i.e. the brutes) because of the non-existence in them of
m nd, others (i.e. nmen) because of the tenporary eclipse in them of
mnd by feeling or disease or sleep.

About imagination, what it is and why it exists, let so nuch
suf fice.

4

Turning now to the part of the soul with which the soul knows and
t hi nks (whether this is separable fromthe others in definition
only, or spatially as well) we have to inquire (1) what differentiates
this part, and (2) how thinking can take place.

If thinking is like perceiving, it nmust be either a process in which
the soul is acted upon by what is capable of being thought, or a
process different from but anal ogous to that. The thinking part of the
soul nust therefore be, while inpassible, capable of receiving the
formof an object; that is, nmust be potentially identical in character
with its object w thout being the object. Mnd nust be related to what
is thinkable, as sense is to what is sensible.

Therefore, since everything is a possible object of thought, mnd in
order, as Anaxagoras says, to domi nate, that is, to know, nust be pure
fromall adm xture; for the co-presence of what is alien to its nature
is a hindrance and a block: it follows that it too, like the sensitive
part, can have no nature of its own, other than that of having a
certain capacity. Thus that in the soul which is called nmind (by
mnd | nean that whereby the soul thinks and judges) is, before it
thi nks, not actually any real thing. For this reason it cannot
reasonably be regarded as blended with the body: if so, it would
acquire some quality, e.g. warnth or cold, or even have an organ
like the sensitive faculty: as it is, it has none. It was a good
idea to call the soul 'the place of forns', though (1) this
description holds only of the intellective soul, and (2) even this
is the forns only potentially, not actually.

hservation of the sense-organs and their enploynent reveals a
di stinction between the inpassibility of the sensitive and that of the
intellective faculty. After strong stimulation of a sense we are



less able to exercise it than before, as e.g. in the case of a |oud
sound we cannot hear easily imediately after, or in the case of a
bright colour or a powerful odour we cannot see or snell, but in the
case of mind thought about an object that is highly intelligible
renders it nore and not |less able afterwards to think objects that are
less intelligible: the reason is that while the faculty of sensation
i s dependent upon the body, mnd is separable fromit.

Once the m nd has becone each set of its possible objects, as a
man of science has, when this phrase is used of one who is actually
a man of science (this happens when he is now able to exercise the
power on his own initiative), its condition is still one of
potentiality, but in a different sense fromthe potentiality which
preceded the acquisition of know edge by | earning or discovery: the
mnd too is then able to think itself.

Since we can distinguish between a spatial nagnitude and what it
is to be such, and between water and what it is to be water, and so in
many other cases (though not in all; for in certain cases the thing
and its formare identical), flesh and what it is to be flesh are
discrimnated either by different faculties, or by the same faculty in
two different states: for flesh necessarily involves matter and is
like what is snub-nosed, a this in a this. Nowit is by nmeans of the
sensitive faculty that we discrimnate the hot and the cold, i.e.
the factors which conbined in a certain ratio constitute flesh: the
essential character of flesh is apprehended by sonething different
ei ther wholly separate fromthe sensitive faculty or related to it
as a bent line to the same Iine when it has been straightened out.

Again in the case of abstract objects what is straight is
anal ogous to what is snub-nosed; for it necessarily inplies a
continuumas its matter: its constitutive essence is different, if
we may distingui sh between straightness and what is straight: let us
take it to be two-ness. It nust be apprehended, therefore, by a
di fferent power or by the same power in a different state. To sum
up, in so far as the realities it knows are capabl e of being separated
fromtheir matter, so it is also with the powers of m nd

The probl em i ght be suggested: if thinking is a passive
affection, then if nmind is sinple and inpassible and has nothing in
common wi th anything el se, as Anaxagoras says, how can it cone to
think at all? For interaction between two factors is held to require a
precedent community of nature between the factors. Again it mght be
asked, is mnd a possible object of thought to itself? For if nind
i s thinkable per se and what is thinkable is in kind one and the sane,
then either (a) mind will belong to everything, or (b) nmind wll
contain sone element conmon to it with all other realities which nmakes
them al | thinkabl e.

(1) Have not we already disposed of the difficulty about interaction
i nvol ving a comon el ement, when we said that mind is in a sense
potentially whatever is thinkable, though actually it is nothing unti
it has thought? What it thinks nust be in it just as characters may be
said to be on a witingtablet on which as yet nothing actually
stands written: this is exactly what happens with nind

(Mnd is itself thinkable in exactly the sane way as its objects
are. For (a) in the case of objects which involve no matter, what
t hi nks and what is thought are identical; for specul ative know edge
and its object are identical. (Wiy mnd is not always thinking we nust
consider later.) (b) In the case of those which contain matter each of
the objects of thought is only potentially present. It follows that
while they will not have nmind in them (for mind is a potentiality of
themonly in so far as they are capabl e of being di sengaged from
matter) mind may yet be thinkable.

5



Since in every class of things, as in nature as a whole, we find two
factors involved, (1) a matter which is potentially all the
particulars included in the class, (2) a cause which is productive
in the sense that it makes themall (the latter standing to the
forner, as e.g. an art to its material), these distinct elements
nmust |ikewi se be found within the soul

And in fact mnd as we have described it is what it is what it is by
virtue of beconming all things, while there is another which is what it
is by virtue of making all things: this is a sort of positive state
like light; for in a sense |light nmakes potential colours into actua
col ours.

Mnd in this sense of it is separable, inpassible, unnxed, since it
isinits essential nature activity (for always the active is superior
to the passive factor, the originating force to the matter which it
forms).

Actual know edge is identical with its object: in the individual
potential know edge is in time prior to actual know edge, but in the
universe as a whole it is not prior even intine. Mnd is not at one
ti me knowi ng and at another not. VWen nind is set free fromits
present conditions it appears as just what it is and nothing nore:
this alone is imortal and eternal (we do not, however, renenber its
former activity because, while nind in this sense is inpassible,

m nd as passive is destructible), and without it nothing thinks.

6

The thinking then of the sinple objects of thought is found in those
cases where fal sehood is inpossible: where the alternative of true
or false applies, there we always find a putting together of objects
of thought in a quasi-unity. As Enpedocles said that 'where heads of
many a creature sprouted w thout necks' they afterwards by Love's
power were conbined, so here too objects of thought which were given
separate are conbined, e.g. 'inconmensurate' and 'diagonal': if the
conbi nati on be of objects past or future the conbination of thought
includes in its content the date. For fal sehood al ways invol ves a
synthesis; for even if you assert that what is white is not white
you have included not white in a synthesis. It is possible also to
call all these cases division as well as conbi nati on. However that nmay
be, there is not only the true or false assertion that Cleon is
white but also the true or false assertion that he was or will he
white. In each and every case that which unifies is mnd

Since the word 'sinple' has two senses, i.e. may nean either (a)
'not capabl e of being divided or (b) 'not actually divided , there is
nothing to prevent nmind fromknowi ng what is undivided, e.g. when it
apprehends a length (which is actually undivided) and that in an
undi vided time; for the time is divided or undivided in the sane
manner as the line. It is not possible, then, to tell what part of the
line it was apprehending in each half of the tine: the object has no
actual parts until it has been divided: if in thought you think each
hal f separately, then by the sane act you divide the tine also, the
hal f-1ines becomng as it were new wholes of length. But if you
think it as a whole consisting of these two possible parts, then
al so you think it in a tinme which corresponds to both parts
together. (But what is not quantitatively but qualitatively sinple
is thought in a sinple tine and by a sinple act of the soul.)

But that which mind thinks and the tinme in which it thinks are in
this case divisible only incidentally and not as such. For in themtoo
there is something indivisible (though, it may be, not isolable) which
gives unity to the time and the whole of length; and this is found



equal ly in every conti nuum whet her tenporal or spatial

Points and sinilar instances of things that divide, thenselves being
i ndivisible, are realized in consciousness in the sane nanner as
privations.

A simlar account may be given of all other cases, e.g. how evi
or black is cognized; they are cognized, in a sense, by neans of their
contraries. That which cognizes nust have an el enent of potentiality
inits being, and one of the contraries nust be init. But if there is
anything that has no contrary, then it knows itself and is actually
and possesses i ndependent exi stence.

Assertion is the saying of sonething concerning sonething, e.g.
affirmation, and is in every case either true or false: this is not
always the case with mind: the thinking of the definition in the sense
of the constitutive essence is never in error nor is it the
assertion of sonething concerning sonething, but, just as while the
seeing of the special object of sight can never be in error, the
belief that the white object seen is a nan may be mi staken, so too
in the case of objects which are without natter

7

Actual know edge is identical with its object: potential know edge
in the individual is in time prior to actual know edge but in the
universe it has no priority even in time; for all things that cone
into being arise fromwhat actually is. In the case of sense clearly
the sensitive faculty already was potentially what the object nmakes it
to be actually; the faculty is not affected or altered. This nust
therefore be a different kind from novenent; for novenent is, as we
saw, an activity of what is inperfect, activity in the unqualified
sense, i.e. that of what has been perfected, is different from
novenent .

To perceive then is |like bare asserting or know ng; but when the
object is pleasant or painful, the soul nakes a quasi-affirmation or
negation, and pursues or avoids the object. To feel pleasure or pain
is to act with the sensitive nmean towards what is good or bad as such
Bot h avoi dance and appetite when actual are identical with this: the
faculty of appetite and avoidance are not different, either fromone
another or fromthe faculty of sense-perception; but their being is
different.

To the thinking soul inages serve as if they were contents of
perception (and when it asserts or denies themto be good or bad it
avoi ds or pursues them. That is why the soul never thinks w thout
an i mage. The process is like that in which the air nodifies the pupi
inthis or that way and the pupil transnmits the nodification to sone
third thing (and sinmilarly in hearing), while the ultimte point of
arrival is one, a single nmean, with different nmanners of being.

Wth what part of itself the soul discrimnates sweet from hot |
have expl ai ned before and nmust now describe again as follows: That
with which it does so is a sort of unity, but in the way just
nmentioned, i.e. as a connecting term And the two faculties it
connects, being one by anal ogy and nunerically, are each to each as
the qualities discerned are to one another (for what difference does
it make whether we raise the problem of discrimnation between
di sparates or between contraries, e.g. white and bl ack?). Let then C
be to Das is to B: it follows alternando that C. A': D B. If then
C and D belong to one subject, the case will be the sane with them
as with and B; and B forma single identity with different nodes of
being; so too will the former pair. The sanme reasoning holds if be
sweet and B white.

The faculty of thinking then thinks the forms in the inages, and



as in the former case what is to be pursued or avoided is marked out
for it, so where there is no sensation and it is engaged upon the
images it is noved to pursuit or avoidance. E. g.. perceiving by
sense that the beacon is fire, it recognizes in virtue of the
general faculty of sense that it signifies an eneny, because it sees
it nmoving; but sonetines by neans of the inmages or thoughts which
are within the soul, just as if it were seeing, it calculates and
deliberates what is to cone by reference to what is present; and
when it nakes a pronouncenent, as in the case of sensation it

pronounces the object to be pleasant or painful, in this case it
avoi ds or persues and so generally in cases of action
That too which involves no action, i.e. that which is true or false,

is in the same province with what is good or bad: yet they differ in
this, that the one set inply and the other do not a reference to a
particul ar person

The so-call ed abstract objects the nmind thinks just as, if one had
t hought of the snubnosed not as snub-nosed but as hollow, one would
have t hought of an actuality without the flesh in which it is
enmbodied: it is thus that the mind when it is thinking the objects
of Mathematics thinks as separate el ements which do not exi st
separate. In every case the nmind which is actively thinking is the
obj ects which it thinks. Whether it is possible for it while not
exi sting separate fromspatial conditions to think anything that is
separate, or not, we nust consider |ater
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Let us now sunmmarize our results about soul, and repeat that the
soul is in a way all existing things; for existing things are either
sensi bl e or thinkable, and knowl edge is in a way what is knowabl e, and
sensation is in a way what is sensible: in what way we nust inquire.

Know edge and sensation are divided to correspond with the
realities, potential know edge and sensation answering to
potentialities, actual know edge and sensation to actualities.

Wthin the soul the faculties of know edge and sensation are
potentially these objects, the one what is knowabl e, the other what is
sensi bl e. They nust be either the things thenmselves or their formns.
The former alternative is of course inpossible: it is not the stone
which is present in the soul but its form

It follows that the soul is anal ogous to the hand; for as the hand
is atool of tools, so the nmind is the formof forms and sense the
form of sensibl e things.

Since according to commopn agreenent there is nothing outside and
separate in existence from sensible spatial magnitudes, the objects of
thought are in the sensible forms, viz. both the abstract objects
and all the states and affections of sensible things. Hence (1) no one
can |l earn or understand anything in the absence of sense, and (when
the mind is actively aware of anything it is necessarily aware of it
along with an image; for inmages are |like sensuous contents except in
that they contain no matter

I magi nation is different fromassertion and denial; for what is true
or false involves a synthesis of concepts. In what will the primary
concepts differ frominmages? Mist we not say that neither these nor
even our other concepts are inmages, though they necessarily involve
t hen??

9

The soul of animals is characterized by two faculties, (a) the
faculty of discrimnation which is the work of thought and sense,



and (b) the faculty of originating | ocal noverment. Sense and mind we
have now sufficiently exam ned. Let us next consider what it is in the
soul which originates novenent. Is it a single part of the sou
separate either spatially or in definition? O is it the soul as a
whole? If it is a part, is that part different fromthose usually
di stingui shed or already nentioned by us, or is it one of thenP The
probl em at once presents itself, in what sense we are to speak of
parts of the soul, or how many we should distinguish. For in a sense
there is an infinity of parts: it is not enough to distinguish, with
sone thinkers, the calculative, the passionate, and the
desiderative, or with others the rational and the irrational; for if
we take the dividing Iines followed by these thinkers we shall find
parts far nore distinctly separated from one another than these,
nanely those we have just nentioned: (1) the nutritive, which
bel ongs both to plants and to all animals, and (2) the sensitive,
whi ch cannot easily be classed as either irrational or rational
further (3) the imaginative, which is, inits being, different from
all, while it is very hard to say with which of the others it is the
same or not the same, supposing we determine to posit separate parts
in the soul; and lastly (4) the appetitive, which would seemto be
distinct both in definition and in power fromall hitherto enunerated.
It is absurd to break up the last-nentioned faculty: as these
thi nkers do, for wish is found in the calculative part and desire
and passion in the irrational; and if the soul is tripartite
appetite will be found in all three parts. Turning our attention to
the present object of discussion, let us ask what that is which
ori gi nates |l ocal novenent of the aninal

The nmoverment of growth and decay, being found in all [Iiving
things, nust be attributed to the faculty of reproduction and
nutrition, which is common to all: inspiration and expiration, sleep

and waki ng, we mnust consider later: these too present nuch difficulty:
at present we nust consider |ocal novenent, asking what it is that
originates forward novenment in the ani nal

That it is not the nutritive faculty is obvious; for this kind of
novenent is always for an end and is acconpani ed either by inagination
or by appetite; for no aninal noves except by conpul sion unless it has
an inpul se towards or away froman object. Further, if it were the
nutritive faculty, even plants would have been capabl e of
originating such nmovement and woul d have possessed the organs
necessary to carry it out. Simlarly it cannot be the sensitive
faculty either; for there are many ani mals which have sensibility
but remain fast and i movabl e t hroughout their [ives.

If then Nature never nakes anything wi thout a purpose and never
| eaves out what is necessary (except in the case of nutilated or
i nperfect growths; and that here we have neither nutilation nor
i nperfection may be argued fromthe facts that such animals (a) can
reproduce their species and (b) rise to conpl eteness of nature and
decay to an end), it follows that, had they been capabl e of
originating forward noverment, they would have possessed the organs
necessary for that purpose. Further, neither can the cal culative
faculty or what is called 'nind be the cause of such novenent; for
m nd as specul ati ve never thinks what is practicable, it never says
anyt hi ng about an object to be avoided or pursued, while this novenent
is always in sonething which is avoiding or pursuing an object. No,
not even when it is aware of such an object does it at once enjoin
pursuit or avoidance of it; e.g. the nmind often thinks of sonething
terrifying or pleasant w thout enjoining the enotion of fear. It is
the heart that is nmoved (or in the case of a pleasant object sone
other part). Further, even when the m nd does comrand and thought bids
us pursue or avoi d sonething, sonetines no novenment is produced; we



act in accordance with desire, as in the case of noral weakness.

And, generally, we observe that the possessor of nedical know edge

is not necessarily healing, which shows that sonething else is

requi red to produce action in accordance with know edge; the know edge
alone is not the cause. Lastly, appetite too is inconpetent to account
fully for novenent; for those who successfully resist tenptation

have appetite and desire and yet follow nind and refuse to enact

that for which they have appetite.
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These two at all events appear to be sources of novenment: appetite
and mind (if one may venture to regard imagination as a kind of
t hi nking; for many men follow their inaginations contrary to
know edge, and in all animals other than man there is no thinking or
cal culati on but only inagination).

Both of these then are capable of originating |ocal novenent, m nd
and appetite: (1) mind, that is, which calcul ates neans to an end,
i.e. mind practical (it differs frommnd speculative in the character
of its end); while (2) appetite is in every formof it relative to
an end: for that which is the object of appetite is the stinulant of
m nd practical; and that which is last in the process of thinking is
t he begi nning of the action. It follows that there is a
justification for regarding these two as the sources of novenent, i.e.
appetite and practical thought; for the object of appetite starts a
nmovenent and as a result of that thought gives rise to novenent, the
obj ect of appetite being it a source of stinulation. So too when
i magi nati on origi nates novenent, it necessarily involves appetite.

That whi ch noves therefore is a single faculty and the faculty of
appetite; for if there had been two sources of novenent-m nd and
appetite-they would have produced novenent in virtue of sone comon
character. As it is, mind is never found produci ng noverment w thout
appetite (for wish is a formof appetite; and when novenent is
produced according to calculation it is also according to w sh), but
appetite can originate novenent contrary to calculation, for desire is
a formof appetite. Now mind is always right, but appetite and
i magi nati on may be either right or wong. That is why, though in any
case it is the object of appetite which originates novenent, this
object may be either the real or the apparent good. To produce
novenent the object nust be nore than this: it nust be good that can
be brought into being by action; and only what can be otherw se than
as it is can thus be brought into being. That then such a power in the
soul as has been described, i.e. that called appetite, originates
novenent is clear. Those who distinguish parts in the soul, if they
di stingui sh and divide in accordance with differences of power, find
thensel ves with a very large nunber of parts, a nutritive, a
sensitive, an intellective, a deliberative, and now an appetitive
part; for these are nore different fromone another than the faculties
of desire and passion

Si nce appetites run counter to one another, which happens when a
principle of reason and a desire are contrary and is possible only
in beings with a sense of time (for while mind bids us hold back
because of what is future, desire is influenced by what is just at
hand: a pl easant object which is just at hand presents itself as
bot h pl easant and good, wi thout condition in either case, because of
want of foresight into what is farther away in tine), it follows
that while that which originates novenent nust be specifically one,
viz. the faculty of appetite as such (or rather farthest back of al
the object of that faculty; for it is it that itself remaining unnmoved
ori gi nates the novenent by being apprehended in thought or



i magi nati on), the things that originate novenent are nunerically nany.
Al'l movenent involves three factors, (1) that which originates the
novenent, (2) that by nmeans of which it originates it, and (3) that
which is noved. The expression 'that which originates the novenent' is
anbi guous: it may nmean either (a) something which itself is unnmoved or
(b) that which at once noves and is noved. Here that which noves
wi thout itself being noved is the realizable good, that which at
once noves and is noved is the faculty of appetite (for that which
is influenced by appetite so far as it is actually so influenced is
set in noverment, and appetite in the sense of actual appetite is a
ki nd of novenent), while that which is in notion is the aninal. The
i nstrunment which appetite enploys to produce novenent is no |onger
psychi cal but bodily: hence the examination of it falls within the
province of the functions conmon to body and soul. To state the matter
summarily at present, that which is the instrunent in the production
of movenent is to be found where a begi nning and an end coi nci de as
e.g. in a ball and socket joint; for there the convex and the
concave sides are respectively an end and a begi nning (that is why
while the one remains at rest, the other is noved): they are
separate in definition but not separable spatially. For everything
is moved by pushing and pulling. Hence just as in the case of a wheel
so here there nust be a point which remains at rest, and fromthat
poi nt the nmovenment nust originate.
To sum up, then, and repeat what | have said, inasnuch as an
animal is capable of appetite it is capable of self-novenent; it is
not capable of appetite w thout possessing inagination; and al
i magi nation is either (1) calculative or (2) sensitive. In the
latter an animals, and not only man, partake.
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W nust consider also in the case of inperfect aninals, sc. those
whi ch have no sense but touch, what it is that in them originates
novenent. Can they have imagination or not? or desire? Clearly they
have feelings of pleasure and pain, and if they have these they nust
have desire. But how can they have inagination? Mist not we say
that, as their novenments are indefinite, they have imagi nati on and
desire, but indefinitely?

Sensitive imginati on, as we have said, is found in all aninals,
del i berative imagination only in those that are cal cul ative: for
whet her this or that shall be enacted is already a task requiring
cal cul ation; and there nust be a single standard to neasure by, for
that is pursued which is greater. It follows that what acts in this
way rmust be able to make a unity out of several images.

This is the reason why inagination is held not to involve opinion
in that it does not involve opinion based on inference, though opinion
i nvol ves inagi nati on. Hence appetite contains no deliberative el enent.
Sonetinmes it overpowers wish and sets it in novenent: at tines wi sh
acts thus upon appetite, |ike one sphere inparting its novenent to
anot her, or appetite acts thus upon appetite, i.e. in the condition of
noral weakness (though by nature the higher faculty is always nore
authoritative and gives rise to novenent). Thus three nodes of
novenment are possible.

The faculty of knowing is never noved but remains at rest. Since the
one preniss or judgenent is universal and the other deals with the
particular (for the first tells us that such and such a kind of man
shoul d do such and such a kind of act, and the second that this is
an act of the kind neant, and | a person of the type intended), it
is the latter opinion that really originates novenent, not the
uni versal; or rather it is both, but the one does so while it



remains in a state nore like rest, while the other partakes in
novenent .
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The nutritive soul then nust be possessed by everything that is
alive, and every such thing is endowed with soul fromits birth to its
deat h. For what has been born nust grow, reach maturity, and decay-al
of which are inpossible without nutrition. Therefore the nutritive
faculty nust be found in everything that grows and decays.

But sensation need not be found in all things that live. For it is
i mpossible for touch to belong either (1) to those whose body is
unconpounded or (2) to those which are incapable of taking in the
forms without their matter.

But ani mal s nust be endowed with sensation, since Nature does
nothing in vain. For all things that exist by Nature are neans to an
end, or will be conconmitants of means to an end. Every body capabl e of
forward nmovenment would, if unendowed with sensation, perish and fai
to reach its end, which is the aimof Nature; for how could it
obtain nutrinent? Stationary living things, it is true, have as
their nutrinent that fromwhich they have arisen; but it is not
possi ble that a body which is not stationary but produced by
generation should have a soul and a discerning mnd wthout also
havi ng sensation. (Nor yet even if it were not produced by generation
Wiy should it not have sensation? Because it were better so either for
the body or for the soul? But clearly it would not be better for
either: the absence of sensation will not enable the one to think
better or the other to exist better.) Therefore no body which is not
stationary has soul w thout sensation

But if a body has sensation, it must be either sinple or conmpound.
And sinple it cannot be; for then it could not have touch, which is
i ndi spensable. This is clear fromwhat follows. An animal is a body
with soul init: every body is tangible, i.e. perceptible by touch
hence necessarily, if an animal is to survive, its body nust have
tactual sensation. Al the other senses, e.g. snell, sight, hearing,
apprehend through nedia; but where there is i medi ate contact the
animal, if it has no sensation, will be unable to avoid sone things
and take others, and so will find it inpossible to survive. That is
why taste also is a sort of touch; it is relative to nutrinent,
which is just tangi bl e body; whereas sound, colour, and odour are
innutritious, and further neither grow nor decay. Hence it is that
taste also nust be a sort of touch, because it is the sense for what
is tangi ble and nutritious.

Bot h these senses, then, are indispensable to the animal, and it
is clear that without touch it is inpossible for an aninmal to be.

Al'l the other senses subserve well-being and for that very reason
bel ong not to any and every kind of animal, but only to sone, e.g.
t hose capabl e of forward novenent nust have them for, if they are
to survive, they must perceive not only by i mediate contact but
also at a distance fromthe object. This will be possible if they
can perceive through a nedium the nedium being affected and noved
by the perceptible object, and the aninmal by the nedium just as

t hat whi ch produces | ocal novenment causes a change extending to a
certain point, and that which gave an inpul se causes another to
produce a new i npul se so that the novenent traverses a nediumthe
first nover inpelling wthout being inpelled, the | ast noved being
i mpel led without inpelling, while the medium (or nmedia, for there
are many) is both-so is it also in the case of alteration, except that
t he agent produces produces it without the patient's changing its
pl ace. Thus if an object is dipped into wax, the novenment goes on



until submersion has taken place, and in stone it goes no di stance
at all, while in water the disturbance goes far beyond the object

di pped: in air the disturbance is propagated farthest of all, the
air acting and being acted upon, so long as it maintains an unbroken
unity. That is why in the case of reflection it is better, instead
of saying that the sight issues fromthe eye and is reflected, to
say that the air, solong as it rermains one, is affected by the
shape and colour. On a snmooth surface the air possesses unity; hence
it isthat it in turn sets the sight in notion, just as if the

i mpression on the wax were transnitted as far as the wax extends.
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It is clear that the body of an animal cannot be sinple, i.e.
consi st of one elenent such as fire or air. For w thout touch it is
i npossi bl e to have any other sense; for every body that has soul in it
nmust, as we have said, be capable of touch. Al the other elenents
with the exception of earth can constitute organs of sense, but all of
them bri ng about perception only through sonething else, viz.

t hrough the nmedia. Touch takes place by direct contact with its

obj ects, whence also its nane. Al the other organs of sense, no
doubt, perceive by contact, only the contact is nediate: touch al one
perceives by i medi ate contact. Consequently no ani mal body can
consi st of these other elenents.

Nor can it consist solely of earth. For touch is as it were a nean
between all tangible qualities, and its organ is capabl e of
receiving not only all the specific qualities which characterize
earth, but also the hot and the cold and all other tangible
qualities whatsoever. That is why we have no sensation by neans of
bones, hair, &c., because they consist of earth. So too plants,
because they consist of earth, have no sensation. Wthout touch
there can be no other sense, and the organ of touch cannot consi st
of earth or of any other single el enent.

It is evident, therefore, that the loss of this one sense al one nust
bring about the death of an aninmal. For as on the one hand not hi ng
which is not an animal can have this sense, so on the other it is
the only one which is indispensably necessary to what is an ani mal
This explains, further, the follow ng difference between the other
senses and touch. In the case of all the others excess of intensity in
the qualities which they apprehend, i.e. excess of intensity in
col our, sound, and snell, destroys not the but only the organs of
the sense (except incidentally, as when the sound is acconpanied by an
i mpact or shock, or where through the objects of sight or of snel
certain other things are set in notion, which destroy by contact);
flavour also destroys only in so far as it is at the same tine
tangi bl e. But excess of intensity in tangible qualities, e.g. heat,
cold, or hardness, destroys the animal itself. As in the case of every
sensible quality excess destroys the organ, so here what is tangible
destroys touch, which is the essential mark of life; for it has been
shown that without touch it is inmpossible for an animal to be. That is
why excess in intensity of tangible qualities destroys not nerely
the organ, but the animal itself, because this is the only sense which
it nust have.

Al'l the other senses are necessary to aninmals, as we have said,
not for their being, but for their well-being. Such, e.g. is sight,
which, since it lives in air or water, or generally in what is
pellucid, it nmust have in order to see, and taste because of what is
pl easant or painful to it, in order that it may perceive these
qualities in its nutrinent and so nmay desire to be set in notion
and hearing that it nmay have communi cation nade to it, and a tongue



that it may conmunicate with its fell ows.

THE END
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