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INTRODUCTION

ARisTOTLE’s De Anima is often referred to as Aristotle’s
psychology. This is not a very accurate description of it,
as there is comparatively little psychology in it in the
modern sense of the word. There is a certain amount of
physiology and in many sections the emphasis is definitely
biological, involving, as elsewhere in Aristotle, considerable
emphasis on teleology. But the great bulk of the discussion
is concerned with ‘philosophy of mind’. That is to say
that Aristotle is concerned to elucidate the nature and
role of the concepts necessary for an understanding of the
mind or, more generally, of the soul (for the notion of the
mind was to the Greeks a more limited one than it is for us,
being confined to the more intellectual aspects of the
mental life). In this, his point of origin is commonly held
beliefs on the matter-——a procedure which makes his
inquiry, in his own terms, a dialectical one. In this respect
his approach to the soul is like his approach to nature in
general, in the Physics. In neither work i1s his point of
origin the empirical facts as such, as opposed to the com-
mon beliefs referred to. The same reasons which make it
appropriate to say that Aristotle is concerned in the
Physics with the philosophy of nature rather than physics
in the modern sense make it right to say that in the
De Amima he is concerned not with psychology but the
philosophy of mind or soul.

Aristotle starts from the principle which runs through
most of earlier Greek thought-—that the soul, whatever
else it is, is the principle of life, i.e. that which makes
living things alive, and is responsible, in some sense, for
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INTRODUCTION

the different living functions. Thus his approach to his
subject-matter is that of one concerned with general
forms of life, i.e. the general capacities and potentialities
which living things possess. It is this approach which
determines his account of the soul as the form of a living
body, or, more precisely, ‘the first actuality of a natural
body which has organs’ (the ‘first actuality’ being a
special sort of potentiality, a hexis, which is actual in
comparison with the potentialities of non-living things).
In other words, to speak of the soul is to speak of the
potentialities which a living thing has for different forms
of life. If this view of the matter seems so different from
that of Plato (it takes no account, for example, of the
problems of personal immortality with which Plato was
concerned), it takes its starting-point, in the way indicated,
from the most common Greek conception of the ‘psyche’
and works out the implications of this.

The main question which arises is whether Aristotle’s
conceptual apparatus is sophisticated enough for the
purposes for which it is intended. To this the answer is,
I believe, ‘No’. The notion of actuality which Aristotle
employs serves, as will be seen from the notes, to distin-
guish the potentialities which a living thing has from the
potentialities for movement or change possessed by
inanimate bodies, but it does no more than this. The
notion is thus descriptive or classificatory, but it is not
explanatory. What Aristotle does in this respect is to try
to distinguish living things from inanimate things and to
give a descriptive account of forms of life, summed up in
a few schematic concepts like those of ‘potentiality’, ‘ac-
tivity’, ‘actuality’, and ‘being affected’. Indeed the con-
ceptual scheme involved is a remarkably simple one. The
manifestations of life are all thought of as forms of change,
or, to be more accurate, the actualization of various
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INTRODUCTION

potentialities. These potentialities constitute the various
faculties—those of nutrition and reproduction, percep-
tion, and thought (with imagination and locomotion fitted
in somehow). These are all things which a living thing
of one kind or another can do or has the potentiality for
doing (though not every living thing, of course, can do
all of them). Moreover, Aristotle thinks that they form a
hierarchy such that the higher functions are dependent
on the lower.

By far the greatest amount of space is given over to
perception, and the intellect is treated in a way which is
almost parallel to the way in which perception is treated.
Aristotle’s account of perception is in many ways in line
with those of his predecessors, especially the Presocratics.
He starts from the idea that in perception a sense-organ is
affected in some way, that changes are caused in it by
things around us. But he adds refinements to this notion.
He says that in sense-perception the sense-organ receives
the form of the object without its matter; the object
actualizes a potentiality which the organ has for receiving
forms of objects, so that the sense-organ becomes what
the object is. Before perception the sense-organ is poten-
tially what the object is actually (and this too provides a
refinement on the idea that like affects like and a recon-
ciliation between it and the idea that unlike affects unlike).
These refinements are such that Aristotle can come to say
in III. 7 (and the remark is echoed elsewhere) that per-
ception is not a case of being affected at all. Along with
this, however, Aristotle also speaks of the role of judgement
in perception—that in perception we pass judgement on
objects, that we discriminate between them and so on.
The emphasis on judgement seems to become greater in
Book III, perhaps owing to the fact that he also considers
there the intellect and the part that judgement plays in
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INTRODUCTION

this; the parallel between the senses and the intellect
makes him put greater emphasis than before on the role of
judgement in the former.

Despite all this, the general account of sense-perception
remains for the most part basically physiological. This
raises problems for the parallel account of the intellect,
which, he thinks, has no special organ, and cannot for this
reason be treated physiologically. The fact that Aristotle
can persist in maintaining the parallelism between the
senses and the intellect casts some obscurity on his account
of the latter. On the other hand, there is much in his
account which remains essentially philosophical, e.g. the
account of the relations between the senses and their
different kinds of object, and his account of the ‘common
sense’. Aristotle is intent not just to give the physioclogical
basis of perception, but to understand what perception,
the senses, etc., are; and the same goes for the other
faculties. But if this approach is philosophical, there is
little in it which is epistemological in the traditional sense.
Aristotle has little interest in attempts to justify the claim
of the senses to provide knowledge, and his account
contains practically nothing of the paraphernalia of such
attempts—the appeal to sense-data and the like. His
account is elucidatory rather than justificatory. This is not
In any way a criticism of Aristotle; quite the contrary.
It is the understanding of the concepts of perception, etc.,
which should be the primary aim of philosophy in this
field. The scepticism which underlies the demands for
justification arises most often from misunderstandings
concerning these concepts.

On the other hand, certain philosophical problems
receive less than satisfactory treatment.

(1) There is little in the De Anima on the subject of the
emotions or feelings in general. They are mentioned but
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INTRODUCTION

almost completely undiscussed; for Aristotle’s account of
the emotions we have to turn to the Rhetoric, Bk. I1.

(2) Aristotle’s dealings with the traditional mind-body
problem are perfunctory. He assumes in general that his
concern is with functions which are those of both body
and soul. Indeed this must be so, given his account of the
soul as the form of the body. But there is an almost total
neglect of any problem arising from psycho-physical
dualism and the facts of consciousness. Such problems do
not seem to arise for him. The reason appears to be that
concepts like that of consciousness do not figure in his
conceptual scheme at all; they play no part in his analysis
of perception, thought, etc. (Nor do they play any signi-
ficant role in Greek thought in general.) It is this perhaps
that gives his definition of the soul itself a certain inade-
quacy for the modern reader. It is true, of course, that
he sometimes behaves as if there were a clear distinction
between the soul and the body; he speaks of certain
functions as being functions of the soul and he speaks, at
any rate in one passage in Book I, of a movement reaching
the soul or starting from it, thus suggesting that the soul
has something of a life of its own and that there are
psychical processes in their own right apart from bodily
ones. But his main ostensible point is that psychical
processes are processes of Zzving things; it is the distinction
between the living and non-living which receives the
main emphasis in his thought, not the traditional mind-
body distinction which has been developed since his day.

(3) Connected with the previous point is the fact that he
gives little attention to the role of the concepts of a person,
the subject of consciousness and personal identity. Despite
a remark in Book I that it would be better to say that the
man does things like pitying, learning, and thinking with
his soul, rather than that the soul itself does these, Aristotle
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INTRODUCTION

rarely lives up to his dictum. The lack of concepts of this
kind emerges quite definitely in his treatment of what is in
effect the problem of self-consciousness in I1I. 2. But it is
also evident in the fact that there is no real discussion of
action in the De Anima. There is a discussion of movement,
which stresses the role of desire and the imagination as
factors in this, but this scarcely adds up to an account
of action as such. What Aristotle chiefly has in mind are
the causal conditions of movement, and his lack of a
proper concept of a person or of consciousness makes a
proper account of action impossible. (For an action i1s
something performed by a person, and the connexions
between the concepts of action and intention imply also
the idea that a person must sometimes be aware of what
he is doing.)

In sum, while Aristotle does discuss faculties like those
of nutrition and locomotion, the larger part of his account
of the functions of the soul is devoted to those functions
which play an epistemological role, i.e. to perception and
thought, although his own interest in them is not itself
epistemological. Imagination has an unsatisfactory half-
way status in his scheme between perception and the
intellect, and its exact position is never made clear. After
the account of the intellect (puzzling as it is) the discussion
tails off, and despite a brief account of locomotion much
of the rest of the work is fragmentary. It is perception in its
various forms which remains the main interest, and despite
Aristotle’s attempts to arrive at an understanding of this,
that understanding is largely chained to the tradition from
which Aristotle’s account stems—that of physiological or
causal accounts of perception.

Thus while Aristotle’s work is notable as that of per-
haps the first philosopher to deal systematically with the
philosophy of mind—the first to attempt systematically to
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INTRODUCTION

elucidate the concepts necessary for an understanding of
human and animal mental functions—itis limited in scope.
Its limitations are added to by the inadequacies referred
to above, in the conceptual scheme with which Aristotle
approaches his subject. Nevertheless, with the De Anima
Aristotle can be said to have founded the ‘philosophy of
mind’; the book is the first systematic attempt to provide
an understanding of those functions which may be called
‘mental’, as well as those which are more general functions
of living things. In this respect, Aristotle’s account has,
and will continue to have, a certain fascination.

The structure of the De Anima is that it begins typically
in Book I with an attempt to set the stage, largely by a
review of past opinions on the subject. (The majority of
these discussions of past thought on the subject are not
included in the present translation. The parts which are
included are those which lay down the problems to be
dealt with and which reflect on later discussions in the
other books.) Book IT and at least the first half of Book I1I
constitute the substantive treatment of the issues, but
Book III tails off into a number of chapters which deal,
not always consistently, with separate issues. It is possible
that Chapter 6 of Book III ends the main fabric of the
work, although Chapters 9, 10, and possibly 11—the
treatment of movement—should probably be put with it.
Some of the rest looks extraneous to the main fabric,
although it may constitute in part notes on that main
fabric. The last two chapters appear in some ways closer
to the Parva Naturalia than they do to the rest of the
De Anima. The relation between the De Anima and the
Parva Naturalia is a much disputed matter. The latter
collection of works is perhaps more biological in tone
and has more truck with technicality of a biological or
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INTRODUCTION

physiological kind. If one thing is noticeable about the De
Amima it 1s its general refusal to adopt technicality or tech-
nical language. When Aristotle makes certain distinctions
in the De Anima or uses the conceptual apparatus which he
has developed elsewhere, he tends in a number of instances
to explain or illustrate this, and does not have recourse to
special technical language. This is less typical of the Parva
Naturalia, and one senses a difference of purpose behind
the works. There is, as indicated, evidence of technical
knowledge in the Parva Naturalia which is missing in the
De Anima. On the other hand, the latter has, to my mind,
a general sophistication of thought which is not present
in the Parva Naturalia, and while it is impossible to be
certain about the matter, I suspect that the De Anima is
the more mature work.
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NOTES ON THE TRANSLATION

ArisToTLE has the reputation of being a philosopher
with a largely technical vocabulary. That is to a great
extent true. On the other hand, some of his key-terms
have, as we should put it, an essential ambiguity, which
Aristotle treats, in virtue of his theory of meaning, as
having philosophical significance. His treatment of ousia
(odoia—substance/essence), for example, is well known for
its importance for his general metaphysics. This particular
term figures, but not largely, in the De Amma. 1 have
drawn attention to other terms in the notes. There are,
however, certain terms which require mention here:

(1) Logos (Adyos): this term necessitates a wide range of
translations, as its sense varies from ‘definition’ (as a
set of words), via what I have translated not altogether
happily as ‘principle’ (something objective which
determines a thing’s nature), to ‘proportion’. I have
not sought to achieve uniformity of translation, but to
prevent misunderstanding I have flagged all occur-
rences of the word by providing the transiations with
the subscript ;.

(2) Certain terms connected with perception:

(a) Austhesis (alobyows): This may be translated
variously as ‘sense’, ‘perception’, perhaps ‘sensation’,
etc., and is sometimes used even to refer to the sense-
organ. I have flagged all of its occurrences with the
subscript ¢’ (v. also the notes on 413%4).

(b) Terms constructed from verbs of perception,
etc., withanarticle and the termination ‘-7kos’, the most
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NOTES ON THE TRANSLATION

common form being that with the neuter definite article,
e.g. to aisthétikon (76 alofnrucdy). These should literally be
translated ‘that which can perceive’, etc., and I have
tried to translate them in this way wherever possible. In
such cases, the term may refer to the animal, a sense-
organ, the soul or a part of it. In some cases, either be-
cause the above procedure would result in excessive
awkwardness or because it is obvious that one is sup-
posed to supply some such phrase as ‘part of the soul’,
I have had resort to other translations, including that
most commonly used by translators—‘faculty’. I have,
however, flagged all occurrences of the construction by
the subscript ‘g’ (v. also the notes on 413%4). (In con-
sequence, also, I have translated dunamis (8dvauis) as
‘potentiality’ throughout, and never as ‘faculty’, despite
some cases of awkwardness.)

(¢) The two occurrences of aisthéma (aiofnyua) I have
noted by indicating the Greek word.

(d) 1 have tried to translate to aisthéton (76 alobnrdv)
and its variants as ‘object of perception’ throughout,
again despite some cases of awkwardness.

(¢) The idia(ita) and koina (xowd) introduced in 11. 6
I have translated in their subsequent occurrences as
‘special-objects’ and ‘common-objects’ respectively,
treating them as technical terms.

The text used is that of the Oxford Classical Text (ed.
W. D. Ross). I have noted a number of variant readings
which I have adopted. I have used the normal conventions
for bracketing doubtful readings, 1.e. square brackets for
proposed deletions and diamond brackets for proposed
additions. I have also occasionally used { ... } brackets
to indicate places where certain crucial words have to be

supplied.
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PASSAGES FROM BOOK 1
RELEVANT TO THE ARGUMENT
IN BOOKS II AND III

CHAPTER 1

402°1. Knowledge we regard as a fine and worth-while
thing, and one kind as more so than another either in
virtue of its accuracy or in virtue of its being concerned
with superior and more remarkable things. On both these
grounds we should with reason place the study of the
soul in the first rank. It would seem, also, that an ac-
quaintance with it makes a great contribution to truth as
a whole, and especially to the study of nature; for the soul
is as it were the first principle of animal life. We seek to
inquire into and ascertain both its nature and its essence,
and after that all the attributes belonging to it; of these
some are thought to be properties peculiar to the soul,
while others are thought to belong because of it to animals
also.

402°10. But in every respect and in every way it is the
most difficult of things to attain any conviction about it.
For, since the inquiry is common to many other things
too—I mean that concerning essence and what a thing is—
it might perhaps be thought that there is one procedure
in the case of all those things for which we wish to ascer-
tain the essence, just as there is, demonstration, for the
incidental properties; so that we ought to look for this
procedure. But if there is not one common procedure for
dealing with what a thing is, the undertaking will be
still more difficult; for we shall have to establish what is
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402319 DE ANIMA I.1

the way to proceed in each case. And if it is evident
whether this consists in demonstration or division or some
other procedure, there will still be many puzzles and
uncertainties as to what starting-points we must use in our
inquiry; for different subjects, e.g. numbers and planes,
have different first principles.

402223. First surely we must determine in which of the
genera the soul is and what it is; I mean whether it is a
particular thing and substance or quality or quantity or
some other of the categories which have been distinguished.
And secondly we must determine whether it is one of those
things which are in potentiality or whether it is rather
a kind of actuality; for this makes no small difference.
And we must inquire also if it is divisible or indivisible
and whether every soul is of like kind or not; and if not
of like kind, whether differing in species or genus.

402°3. For as things are, people who speak and inquire
about the soul seem to study the human soul only. But we
must take care not to overlook the question whether there
is one definitiony, of the soul, as of animal, or whether
there is a different one for each, as of horse, dog, man, and
god, the universal animal being either nothing or secon-
dary; and it would be similar for any other common
predicate.

402bg. Furthermore, if there are not many souls but only
parts, should we inquire into the whole soul or its parts?
It is difficult too to decide which of these are really
different from each other, and whether we must inquire
into the parts first or their functions, e.g. thinking or the
intellect, and perceiving or that which can perceivey;
and similarly for the rest also. And if the functions come

2



I1 TRANSLATION 403211

first, the question might be raised whether we should
inquire into the corresponding objects before these, e.g.
the object of perception before that which can perceiveg,
and the object of thought before the intellect.

402b16. It seems that not only is ascertaining what a thing
is useful for a consideration of the reasons for the attributes
which follow upon essences (asin mathematics ascertaining
what straight and curved or line and surface are is useful
for seeing to how many right angles the angles of a triangle
are equal), but also conversely the attributes contribute
a great part to the knowledge of what a thing is; for when
we are able to give an account of either all or most of the
attributes as they appear to us, then we shall be able to
speak best about the essence too; for the starting-point of
every demonstration is what a thing is, so that, for those
definitions which do not enable us to ascertain the attri-
butes nor even make it easy to guess about this, it is clear
that they have all been stated dialectically and to no
purpose.

40323. There is also the problem whether the properties
of the soul are all common also to that which has it or
whether any are peculiar to the soul itself; foritisnecessary
to deal with this, though it is not easy. It appears that
in most cases the soul is not affected nor does it act apart
from the body, e.g. in being angry, being confident,
wanting, and perceiving in general; although thinking
looks most like being peculiar to the soul. But if this too
is a form of imagination or does not exist apart from
imagination, it would not be possible even for this to
exist apart from the body.

403210. If then there is any of the functions or affections
of ‘the soul which is peculiar to it, it will be possible for
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403311 DE ANIMA I.1

it to be separated from the body. But if there is nothing
peculiar to it, it will not be separable, but it will be like
the straight, to which, qua straight, many properties
belong, e.g. it will touch a bronze sphere at a point,
.although the stralght if separated will not so touch; for
it is inseparable, if it is always found with some body.

403216. It seems that all the affections of the soul involve
the body—passion, gentleness, fear, pity, confidence, and,
further, joy and both loving and hating; for at the same
time as these the body is affected in a certain way. This
is shown by the fact that sometimes when severe and
manifest sufferings befall us we are not provoked to
exasperation or fear, while at other times we are moved
by small and imperceptible sufferings when the body is
aroused and is as it is when it is in anger. This is even
further evident; for men may come to have the affections
of the frightened although nothing frightening is taking
place.

403%24. If this is so, it is clear that the affections {of the
soul} are principles; involving matter. Hence their
definitions are such as ‘Being angry is a particular move-
ment of a body of such and such a kind, or a part or
potentiality of it, as a result of this thing and for the sake
of that’. And for these reasons an inquiry concerning the
soul, either every soul or this kind of soul, is at once the
province of the student of nature.

403229. But the student of nature and the dialectician
would define each of these differently, e.g. what anger is.
For the latter would define it as a desire for retaliation or
something of the sort, the former as the boiling of the
blood and hot stuff round the heart. Of these, the one gives
the matter, the other the form and principle;. For this is
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the principle, of the thing, but it must be in a matter of
such and such a kind if it is to be. Thus the principle; of
a house is, say, that it is a covering to prevent destruction
by winds, rain, and heat, but someone else will say that
a house is stones, bricks, and timber, and another again
that it is the form in them for the sake of these other
things.

403P7. Which of these, then, is the student of nature?
Is it the one who is concerned with the matter, but is
ignorant of the principle,, or the one who is concerned
with the principle;, only? Or is it rather the one who is
concerned with the product of both? Who then is each
of the others? Or is there no particular person who is
concerned with the properties of matter which are not
separable nor treated as separable, while the student of
nature is concerned with everything which is a function or
affection of such and such a body and such and such
a matter? Anything not of this kind is the concern of
someone else, and in some cases of a craftsman perhaps,
e.g. a carpenter or doctor. The properties which are not
separable, but which are not treated as properties of such
and such a body but in abstraction, are the concern of the
machematician. Those which are treated as separable are
the concern of the ‘first philosopher’.

403P16. Let us return to the point from which our dis-
cussion;, began. We were saying that the affections of the
soul are, at any rate in so far as they are such (as) passion
and fear, inseparable in this way! from the natural matter
of the animals in which they occur, and not in the same
way as a line or surface.

' The text is uncertain here. Ross’s addition of ofa seems plausible. The
reading orws dydpora—"‘inseparable in this way’—is less certain, but the
general sense of the passage is clear enough.

5



408334 DE ANIMA 1.4

CHAPTER 4

408234. . . . There will be greater reason for raising the
question whether the soul is moved, on consideration of
the following. We say that the soul is grieved, rejoices, is
confident and afraid, and again is angry, perceives, and
thinks. And all these seem to be movements. One might
conclude from this that the soul itself is moved ; but this is
not necessary.

408P5. Even if it is indeed the case that being grieved,
rejoicing, and thinking are movements, that each of them
consists in being moved, and that the movement is due to
the soul, e.g. that being angry and being afraid consist in
the heart’s being moved in a particular way and that
thinking is a movement either of this perhaps or of some
other part, and that some of these happen because of
movements in place and others because of movements
constituting alteration (what sort and how is a matter for
a separate discussionz)—then to say that the soul is angry
is as if one were to say that the soul weaves or builds. For
it is surely better not to say that the soul pities, learns, or
thinks, but that the man does these with his soul; and this
not because the movement takes place in it, but because
sometimes it reaches as far as it or at other times comes
from it; e.g. perception, starts from particular things,
while recollection starts from the soul itself and extends to
movements or persistent states in the sense-organs.

408P18. The intellect seems to be born in us as a kind of
substance and not to be destroyed. For it would be de-
stroyed if at all by the feebleness of old age, while as things
are what happens is similar to what happens in the case
of the sense-organs. For, if an old man acquired an eye
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of a certain kind, he would see as well as even a young
man. Hence old age is not due to the soul’s being affected
in a certain way, but to this happening to that which the
soul is in, as is the case in drunkenness and disease.

408°24. Thus thought and contemplation decay because
something else within is destroyed, while thought is in
itself unaffected. But thinking and loving or hating are not
affections of that, but of the individual thing which has
it, in so far as it does. Hence when this too is destroyed
we neither remember nor love; for these did not belong
to that, but to the composite thing which has perished.
But the intellect is surely something more divine and is
unaffected. . . .

CHAPTER 5

410%23. . .. Itis absurd too to say that the like is unaffected
by the like, and yet that like perceives like and knows the
like by the like. Yet they assert that perceiving is a form
of being affected and moved; and similarly for thinking
and knowing. . ..



BOOK II

CHAPTER 1

412°3. Enough has been said of the views about the soul
which have been handed down by our predecessors. Let
us start again, as it were from the beginning, and try to
determine what the soul is and what would be its most
comprehensive definition;.

4122°6. Now we speak of one particular kind of existent
things as substance, and under this heading we so speak
of one thing gua matter, which in itself is not a particu-
lar, another qua shape and form, in virtue of which it is
then spoken of as a particular, and a third qua the product
of these two. And matter is potentiality, while form is
actuality—and that in two ways, first as knowledge is,
and second as contemplation is.

412211, It is bodies especially which are thought to be
substances, and of these especially natural bodies; for these
are sources of the rest. Of natural bodies, some have life
and some do not; and it is self-nourishment, growth, and
decay that we speak of as life. Hence, every natural body
which partakes of life will be a substance, and substance
of a composite kind.

412216. Since it is indeed a body of such a kind (for it is
one having life), the soul will not be body; for the body is
not something predicated of a subject, but exists rather
as subject and matter. The soul must, then, be substance
qua form of a natural body which has life potentially.

8
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Substance is actuality. The soul, therefore, will be the
actuality of a body of this kind.

412%22. But actuality is so spoken of in two ways, first as
knowledge is and second as contemplation is. Itis clear then
that the soul is actuality as knowledge is; for both sleep
and waking depend on the existence of soul, and waking
is analogous to contemplation, and sleep to the possession
but not the exercise of knowledge. In the same individual
knowledge is in origin prior. Hence the soul is the first
actuality of a natural body which has life potentially.

412228, Whatever has organs will be a body of this kind.
Even the parts of plants are organs, although extremely
simple ones, e.g. the leaf is a covering for the pod, and
the pod for the fruit; while roots are analogous to the
mouth, for both take in food.

4124, If then we are to speak of something common to
every soul, it will be the first actuality of a natural body
which has organs. Hence too we should not ask whether
the soul and body are one, any more than whether the
wax and the impression are one, or in general whether
the matter of each thing and that of which it is the matter
are one. For, while unity and being are so spoken of in
many ways, that which is most properly so spoken of is the
actuality.

412b10. It has then been stated in general what the
soul is; for it is substance, that corresponding to the
principle;, of a thing. And this is ‘what it is for it to be
what it was’ for a body of such a kind. Compare the
following: if an instrument, e.g. an axe, were a natural
body, then its substance would be what it is to be an axe,
and this would be its soul; if this were removed it would
no longer be an axe, except homonymously. But as it is it
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is an axe; for it is not of this kind of body that the soul
1s ‘what it is for it to be what it was’ and the principle,,
but of a certain kind of natural body having within itself
a source of movement and rest.

412°17. We must consider what has been said in relation to
the parts of the body also. For, if the eye were an animal,
sight would be its soul; for this is an eye’s substance—that
corresponding to its principle,. The eye is matter for sight,
and if this fails it is no longer an eye, except homonymously,
just like an eye in stone or a painted eye. We must now
apply to the whole living body that which applies to the
part; for as the part is to the part, so analogously is per-
ception 4 as a whole to the whole perceptive body as such.

412b25. It is not that which has lost its soul which is
potentially such as to live, but that which possesses it.
Seeds and fruit are potentially bodies of this kind.

412b27. Just, then, as the cutting and the seeing, so too 1s
the waking state actuality, while the soul is like sight and
the potentiality of the instrument; the body is that which
is this potentially. But just as the pupil and sight make
up an eye, so in this case the soul and body make up an
animal.

41323. That, therefore, the soul or certain parts of it, if it is
divisible, cannot be separated from the body is quite
clear; for in some cases the actuality is of the parts them-
selves. Not that anything prevents at any rate some parts
from being separable, because of their being actualities of
no body. Furthermore, it is not clear whether the soul is
the actuality of the body in the way that! the sailor is of
the ship. Let this suffice as a rough definition and sketch
about the soul.
I Deleting the 7 which Ross adds to the text.
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CHAPTER 2

413211, Since it is from things which are obscure but more
obvious that we arrive at that which is clear and more
intelligible in respect of the principley, involved, we must
try again in this way to treat of the soul; for a defining
statement; should not only make clear the fact, as the
majority of definitions do, but it should also contain and
reveal the reason for it. As things are, the statements;
of the definitions are like conclusions. For example, what
is squaring? The construction of an equilateral rectangle
equal to one which is not equilateral. But such a definition
is a statement; of the conclusion; whereas one who says
that squaring is the discovery of the mean proportional
states the reason for the circumstance.

413220. We say, then, making a beginning of our inquiry,
that that which has soul is distinguished from that which
has not by life. But life is so spoken of in many ways, and
we say that a thing lives if but one of the following is
present—intellect, perception,, movement, and rest in
respect of place, and furthermore the movement involved
in nutrition, and both decay and growth.

413°25. For this reason all plants too are thought to live;
for they evidently have in them such a potentiality and
first principle, through which they come to grow and decay
in opposite directions. For they do not grow upwards
without growing downwards, but they grow in both direc-
tions alike and in every direction—this being so of all
that are constantly nourished and continue to live, as long
as they are able to receive nourishment. This {form of
life} can exist apart from the others, but the others cannot
exist apart from it in mortal creatures. This is obvious
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in the case of plants; for they have no other potentiality of
soul.

413P1. It is, then, because of this first principle that living
things have life. But it is because of sense-perception , first
of all that they will be animal, for even those things which
do not move or change their place, but which do have
sense-perception 4, we speak of as animals and not merely
as living.

413P4. First of all in perception , all animals have touch.
Just as the nutritive facultyg can exist apart from touch
and from all sense-perception g, so touch can exist apart
from the other senses ;. We speak of as nutritive that part
of the soul in which even plants share; all animals clearly
have the sense, of touch. The reason for each of these
circumstances we shall state later.

413P11. For the present let it be enough to say only that
the soul is the source of the things above mentioned and
i1s determined by them—by the faculties of nutritiong,
perceptiong, thoughtg, and by movement. Whether each
of these is a soul or a part of a soul, and if a part, whether
it is such as to be distinct in definition;, only or also in
place, are questions to which it 1s not hard to find answers
in some cases, although others present difficulty.

413°16. For, just as in the case of plants some clearly
live when divided and separated from each other, the
soul in them being actually one in actuality in each plant,
though potentially many, so we see this happening also in
other varieties of soul in the case of insects when they are
cut in two; for each of the parts has sense-perception 4
and motion in respect of place, and if sense-perception 4,
then also imagination and desire. For where there is
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sense-perception 4, there is also both pain and pleasure,
and where these, there is of necessity also wanting.

413P24. Concerning the intellect and the potentiality for
contemplation the situation is not so far clear, but it seems
to be a different kind of soul, and this alone can exist
separately, as the everlasting can from the perishable.

413b27. But it is clear from these things that the remaining
parts of the soul are not separable, as some say; although
that they are different in definitiony, is clear. For being able
to perceive and being able to believe are different, since
perceiving too is different from believing; and likewise
with each of the other parts which have been mentioned.

413°32. Moreover, some animals have all these, others
only some of them, and others again one alone, and this
will furnish distinctions between animals; what is the
reason for this we must consider later. Very much the
same is the case with the senses,; for some animals have
them all, others only some, and others again one only, the
most necessary one, touch.

41424. That by means of which we live and perceive is so
spoken of in two ways, as is that by means of which we
know (we so speak in the one case of knowledge, in the
other of soul, for by means of each of these we say we
know). Similarly, we are healthy in the first place by
means of health and in the second by means of a part of
the body or even the whole. Now, of these knowledge and
health are shape and a kind of form and principle;, and
as it were activity of the recipient, in the one case of that
which is capable of knowing g, in the other of that which is
capable of health (for the activity of those things which
are capable of acting, appears to take place in that which
is affected and disposed). Now the soul is in the primary
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way that by means of which we live, perceive, and think.
Hence it will be a kind of principle; and form, and not
matter or subject.

414°14. Substance is so spoken of in three ways, as we have
said, and of these cases one is form, another matter, and
the third the product of the two; and of these matter is
potentiality and form actuality. And since the product of
the two is an ensouled thing, the body is not the actuality
of soul, but the latter is the actuality of a certain kind of
body.

414219. And for this reason those have the right conception
who believe that the soul does not exist without a body
and yet is not itself a kind of body. For it is not a body,
but something which belongs to a body, and for this
reason exists in a body, and in a body of such and such
a kind. Not as our predecessors supposed, when they fitted
it to a body without any further determination of what
body and of what kind, although it is clear that one
chance thing does not receive another. In our way it
happens just as reason; demands. For the actuality of each
thing comes naturally about in that which is already such
potentially and in its appropriate matter. From all this it
is clear that the soul is a kind of actuality and principley,
of that which has the potentiality to be such.

CHAPTER 3

414229. Of the potentialities of the soul which have been
mentioned, some existing things have them all, as we
have said, others some of them, and certain of them only
one. The potentialities which we mentioned are those for
nutritiong, sense-perceptiong, desirey, movementg in
respect of place, and thoughty.

14
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41432. Plants have the nutritive facultyg only; other
creatures have both this and the faculty of sense-percep-
tiong. And if that of sense-perceptiong, then that of
desirex also; for desire comprises wanting, passion, and
wishing: all animals have at least one of the senses 4, touch,
and for that which has sense-perception, there is both
pleasure and pain and both the pleasant and the painful:
and where there are these, there is also wanting: for this
1s a desire for that which is pleasant.

414°6. Furthermore, they have a sense, concerned with
food ;! for touch is such a sense ,; for all living things are
nourished by dry and moist and hot and cold things, and
touch is the sense, for these! and only incidentally of the
other objects of perception; for sound and colour and smell
contribute nothing to nourishment, while flavour is one
of the objects of touch. Hunger and thirst are forms of
wanting, hunger is wanting the dry and hot, thirst want-
ing the moist and cold; and flavour is, as it were, a kind
of seasoning of these. We must make clear about these
matters later, but for now let us say this much, that those
living things which have touch also have desire.

414*16. The situation with regard to imagination is
obscure and must be considered later. Some things
bave in addition the faculty of movementy in respect of
place, and others, e.g. men and anything else which is
similar or superior to man, have that of thoughtg and
intellect.

414P20. It is clear, then, that it is in the same way as with
figure that there will be one definition,, of soul; for in the
former case there is no figure over and above the triangle

! Removing the brackets to be found in the O.C.T., which imply a dif-
ferent interpretation.
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and the others which follow it in order, nor in the latter
case is there soul over and above those mentioned. Even
in the case of figures there could be produced a common
definition;, which will fit all of them but which will not
be peculiar to any one. Similarly too with the kinds of soul
mentioned.

414°25. For this reason it is foolish to seek both in these
cases and in others for a common definition,, which will
be a definition;, peculiar to no actually existing thing and
will not correspond to the proper indivisible species, to the
neglect of one which will.

414°28. The circumstances with regard to soul are similar
to the situation over figures; for in the case both of figures
and of things which have soul that which is prior always
exists potentially in what follows in order, e.g. the triangle
in the quadrilateral on the one hand, and the nutritive
facultyg in that of perceptiong on the other. Hence we
must inquire in each case what is the soul of each thing,
what is that of a plant, and what is that of a man or a beast.

414°33. For what reason they are so arranged in order of
succession must be considered. For without the nutritive
faculty, there does not exist that of perceptiong; but the
nutritive faculty ¢ is found apart from that of perceptiong
in plants. Again, without the faculty of touchg none of the
other senses, exists, but touch exists without the others;
for many animals have neither sight nor hearing nor
sense 4 of smell. And of those which can perceiveg, some
have the faculty of movementy in respect of place, while
others have not. Finally and most rarely, they have reason
and thought; for those perishable creatures which have
reason have all the rest, but not all those which have each
of the others have reason. But some do not even have
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imagination, while others live by this alone. The con-
templative intellect requires a separate discussion;. That
the account, therefore, appropriate for each of these is
most appropriate for the soul also is clear.

CHAPTER 4

415%14. Anyone who is going to engage in inquiry about
these must grasp what each of them is and then proceed
to investigate what follows and the rest. But if we must say
what each of them is, e.g. what is the faculty of thought,
or of perceptiong or of nutritiong, we must again first
say what thinking and perceiving are; for activities and
actions are in respect of definition, prior to their poten-
tialities. And if this is so, and if again, prior to them,
we should have considered their correlative objects, then
we should for the same reason determine first about them,
e.g. about nourishment and the objects of perception and
thought.

415%22. Hence, we must first speak about nourishment and
reproduction; for the nutritive soul belongs also to the
other living things and is the first and most commonly
possessed potentiality of the soul, in virtue of which they
all have life. Its functions are reproduction and the use of
food; for it is the most natural function in living things,
such as are perfect and not mutilated or do not have
spontaneous generation, to produce another thing like
themselves—an animal to produce an animal, a plant a
plant—in order that they may partake of the everlasting
and divine in so far as they can; for all desire that, and
for the sake of that they do whatever they do in accordance
with nature. (But that for the sake of which is twofold—the
purpose for which and the beneficiary for whom.) Since,
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then, they cannot share in the everlasting and divine by con-
tinuous existence, because no perishable thing can persist
numerically one and the same, they share in them in so far
as each can, some more and some less; and what persists
is not the thing itself but something like itself, not one in
number but one in species.

415*8. The soul is the cause and first principle of the
living body. But these are so spoken of in many ways, and
similarly the soul is cause in the three ways distinguished;
for the soul is cause as being that from which the move-
ment is itself? derived, as that for the sake of which it
occurs, and as the essence of bodies which are ensouled.

41512, That it is so as essence is clear; for essence is the
cause of existence for all things, and for living things it is
living that is existing, and the cause and first principle
of this is the soul. Furthermore, the actuality is the prin-
ciple;, of that which is such potentially.

415P15. And it is clear that the soul is cause also as that
for the sake of which. For just as the intellect acts for the
sake of something, in the same way also does nature,
and this something is its end. Of this sort is the soul in
animals in accordance with nature; for all natural bodies
are instruments for soul, and just as it is with those of
animals so it is with those of plants also, showing that they
exist for the sake of soul. But that for the sake of which is
so spoken of in two ways, the purpose for which and the
beneficiary for whom.

415°21. Moreover, soul is also that from which motion

in respect of place is first derived; but not all living things

have this potentiality. Alteration and growth also occur in

virtue of soul; for perception , is thought to be a kind of
! Reading admj with most MSS,
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alteration, and nothing perceives which does not partake
of soul. And the situation is similar with growth and decay;
for nothing decays or grows naturally unless it is nourished,
and nothing is nourished which does not share in life.

415°28. Empedocles did not speak well when he added
this, that growth takes place in plants, when they root
themselves downwards because earth naturally moves in
this direction, and when they grow upwards because fire
moves in that way. For he does not have a good under-
standing of up and down (for up and down are not the
same for all things as they are for the universe, but the roots
of plants are as the head in animals, if we are to speak of
organs as different or the same in virtue of their functions).
In addition to this, what is it that holds together the fire
and the earth, given that they tend in opposite directions?
For they will be torn apart, unless there is something to
prevent them; but if there is, then this is the soul and the
cause of growth and nourishment.

416%9. Some think that it is the nature of fire which is
the cause quite simply of nourishment and growth; for
it appears that it alone of bodies [or elements] is nourished
and grows. For this reason one might suppose that in both
plants and animals it is this which does the work. It is
in a way a contributory cause, but not the cause simply;
rather it is the soul which is this. For the growth of fire is
unlimited while there 1s something to be burnt, but in all
things which are naturally constituted there is a limit and
a proportion;, both for size and for growth; and these
belong to soul, but not to fire, and to principle, rather
than to matter.

416219, Since it is the same potentiality of the soul which
is nutritive and reproductive, we must first determine the
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facts about nutrition; for it is distinguished in relation to the
other potentialities by this function. It is thought that one
thing is food for its contrary, though not in all cases, but
wherever contraries receive not only generation from each
other but also growth; for many things come to be from
each other, but not all are quantities, e.g. the healthy
comes to be from the sick. Not even those which do
receive growth from each other seem to constitute food for
each other in the same way; but water is food for fire,
while fire does not feed water. It seems, then, that it is
especially in the simple bodies that one thing 1s food, the
other the thing fed.

416229. But there is a difficulty here; for some say that the
like is fed by like, as is the case with growth, while others,
as we have said, think the reverse, that one thing is fed
by its contrary, since the like is unaffected by like whereas
food changes and is digested; and in all cases change is to
the opposite or to an intermediate state. Furthermore,
food is affected by that which is fed, but not the latter by
the food, just as the carpenter is not affected by his
material, but the latter by him; the carpenter changes
merely from idleness to activity.

416P3. Tt makes a difference whether the food is the last
thing which is added or the first. But if both are food, but
the one undigested and the other digested, it would be
possible to speak of food in both ways; in so far as the
food is undigested, the opposite is fed by opposite, in so far
as 1t is digested, the like by like. So that it is clear that in
a way both speak rightly and not rightly.

416Pg. But since nothing is fed which does not partake of
life, that which is fed would be the ensouled body, qua
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ensouled, so that nourishment too is relative to that which
is ensouled, and this not accidentally.

416b11. But being food and being capable of producing
growth are different; for 1t is in so far as the ensouled
thing is something having quantity that food is capable of
producing growth, but it is in so far as it is a particular
and a substance that it is food. For the ensouled thing
maintains its substance and exists as long as it is fed; and
it can bring about the generation not of that which is fed,
but of something like it; for its substance is already in exis-
tence, and nothing generates itself, but rather maintains
itself. Hence this first principle of the soul is a potentiality
such as to maintain its possessor as such, while food pre-
pares it for activity; for this reason, if deprived of food it
cannot exist.

416P20. Since there are three things, that which is fed,
that with which 1t is fed, and that which feeds, that which
feeds is the primary soul, that which is fed is the body
which has this, and that with which it is fed is the food.

416b23. Since it is right to call all things after their end,
and the end is to generate something like oneself, the
primary soul will be that which can generate something
like itself.

416P25. That with which one feeds 1s twofold, just as that
with which one steers is, i.e. both the hand and the rudder,
the one moving and being moved, the other being moved
only. Now it is necessary that all food should be capable
of being digested, and it is heat which effects the digestion;
hence every ensouled thing has heat. What nourishment
is has now been stated in outline; but we must elucidate it
later in the appropriate work,.
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GCHAPTER 5

416P32. Now that these matters have been determined
let us discuss generally the whole of perception ,. Percep-
tion 4 consists in being moved and affected, as has been
said; for it is thought to be a kind of alteration. Some say
too that the like is affected by like. How this is possible or
impossible we have stated in our general account; of acting
and being affected.

417%2. There is a problem why perception , of the senses ,
themselves does not occur, and why they do not give rise
to perception 4, without there being any external objects,
although there is in them fire, earth, and the other ele-
ments, of which, either in themselves or in respect of their
accidents, there is perception 4. It is clear, then, that the
faculty of sense-perceptiong does not exist by way of
activity but by way of potentiality only; for this reason the
perception does not occur, just as fuel does not burn in
and through itself without something that can burn it;
otherwise it would burn itself and would need no actually
existing fire.

41729. Since we speak of perceiving in two ways (for we
speak of that which potentially hears and sees as hearing
and seeing, even if it happens to be asleep, as well as of
that which is actually doing these things); perception 4
too will be so spoken of in two ways, the one as in
potentiality, the other as in actuality. Similarly with the
object of perception too, one will be potentially, the other
actually.

417214. First then let us speak as if being affected, being
moved, and acting are the same thing; for indeed move-
ment is a kind of activity, although an incomplete one, as
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has been said elsewhere. And everything is affected and
moved by something which is 