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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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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.

xvi



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

3



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

4
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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
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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 capable of bringing this
about and is in actuality. For this reason, in one way, as
we said, a thing is affected by like, and in another by
unlike; for it is the unlike which is affected, although when
it has been affected it is like.

417°21. But we must make distinctions concerning
potentiality and actuality; for at the moment we are
speaking’ of them in an unqualified way. For there are
knowers in that we should speak of 2 man as a knower
because man is one of those who are knowers and have
knowledge; then there are knowers in that we speak
straightaway of the man who has knowledge of grammar
as a knower. (Each of these has a capacity but not in the
same way—the one because his kind, his stuff, is of this
sort, the other because he can if he so wishes contemplate,
as long as nothing external prevents him.) There is
thirdly the man who is already contemplating, the man
who is actually and in the proper sense knowing this
particular A. Thus, both the first two, (being) potential
knowers, {become actual knowers», but the one by being
altered through learning and frequent changes from an
opposite disposition, the other by passing in another way
from the state of having arithmetical or grammatical
knowledge without exercising it to its exercise.

4172, Being affected is not a single thing either; it is first
a kind of destruction of something by its contrary, and
second it is rather the preservation of that which is so
potentially by that which is so actually and is like it in the
way that a potentiality may be like an actuality. For that
which has knowledge comes to contemplate, and this is

I Reading Aéyoper with MSS. Torstrik’s emendation éAéyonev accepted
by the O.C.T. is clearly unnecessary.
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either not an alteration (for the development of the thing
is into itself and into actuality) or a different kind of
alteration. For this reason it is not right to say that some-
thing which understands is altered when it understands,
any more than a builder when he builds. The lecading of a
thinking and understanding thing, therefore, from being
potentially such to actuality should not be called teaching,
but should have another name; while that which, starting
from being potentially such, learns and acquires know-
ledge by the agency of that which is actually such and is
able to teach either should not be said to be affected, as has
been said, or else we should say that there are two kinds of
alteration, one a change to conditions of privation, the
other to a thing’s dispositions and nature.

417°16. The first change in that which can perceivey is
brought about by the parent, and when it is born it
already has sense-perception in the same way as it has
knowledge. Actual sense-perception is so spoken of in the
same way as contemplation; but there is a difference in
that in sense-perception the things which are able to
produce the activity are external, i.e. the objects of sight
and hearing, and similarly for the rest of the objects of
perception. The reason is that actual perception, 1s of
particulars, while knowledge is of universals; and these
are somehow in the soul itself. For this reason it is open to
us to think when we wish, but perceiving is not similarly
open to us; for there must be the object of perception.
The situation is similar with sciences dealing with objects
of perception, and for the same reason, that objects of
perception are particular and external things.

417°29. But there will be an opportunity later to clarify
these matters; for the present let it be enough to have
determined this much-—that, while that which is spoken
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of as potential is not a single thing, one thing being so
spoken of as we should speak of a boy as a potential
general, another as we should so speak of an adult, it is
in the latter way with that which can perceiveg. But since
the difference between the two has no name, although it
has been determined that they are different and how they
are so, we must use ‘to be affected’ and ‘to be altered’ as
though they were the proper words.

41823. That which can perceivey is, as we have said,
potentially such as the object of perception already is
actually. It is not like the object, then, when it is being
affected by it, but once it has been affected it becomes
like it and is such as it is.

CHAPTER 6

4182%7. We must speak first of the objects of perception in
relation to each sense,. But objects of perception are so
spoken of in three ways; of these we say that we perceive
two 1n themselves, and one incidentally. Of the two, one is
special to each sense ,, the other common to all.

418211. I call special-object whatever cannot be perceived
by another sense ,, and about which it is impossible to be
deceived, e.g. sight has colour, hearing sound, and taste
flavour, while touch has many varieties of object. But at
any rate each judges about these, and 1s not deceived as
to the fact that there is colour or sound, but rather as to
what or where the coloured thing is or as to what or where
the object which sounds is.

418216. Such then are spoken of as special to each, while
those that are spoken of as common are movement, rest,
number, figure, size; for such as these are not special to
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any, but common to all. For certain movements are per-
ceptible by both touch and sight.

418220. An object of perception is spoken of as incidental,
e.g. if the white thing were the son of Diares; for you
perceive this incidentally, since this which you perceive
is incidental to the white thing. Hence too you are not
affected by the object of perception as such.

418224. Of the objects which are perceived in themselves
it is the special-objects which are objects of perception
properly, and it is to these that the essence of each sense 4
is naturally relative.

CHAPTER 7

418226. That of which there is sight, then, is visible. What
is visible is colour and also something which may be
described in words,, but happens to have no name; what
we mean will be clear as we proceed. For the visible is
colour, and this is that which overlies what is in itself
visible—in itself visible not by definition;, but because
it has in itself the cause of its visibility. Every colour is
capable of setting in motion that which is actually trans-
parent, and this is its nature. For this reason it is not
visible without light, but the colour of each thing is always
seen in light.

418b3. Hence we must first say what light is. There is,
surely, something transparent. And I call transparent
what is visible, not strictly speaking visible in itself, but
because of the colour of something else. Of this sort are
air, water, and many solid bodies; for it is not qua water or
qua air that these are transparent, but because there exists
in them a certain nature which is the same in them both
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and also in the eternal body above. Light is the activity of
this, the transparent gua transparent. Potentially, wherever
this is, there 1s darkness also. Light is a sort of colour of
the transparent, when it is made actually transparent by
fire or something such as the body above; for to this too
belongs scmething which is one and the same.

418P13. What then the transparent is and what light is has
been stated, i.e. that it is not fire nor body generally, nor
an effluence from any body (for it would be a body in that
case also), but the presence of fire or something of that
kind in the transparent. For it is impossible for two bodies
to be in the same place at the same time, light is thought
to be the opposite of darkness, and since darkness is the
privation of such a disposition from the transparent, it is
clear that the presence of this is light.

41820. Empedocles, and anyone else who maintained the
same view, was wrong in saying that light travels and
arrives! at some time between the earth and that which
surrounds it, without our noticing it. For this is contrary
to the clear evidence of reason; and also to the apparent
facts; for it might escape our notice over a short distance,
but that it does so over the distance from east to west is
too big an assumption.

418b26. It is the colourless which is receptive of colour,
and the soundless of scund. And it is the transparent
which is colourless, as is also the invisible or barely visible,
as dark things seem to be. The transparent is of this kind,
not when it is actually transparent, but when it is poten-
tially so; for the same nature is sometimes darkness and
sometimes light.

! Reading yuyvouévov with most MSS.
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41921. Not everything is visible in light, but only the
colour proper to each thing; for some things are not seen
in the light but bring about perception 4 in the dark, e.g.
those things which appear fiery and shining (and there is
no one name for them), such as fungus, horn,* the heads,
scales, and eyes of fish; but in none of these is the proper
colour seen.

41926. The reason why these things are seen requires
separate discussionz. This much is clear for now, that what
is seen in light is colour. For this reason too it is not seen
without light; for this is just what it is to be colour, to be
capable of setting in motion that which is actually trans-
parent; and the actuality of the transparent is light. There
is a clear indication of this; for if one places that which
has colour upon the eye itself, one will not see it. In fact,
the colour sets in motion the transparent, e.g. air, and the
sense-organ is moved in turn by this when it is continuous.

419°15. For Democritus did not speak rightly, thinking
that if the intervening space were to become a void, then
even if an ant were in the sky it would be seen accurately;
for this is impossible. For secing takes place when that
which can perceivey is affected by something. Now it is
impossible for it to be affected by the actual colour which
is seen; it remains for it to be affected by what is inter-
vening, so that there must be something intervening. But
if it were to become a void, not only should we not see
accurately, but nothing would be seen at all.

419222, The reason why colour must be seen in the light
has been stated. Fire is seen both in darkness and in light,
and this is necessarily so; for the transparent becomes
transparent through it. The same accounty, applies to both

! Or possibly ‘flesh’, if the suggested emendation xpéas be adopted.
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sound and smell. For none of these produces sense-
perception, when it touches the sense-organ, but the
intervening medium is moved by smell and sound, and
each of the sense-organs by this in turn. And when one
puts the sounding or smelling object on the sense-organ, it
produces no perception 4. The same applies to touch and
taste, though it is not obvious; the reason why will be clear
later. The medium for sounds is air, that for smell has no
name. For there is a quality common to air and water, and
this, which is present in both, is to that which has smell as
the transparent is to colour; for even animals which live
in water appear to have perception, of smell. But man
and those land-animals which breathe cannot smell un-
less they breathe. The reason for these things too will be
studied later.

CHAPTER 8

419b4. Let us now first determine the facts about sound
and hearing. Sound exists in two ways; for there is sound
which is something in actuality, and sound which is sc
potentially. For some things we say do not have a sound,
e.g. sponge or wool, while others do, e.g. bronze and
anything solid and smooth, because they can make a
sound, that is they can produce an actual sound between
themselves and the organ of hearing.

419°9. Actual sound is always of something in relation to
something and in something; for it is a blow which pro-
duces it. For this reason it is impossible for there to be
sound when there is only one thing; for the striker and the
thing struck are different. Hence the thing which makes
the sound does so in relation to something; and a blow
cannot occur without movement. But, as we have said,

29



419b14 DE ANIMA 11. 8

sound is not the striking of any chance thing; for wool
produces no sound if it is struck, but bronze does, and
any smooth and hollow object. Bronze does so because it is
smooth, while hollow objects produce many blows after
the first by reverberation, that which is set in motion being
unable to escape.

419P18. Furthermore, sound is heard in air, and also in
water although less so, but it is not the air or the water
which is responsible for the sound; rather, there must be
solid objects striking against each other and against the
air. This happens when the air remains after being struck
and is not dispersed. For this reason it makes a sound if it
is struck quickly and forcibly; for the movement of the
striker must be too quick for the air to disperse, just as if
one! were to strike a blow at a heap or whirl of sand in
rapid motion.

419”25. An echo occurs when the air is made to bounce
back like a ball from air which has become a single mass
on account of a container which has limited it and
prevented it from dispersing. It is likely that an echo
always occurs, although not a distinct one, since the same
thing surely happens with sound as with light too; for light
is always reflected (otherwise there would not be light
everywhere, but there would be darkness outside the area
lit by the sun), but it is not reflected as it is from water, or
bronze, or any other smooth object, so as to produce a
shadow, by which we delimit the light.

419°33. The void is rightly said to be responsible for hear-
ing. For the air is thought to be a void, and it is this which
produces hearing, when it is moved as a single, continuous
mass. But, because of its lack of coherence, it makes no

1 Reading mis with MSS.
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noise, unless that which is struck is smooth. Then the air
becomes a single mass at the same time, because of the
surface of the object; for a smooth object has a single
surface.

42023. It is, then, that which can move air which is single
because continuous as far as the organ of hearing whi~h
can produce sound. Air is naturally one with the organ
of hearing; and because this is in air, the air inside is
moved when that outside is moved. For this reason the
animal does not hear with every part of it, nor does the air
penetrate everywhere; for it is not everywhere that the
part which will be set in motion and made to sound has
air. The air itself is soundless because it is easily dispersed;
but when it is prevented from dispersing, its movement is
sound. The air inside the ears has been walled up inside so
as to be immovable, in order that it may accurately per-
ceive all the varieties of movement. That is why we hearin
water too, because the water does not penetrate into the
very air which is naturally one with the ear; nor even into
the ear, because of its convolutions. When this does happen,
there is no hearing; nor is there if the tympanum mem-
brane is injured, just as with the cornea of the eye [when
it is injured]. Further, an indication of whether we hear
or not is provided by whether there is always an echoing
sound in the ear, as in a horn; for the air in the ears is
always moving with a movement of its own. But sound
1s something external and not private to the ear. And that
1s why they say that we hear by means of what is empty
and resonant, because we hear by means of that which
has air confined within it.

420219. Is it the thing struck or the striker which makes
the sound? Or is it indeed both, but in different ways? For
sound is the movement of that which can be moved in the
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way in which things rebound from smooth surfaces when
someone strikes them. Thus, not everything, as has been
said, makes a noise when it is struck or striking some-
thing, e.g. if a needle strikes another; but the object struck
must be of even surface, so that the air may rebound and
vibrate as a mass.

420°26. The differences between things which sound are
revealed in the actual sound; for just as colours are not
seen without light, so sharp and flat in pitch are not per-
ceived without sound. These are so spoken of by trans-
ference from tangible objects; for that which is sharp
moves the sense, to a great extent in a little time, while
that which is flat moves it little in much time. Not that the
sharp-is quick and the flat slow, but the movement in the
one case is such because of speed, in the other because of
slowness. There seems to be an analogy with the sharp
and blunt in the case of touch; for the sharp as it were
stabs, while the blunt as it were thrusts, because the one
produces motion in a short time, the other in a long, so that
the one is incidentally quick, the other slow.

420°5. So much for our account of sound. Voice is a
particular sound made by something with a soul; for
nothing which does not have a soul has a voice, although
such things may be said, by way of likeness, to have a voice,
e.g. the pipe, lyre, and any other things which lack a soul
but have variation in pitch, melody, and articulation;
there is a likeness here because voice too has these prop-
erties. But many animals do not have a voice, e.g. those
which arc bloodless as well as fish among those which do
have blood. And this is reasonable enough, since sound is a
particular movement of air. But those fishes which are said
to have a voice, e.g. (those) in the Achelous, make a sound
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with their gills or some such part; but voice is sound made
by an animal and not with any chance part of its body.

420P14. But since everything which makes a sound does so
because something strikes something else in something
else again, and this last is air, it is reasonable that the only
creatures to have voice should be those which take in air.
For nature then uses the air breathed in for two functions;
just as it uses the tongue for both tasting and articulation,
and of these tasting is essential (and so 1s found in a greater
number of creatures), while expression is for the sake of
well-being, so also nature uses breath both to maintain the
inner warmth, as something essential (the reason will be
stated elsewhere), and also to produce voice so that there
may be well-being.

420°22. The organ of breathing is the throat, and that for
which this part exists is the lung; for it is through this part
that land animals have more warmth than other creatures.
It 1s also primarily the region round the heart which nceds
breath. Hence the air must pass in when it is breathed in.

420°27. So, the striking of the inbreathed air upon what
is called the windpipe due to the soul in these parts con-
stitutes voice. For, as we have said, not every sound made
by an animal is voice (for it is possible to make a sound
also with the tongue or as in coughing); but that which
does the striking must have a soul! and there must be a
certain imagination (for voice is a particular sound which
has meaning, and not one merely of the inbreathed air,
as a cough is; rather it is with this air that the animal
strikes the air in the windpipe against the windpipe itself).
An indication of this is the fact that we cannot use the

I Reading &uuxdv with MSS. I have also removed the brackets round
the words ‘for voice is a sound which has meaning’.
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voice when breathing in or out, but only when holding
the breath; for one who holds his breath produces the
motion by its means. It is clear too why fish have no
voice; for they have no throat. They do not have this part
because they do not take in air or breathe in. The reason
for this requires separate discussiony.

CHAPTER 9

42127, It is less easy to determine the nature of smell and
the object of smell than that of the things already men-
tioned; for it is not so clear what sort of thing smell is as
it is with sound or colour. The reason for this is that this
sense 4 1s, in our case, not accurate but is worse than with
many animals; for man can smell things only poorly, and
he perceives none of the objects of smell unless they are
painful or pleasant, because the sense-organ is not
accurate. It is reasonable to suppose that it is in this way
too that hard-eyed animals perceive colours, and that the
varieties of colour are not distinct for them, except in so
far as they do or do not inspire fear. So too is the human
race with regard to smells.

421216. For it seems that smell has an analogy with taste,
and the forms of flavour are in a similar position to those
of smell, but in our case taste is more accurate because
it is a form of touch, and it is this sense, which is most
accurate in man; for in the others he is inferior to many
animals, but in respect of touch he is accurate above all
others. For this reason he is also the most intelligent of
animals. An indication of this is the fact that in the human
race natural ability and the lack of it depend on this
sense-organ and on no other; for people with hard flesh
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are poorly endowed with thought, while those with soft
flesh are well endowed.

421226. Just as flavours are sweet or bitter, so are smells.
But some things have a corresponding smell and taste
(I mean, for example, sweet smell and sweet taste) while
other things have an opposite smell and taste. Similarly
too a smell may be pungent, bitter, sharp, or oily. But,
as we have said, because smells are not very distinct, as
flavours are, they have taken their names from the latter
in virtue of aresemblance in the things; for sweet {smell}
belongs to saffron and honey and bitter to thyme and such
like, and similarly in the other cases.

421°3. Smell is like hearing and each of the other senses 4,
in that as hearing is of the audible and inaudible, and
{sight} of the visible and invisible, so smell is of the odorous
and inodorous. Some things are inodorous because it is
impossible that they should have a smell at all,! others
because they have a little and faint smell. The tasteless
also is so spoken of similarly.

421Pg. Smell too takes place through a medium, such as
air or water; for water-animals too seem to perceive smell,
whether they have or do not have blood, just as those
which live in the air; for some of these, drawn by the smell,
seek for their food from a great distance.

421°13. Hence there appears to be a problem, if all
creatures have smell in the same way, yet man smells
when inhaling but not when, instead of inhaling, he is
exhaling or holding his breath, no matter whether the
object is distant or near, or even if it is placed on the
nostril. Also, that what is placed upon the sense-organ
itself should be imperceptible is common to all animals,

T Reading wapd 70 SAws ddvvaroy éxew doujy with most MSS.
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but the inability to perceive without inhaling is peculiar
to men; this is clear from experiment. So that the bloodless
animals, since they do not inhale, would seem to have
another sense, apart from those spoken of. But that is
impossible, since they perceive smell; for, the perception 4
of the odorous, whether it be foul or fragrant, is smell.
Moreover, they are evidently destroyed by the same strong
odours as man is, e.g. bitumen, sulphur, and the like.
They must, then, smell but without inhaling.

421°26. It seems that in man this sense-organ differs from
that of the other animals, just as his eyes differ from those
of the hard-eyed animals—for his eyes have eyelids, as a
screen and sheath, as it were, and he cannot see without
moving or raising them. But the hard-eyed animals have
nothing of this sort, but see straightaway what takes place
in the transparent. In the same way, therefore, the sense-
organ of smellx is in some creatures uncovered, like the
eye, while in those which take in air it has a covering,
which is removed when they inhale, owing to the dilatation
of the veins and passages. And for this reason those animals
which inhale do not smell in water; for in order to smell
they must first inhale, and it is impossible to do this in
water. Smell belongs to what is dry, just as flavour does to
what is wet, and the sense-organ of smelly is potentially
of such a kind.

CHAPTER 10

42228, The object of taste is a form of the tangible; and
this is the reason why it is not perceptible through the
medium of any foreign body; for no more is it so with
touch. And the body in which the flavour resides, the
object of taste, is in moisture as its matter; and this is a
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tangible thing. Hence even if we lived in water we should
perceive a sweet object thrown into it; but the perception 4
would not have come to us through a medium but because
of the mixture of the object with the moisture, just as in
a drink. But colour is not seen in this way as the result of
admixture, nor through effluences. There is nothing, then,
here corresponding to a medium; but just as the object of
sight is colour, so that of taste is flavour. Nothing produces
the perception , of flavour without moisture, but it must
have moisture actually or potentially, as is the case with
salt; for it 1s easily dissolved and acts as a solvent on the
tongue.

422220. Sight is of both the visible and the 1invisible (for
darkness is invisible, and sight judges of this too), and
further of that which is excessively bright (for this is
invisible but in a different way from darkness). Similarly
too hearing is of sound and silence, the one being audible,
the other inaudible, and also of very loud sound as sight is
of what is very bright (for just as a faint sound is inaudible
so in a way is a loud and violent sound). And one thing is
spoken of as invisible quite generally, like the impossible
in other cases, while another is so spoken of if it 1s its nature
to have the relevant quality but it fails to have it or has it
imperfectly, parallel to the footless or kernel-less. So too
taste is of the tasteable and the tasteless, the latter being
that which has little or poor flavour or is destructive of
taste. But the primary distinction seems to be between the
drinkable and undrinkable (for both are a form of taste,
but the latter 1s bad and destructive [of the sense of taste],*
while the former 1s natural) ; and the drinkable is an object
common to touch and taste.

* Reading yefiots ydp Tis duddrepar dMa 16 pév davdy kai dfapriny [17s
yevoews], 76 8¢ . .. with MSS. Ross’s emendation is unnecessary.
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422°34. Since the tasteable is moist, its sense-organ too
must be neither actually moist nor incapable of being
moistened. For taste is affected by the tasteable, gua taste-
able. The sense-organ of taste, therefore, which is capable
of being moistened while being preserved intact, but
which is not itself moist, must be moistened. An indication
of this is the fact that the tongue does not perceive either
when it is very dry or when it is too wet; for in the latter
case! there is a contact with the moisture which is there
first, just as when someone first tastes a strong flavour and
then tastes another, and as to sick people all things seem
bitter because they perceive them with a tongue full of
moisture of that kind.

422°10. The kinds of flavour, as in the case of colours, are,
when simple, opposites: the sweet and the bitter; next to
the one the oily and to the other the salt; and between
these the pungent, the rough, the astringent, and the sharp.
These seem to be just about all the varieties of flavour.
Consequently, that which can tasteg is potentially such,
while that which makes it so actually is the object of taste.

CHAPTER 11

422°17. Concerning the tangible and touch the same
account; may be given; for if touch is not one sense , but
many, then the objects perceptible by touch must also be
many. It is a problem whether it is many or one and also
what is the sense-organ for that which can perceive by
touchg, whether it is the flesh and what is analogous to
this in other creatures, or whether it is not, but the flesh is
the medium, while the primary sense-organ is something

! Ross’s emendation of radry for adrn is dubious, but it makes little
difference to the sense.
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else which is internal. For every sense , seems to be con-
cerned with one pair of opposites, e.g. sight with white
and black, hearing with high and low pitch, and taste with
bitter and sweet; but in the object of touch there are many
pairs of opposites, hot and cold, dry and wet, rough and
smooth, and so on for the rest. There is a solution to this
problem at any rate—that there are many pairs of oppo-
sites in the case of the other senses also, e.g. in vocal sound
there is not only high and low pitch, but also loudness
and softness, and smoothness and roughness of voice, and
so on. There are other differences of this kind in the case
of colour too. But what the one thing is which is the subject
for touch as sound is for hearing is not clear.

422°34. Whether the sense-organ {for touch} is internal or
whether it is not this but the flesh directly does not seem
to receive an indication in the fact that perception 4 occurs
simultaneously with contact. For even as things are, if
someone were to make a sort of membrane and stretch it
round the flesh, it would communicate the sensation , in
the same way immediately when touched; and yet it is
clear that the sense-organ would not be in this; and if this
were to become naturally attached, the sensation, would
pass through it still more quickly. Hence, the part of the
body which is of this kind seems to be to us as the air
would be if it were naturally attached to us all round;
for we should then have thought that we perceived sound,
colour, and smell by virtue of a single thing, and that
sight, hearing, and smell were a single sense,. But as
things are, because that through which the movements
occur is separated from us, the sense-organs mentioned are
manifestly different. But in the case of touch, this is, as
things are, unclear; for the ensouled body cannot be
composed of air or of water, for it must be something solid.
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The remaining alternative is that it is a mixture of earth
and these, as flesh and what is analogous to it tends to be;
hence, the body must be the naturally adhering medium
for that which can perceive by touch, and its perceptions 4
take place through it, manifold as they are. That they are
manifold is made clear through touch in the case of the
tongue; for it perceives all tangible objects with the same
part as that with which it perceives flavour. If, then, the
rest of the flesh perceived flavour, taste and touch would
seem to be one and the same sense,. But as things are
they are two, because they are not interchangeable.

423%*22. One might raise a problem here. Every body has
depth, and that is the third dimension, and if between
two bodies there exists a third it is not possible for them
to touch each other. That which is moist or wet is not
independent of body, but must be water or have water
in it. Those things which touch each other in water must,
since their extremities are not dry, have water between
them, with which their extremities are full. If this is true,
it is impossible for one thing to touch another in water,
and similarly in air also (for air is related to things in it
as water is to things in water, although we are more liable
not to notice this, just as animals which live in water fail
to notice whether the things which touch each other are
wet). Does, then, the perception , of everything take place
similarly, or is it different for different things, just as it is
now thought that taste and touch act by contact, while
the other senses act from a distance?

423°4. But this is not the case; rather we perceive the hard
- and the soft through other things also, just as we do that
which can sound, the visible, and the odorous. But the
latter are perceived from a distance, the former from close
at hand, and for this reason the fact escapes our notice;
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since we perceive all things surely through a medium, but
in these cases we fail to notice. Yet, as we said earlier too,
even if we perceived all objects of touch through a mem-
brane without noticing that it separated us from them,
we should be in the same position as we are now when
in water or in air; for as things are we suppose that we
touch the objects themselves and that nothing is through
a medium.

423br2. But there is a difference between the object of
touch and those of sight and hearing, since we perceive
them because the medium acts on us, while we perceive
objects of touch not through the agency of the medium
but simultaneously with the medium, like a man who is
struck through his shield; for it is not that the shield is
first struck and then strikes the man, but what happens
is that both are struck simultaneously.

423°17. It seems in general that just as air and water are
to sight, hearing, and smell, so the flesh and the tongue
are to their sense-organ as each of those is. And neither
in the one case nor in the other would perception , occur
when contact is made with the sense-organ itself, e.g. if
someone were to put a white body on the surface of the
eye. From this it is clear that that which can perceiveg
the object of touch is internal. For then the same thing
would happen as in the other cases; for we do not perceive
what is placed on the sense-organ, but we do perceive what
is placed upon the flesh. Hence the flesh is the medium for
that which can perceive by touchg.

423b27. It 1s the distinctive qualities of body, qua body,
which are tangible. The qualities which I speak of as dis-
tinctive are those which determine the elements, hot and
cold, dry and wet, of which we have spoken earlier in our
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account of the elements. Their sense-organ, that of touchg,
in which the sense , called touch primarily resides, is the
part which is potentially such as they are. For perceiving
is a form of being affected; hence, that which acts makes
that part, which is potentially as it is, such as it is itself
actually.

42422. For this reason we do not perceive anything which
is equally as hot or cold, or hard or soft, but rather excesses
of these, the sense, being a sort of mean between the
opposites present in objects of perception. And that is why
it judges objects of perception. For the mean is capable of
judging; for it becomes to each extreme in turn the other
extreme. And just as that which is to perceive white and
black must be neither of them actually, although both
potentially (and similarly too for the other senses), so in the
case of touch that which is to perceive such must be neither
hot nor cold.

424°10. Agaln, just as sight was in a way of both the visible
and theinvisible, and just as the other senses too were simi-
larly concerned with opposites, so too touch is of the tan-
gible and the intangible; and the intangible is that which
has to a very small degree the distinguishing character-
istic of things which are tangible, as is the case with air,
and also those tangible things which are in excess, as
are those which are destructive. The situation with respect
to each of the senses 4, then, has been stated in outline.

CHAPTER 12

424°17. In general, with regard to all sense-perception 4,
we must take it that the sense, is that which can receive
perceptible forms without their matter, as wax receives the
imprint of the ring without the iron or gold, and it takes
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the imprint which is of gold or bronze, but not qua gold or
bronze. Similarly too in each case the sense 4 is affected by
that which has colour or flavour or sound, but by these not
in so far as they are what each of them is spoken of as
being, but in so far as they are things of a certain kind
and in accordance with their principle;. The primary
sense-organ is that in which such a potentiality resides.
These are then the same, although what it is for them
to be such is not the same. For that which perceives must
be a particular extended magnitude, while what it is to
be able to perceive and the sense, are surely not magni-
tudes, but rather a certain principle;, and potentiality of
that thing.

424228. Tt is clear from all this too why excess in the ob-
jects of perception destroys the sense-organs (for if the
movement is too violent for the sense-organ its principle;,
is destroyed—and this we saw the sense, to be—just
as the consonance and pitch of the strings are destroyed
when they are struck too violently). It is also clear why
plants do not perceive, although they have a part of the
soul and are affected by tangible objects; for they are
cooled and warmed. The reason is that they do not have
a mean, nor a first principle of a kind such as to receive
the forms of objects of perception; rather they are affected
by the matter as well.

424°3. Someone might raise the question whether that
which cannot smell might be affected by smell, or that
which cannot see by colour; and similarly in the other
cases. If the object of smell is smell, then smell must
produce, if anything, smelling; hence nothing which is
unable to smell can be affected by smell (and the same
account; applies to the other cases), nor can any of those
things which can perceive be so affected except in so far as
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each 1s capable of perceiving. This is clear at the same
time from the following too. Neither light and darkness
nor sound nor smell does anything to bodies, but rather the
things that they are in, e.g. it is the air accompanying the
thunderbolt which splits the wood. But tangible objects
and flavours do affect bodies; for otherwise by what could
soulless things be affected and altered? Will those other
objects, too, then, affect them? Or is it the case that not
every body is affected by smell and sound, and those
which are affected are indeterminate and inconstant, like
air (for air smells, as if it had been affected) ? What then is
smelling apart from being affected? Or is smelling also
perceiving, whereas the air when affected quickly becomes
an object of perception?
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CHAPTER 1

424b22. That there is no other sense , apart from the five
(and by these I mean sight, hearing, smell, taste, and
touch) one might be convinced by the following con-
siderations. We have even now perception 4 of everything
of which touch is the sense, (for all the qualities of the
tangible, gua tangible, are perceptible to us by touch).
Also, if we lack any sense , we must also lack a sense-organ.
Again, all the things which we perceive through direct
contact are perceptible by touch, which we in fact have,
while all those which we perceive through media and not
by direct contact are perceptible by means of the elements
(I mean, for example, air and water). And the situation
is such that if two things different in kind from each other
are perceptible through one thing, then whoever has a
sense-organ of this kind must be capable of perceiving
both (e.g. if the sense-organ is composed of air, and air is
required both for sound and for colour); while if there
is more than one medium for the same object, e.g. both
air and water for colour (for both are transparent), then
he who has one of these alone will perceive whatever is
perceptible through both. Now, sense-organsare composed
of two of these elements only, air and water (for the pupil
of the eye is composed of water, the organ of hearing of
air, and the organ of smell of one or other of these), while
fire either belongs to none of them or is common to all (for
nothing is capable of perceiving without warmth), and
earth either belongs to none of them or is a constituent
specially and above all of that of touch. So there would
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remain no sense-organ apart from those of water and air,
and these some animals possess even now. It may be
inferred then that all the senses, are possessed by those
animals which are neither imperfect nor maimed (for even
the mole apparently has eyes under the skin); hence, un-
less there is some other body and a property possessed by
none of the bodies existing here and now, no sense , can
be left out.

425°14. Nor again is it possible for there to be any special
sense-organ for the common-objects, which we perceive
by each sense, incidentally, e.g. movement, rest, figure,
magnitude, number, and unity; for we perceive all these
through movement, e.g. magnitude through movement
(hence also figure, for figure is a particular form of magni-
tude), what is at rest through absence of movement,
number through negation of continuity and also by the
special-objects; for each sense 4 perceives one thing. Hence
it is clear that it is impossible for there to be a special sense 4
for any of these, e.g. movement. For in that case it would
be as we now perceive the sweet by sight; and this we do
because we in fact have a perception 4 of both, as a result
of which we recognize them at the same time when they
fall together. (Otherwise we should perceive them in no
other way than incidentally, as we perceive the son of
Cleon not because he is the son of Cleon but because he is
white, and the white object happens to be the son of
Cleon). But for the common-objects we have even now a
common sense 4, not incidentally; there is, then, no special
{sense} for them; for if so we should not perceive them
otherwise than as stated [that we see the son of Cleon].

425230. The senses, perceive each other’s special-objects
incidentally, not in so far as they are themselves but in so
far as they form a unity, when sense-perception, simul-
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taneously takes place in respect of the same object, e.g. in
respect of bile that it is bitter and yellow (for it is not the
task of any further {perception} at any rate to say that
both are one); hence too one may be deceived, and if
something is yellow, one may think that it is bile.

425°4. One might ask for what purpose we have several
senses 4, and not one only. Is it perhaps in order that the
common-objects which accompany {the special-objects},
e.g. movement, magnitude, and number, may be less likely
to escape our notice? For if there were sight alone, and
this was of white, they would be more likely to escape our
notice and all things would seem to be the same because
colour and magnitude invariably accompany each other.
But as things are, since the common-objects are present in
the objects of another sense too, this makes it clear that
each of them is distinct.

CHAPTER 2

425P12. Since we perceive that we see and hear, it must
either be by sight that one perceives that one sees or by
another {sense}. But in that case there will be the same
{sense} for sight and the colour which is the subject for
sight. So that either there will be two {senses} for the
same thing or {the sense } itself will be the one for itself.

425P15. Again, if the sense, concerned with sight were
indeed different from sight, either there will be an infinite
regress or there will be some {sense} which is concerned
with itself; so that we had best admit this of the first in the
series.

425P17. But this presents a difficulty; for if to perceive by
sight is to see, and if one sees colour or that which possesses
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colour, then, if one is to see that which sees,! that which
sees! primarily will have colour. It is clear then that to
perceive by sight is not a single thing; for even when we do
not sec, it is by sight that we judge both darkness and light,
though not in the same way. Moreover, even that which
sees! is in a way coloured; for each sense-organ is receptive
of the object of perception without its matter. That is why
perceptions, and imaginings remain in the sense-organs
even when the objects of perception are gone.

425P26. The activity of the object of perception and of the
sense 4 is one and the same, although what it is for them
to be such is not the same. I mean, for example, the actual
sound and the actual hearing; for it is possible to have
hearing and not to hear, and that which has sound is not
always sounding. But when that which can hear is active,
and that which can soundis sounding, then the actual hear-
ing takes place at the same time as the actual sound, and
one might call these, the one listening, the other sounding.

42622, If then movement, i.e. acting [and being affected],
is in that which is acted upon, both the sound and hearing
as actual must be in that which is potentially hearing; for
the activity of that which can act and produce movement
takes place in that which is affected; for this reason it is
not necessary for that which produces movement to be
itself moved. The activity of that which can sound is sound
or sounding, while that of that which can hearg is hearing
or listening; for hearing is twofold, and so is sound.

42628. The same account;, applies also to the other senses 4
and objects of perception. For just as both acting and being
affected are in that which is affected and not in that which
acts, so both the activity of the object of perception and

! Reading 76 dpav with most MSS.
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that of that which can perceiveg are in that which can
perceiveg. But in some cases they have a name, e.g.
sounding and listening, while in others one or the other
has no name; for, the activity of sight is spoken of as
seeing, but that of colour has no name, while that of that
which can tasteg is tasting, but that of flavour has no
name.

426215. Since the activity of the object of perception and
of that which can perceiveg 1s one, though what it is for
them to be such is not the same, the hearing and sound
which are so spoken of must be simultaneously destroyed
and simultaneously preserved, and so too for flavour and
taste, and the rest similarly; but this is not necessary for
those which are spoken of as potential. But the earlier
philosophers of nature did not state the matter well,
thinking that there is without sight nothing white nor
black, nor flavour without tasting. For in one way they
were right but in another wrong; for since perception ,and
the object of perception are so spoken of in two ways, as
potential and as actual, the statement holds of the latter,
but it does not hold of the former. But they spoke undis-
criminatingly concerning things which are so spoken of not
undiscriminatingly.

426227, If voice is a kind of consonance, and voice and
hearing are in a way one [and the same thing is in a way
not one], and if consonance is a proportion;, then hearing
must also be a kind of proportion;. And it is for this reason
too that either excess, whether high or low pitch, destroys
hearing; and in the same way in flavours excess destroys
taste, and in colours the too bright or dark destroys sight,
and so too in smelling with strong smell, whether sweet or
bitter, since the sense, is a kind of proportion;. For this
reason too things are pleasant when brought pure and
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unmixed to the proportiony, e.g. the high-pitched, sweet or
salt, for they are pleasant then; but in general a mixture,
a consonance, is more pleasant than either high or low
pitch, [and for taste the more pleasant is that which is
capable of being further warmed or cooled]. The sense 4
is a proportiony ; and objects in excess dissolve or destroy it.

426P8. Each sense ,, therefore, is concerned with the sub-
ject perceived by it, being present in the sense-organ, qua
sense-organ, and it judges the varieties of the subject per-
ceived by it, e.g. sight for white and black, and taste for
sweet and bitter; and similarly for the other senses too.
Since we judge both white and sweet and each of the
objects of perception by reference to each other, by what
do we perceive also that they differ? This must indeed be
by perception 4; for they are objects of perception. From
this it is clear also that flesh is not the ultimate sense-organ;
for if it were it would be necessary for that which judges to
judge when it is itself touched.

426°17. Nor indeed is it possible to judge by separate
means that sweet is different from white, but both must be
evident to one thing—for otherwise, even if I perceived
one thing and you another, it would be evident that they
were different from each other. Rather one thing must
assert that they are different; for sweet is different from
white. The same thing then asserts this; hence, as it asserts
so it both thinks and perceives. That, therefore, it is not
possible to judge separate things by separate means is
clear.

426P23. And that it is not possible either at separate times
is clear from the following. For just as it is the same thing
which asserts that good and bad are different, so also when
it asserts that the one and the other are different the time
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when is not incidental (I mean as, for example, when I say
now that they are different, but not that they are different
now) ; but it so asserts both now and that they are different
now; all at the same time, therefore. Hence, it is undivided
and does this in an undivided time.

426P29. But yet it is impossible for the same thing to be
moved simultaneously with opposite motions, in so far as
it is indivisible, and in an indivisible time. For if some-
thing is sweet it moves perception 4 or thought in one way,
while the bitter moves it in the opposed way, while white
moves it quite differently. Is, then, that which judges at
the same time both numerically indivisible and undivided,
while divided in what it is for it to be such? It is indeed in
one way that which is divided which perceives divided
objects, but in another way it is this gua indivisible; for in
what it is for it to be such it is divided, while it is indivisible
in place and number. Or is this impossible? For the same
indivisible thing may be both opposites potentially, al-
though it is not so in what it is for it to be such, but it
becomes divided when actualized; and it is not possible
for it to be simultaneously white and black, so that it
cannot also be affected simultaneously by forms of these,
if perception ;, and thought are of this kind.

42729. But it is like what some call a point, which is (both
indivisible) and divisible in so far as it is one and two.
That which judges, therefore, is one and judges at one
time in so far as it is indivisible, but in so far as it is divisible
it simultaneously uses the same point twice. In so far then
as it uses the boundary-point twice it judges two separate
things! in a way separately; in so far as it uses it as one it
judges one thing and at one time.

I Retaining xeywpiopéva.
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427314. So much then by way of discussion about the first
principle in virtue of which we say that an animal is
capable of perceiving.

CHAPTER 3

427217. There are two distinguishing characteristics by
which people mainly define the soul: motion in respect
of place; and thinking, understanding, and perceiving.
Thinking and understanding are thought to be like a form
of perceiving (for in both of these the soul judges and recog-
nizes some existing thing). Indeed the ancients say that
understanding and perceiving are the same. Empedocles
for instance said ‘Wisdom increases for men according to
what is present to them’ and elsewhere “Whence different
thoughts continually present themselves to them’. And
Homer’s ‘Such is the mind of men’ means the same thing
too. For all these take thinking to be corporeal, like per-
ceiving, and both perceiving and understanding to be of
like by like, as we explained in our initial discussion;,.
(Yet they should at the same time have said something
about error, for this is more characteristic of animals and
the soul spends more time in this state; hence on their view
either all appearances must be true, as some say, or error
must be a contact with the unlike, for this is the opposite
of recognizing like by like. But error and knowledge seem
to be the same in respect of the opposites.) That perceiving
and understanding, therefore, are not the same is clear.
For all animals have the former, but few the latter. Nor
again is thinking, in which one can be right and wrong,
right thinking being understanding, knowledge, and true
belief, wrong the opposite of these—nor is this the same
as perceiving. For the perception 4 of the special-objects
is always true and is found in all animals, whereas it is
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possible to think falsely also, and thinking is found in no
animal in which there is not also reason; for imagination
is different from both perception, and thought, and this
does not occur without perception 4, nor supposal with-
out 1t.

427°16. That imagination is not the same kind of thinking?
as supposal is clear. For the former is up to us when we
wish (for it is possible to produce something before our
eyes, as those do who set things out in mnemonic systems
and form images of them); but believing is not up to us,
for it must be either true or false. Moreover, when we
believe that something is terrible or alarming we are
immediately affected correspondingly, and similarly if it
is something encouraging; but in the case of the imagina-
tion we are just as if we saw the terrible or encouraging
things in a picture.

427°24. There are also varieties of supposal itself, know-
ledge, belief, understanding, and their opposites, but the
difference between these must be left for another discus-
siony.

427°27. As for thought, since it is different from perceiving
and seems to include on the one hand imagination and on
the other supposal, we must determine about imagination
before going on to discuss the other. Now if imagination
is that in virtue of which we say that an image occurs to us
and not as we speak of it metaphorically, is it one of
those potentialities or dispositions in virtue of which we
Jjudge and are correct or incorrect? Such are perception 4,
belief, knowledge, and intellect.

42825 Now, that it is not perception, is clear from the
following. Perception 4 is either a potentiality like sight or

I Retaining vénos.
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an activity like seeing; but something can appear to us
when neither of these is present, e.g. things in dreams.
Secondly, perception is always present but net imagination.
But if they were the same in actuality it would be possible
for all beasts to have imagination; and it seems that this
is not so, e.g. the ant or bee, and the grub.! Next, {per-
ceptions} are always true, while imaginings are for the
most part false. Further, it is not when we are exercising
{our senses} accurately with regard to objects of percep-
tion that we say that this appears to us to be a man, but
rather when we do not perceive it distinctly; and then it
may be either true or false.2 And, as we said before, sights
appear to us even with the eyes closed.

428216. Nor again will imagination be any of those things
which are always correct, e.g. knowledge or intellect; for
imagination can be false also. It remains, then, to see if it is
belief; for belief may be either true or false. But conviction
follows on belief (for it is not possible to believe things
without being convinced of them) ; and while no beast has
conviction, many have imagination. Furthermore every
belief implies conviction, conviction implies being per-
suaded, and persuasion implies reasony, ; some beasts have
imagination, but none reason.3

42824. It is clear, therefore, that imagination will be
neither belief together with perception,, nor belief
through perception,, nor a blend of belief and percep-

! The MS. reading is puzzling since it is doubtful whether Aristotle
would have denied imagination to ants and bees. Forster’s (and O.C.T.’s)
emendation kal oxdApke for § exdinke does not really achieve anything.
It is possibly right to accept Torstrik’s emendation pdpunke uév % pedlrry,
axdlnpre 8 of, to be translated ‘ants and bees do, but the grub does not’.

2 Reading vére 4 dAg83s and not Ross’s emendation mdérepov ainfys.

3 Retaining the MS. text without brackets suggesting deletion.
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tion 4, both on these grounds and because it is clear that!
on that view the belief will have as object nothing else
but that which, if it exists, is the object of the perception
too. I mean that it will be the blend of the belief in white
and the perception, of white that will be imagination;
for it will surely not come about from the belief in the
good and the perception 4 of white. Something’s appearing
to us will then be believing what one perceives and not
incidentally. But things can also appear falsely, when we
have at the same time a true supposition about them, e.g.
the sun appears a foot across, although we believe it to be
bigger than the inhabited world. So it follows on this view
either that we shall have abandoned the true belief that
we had, although the circumstances remain as they were,
and we have not forgotten it or been persuaded to the
contrary, or, if we still have it, the same one must be both
true and false. But it could become false only if the cir-
cumstances changed without our noticing. Imagination,
then, is not any one of these things nor is it formed from
them.

428bP10. But since it is possible when one thing is moved for
another to be moved by it, and since imagination is
thought to be a kind of movement and not to occur apart
from sense-perception 4 but only in things which perceive
and with respect to those things of which there is per-
ception 4, since too it is possible for movement to occur as
the result of the activity of perception 4, and this must be
like the perception ,—this movement cannot exist apart
from sense-perception 4 or in things which do not perceive;
and in respect of it, it is possible for its possessor to do and
be affected by many things, and it may be both true and
false.

! Reading 87Aov 67v with MSS. or possibly ére Aoy 61t with Shorev.
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428°17. This happens for the following reasons: Perception 4
of the special-objects is true or is liable to falsity to the
least possible extent. Secondly {there is the perception}
that those things which are incidental to these objects of
perception are so; and here now it is possible to be in error,
for we are not mistaken on the point that there is white,
but about whether the white object is this thing or another
we may be mistaken. Thirdly {there is perception } of the
common-objects which follow upon the incidental-objects
to which the special-objects belong (I mean, for example,
movement and magnitude);!’ and about these then it is
most possible to be in error in sense-perception 4.

428P25. The movement which comes about as a result of
the activity of sense-perception will differ in so far as it
comes from these three kinds of perception,. The first
is true as long as perception is present, while the others
may be false whether it is present or absent, and especially
when the object of perception is far off.

428b30. If, then, nothing else has the stated characteristics
except imagination, and this is what was said, imagina-
tion will be a movement taking place as a result of actual
sense-perception ;. And since sight is sense-perception 4
par excellence, the name for imagination (phantasia) is taken
from light (phaos), because without light it is not possible
to see. And because imaginations persist and are similar to
perceptions 4, animals do many things in accordance with
them, some because they lack reason, viz. beasts, and others
because their reason is sometimes obscured by passion,
discase, or sleep, viz. men. As to what imagination is, then,
and why, let this suffice.

T Accepting Bywater’s transposition of the words & ouvufBéfnxe Tols
alofyrois to line 20, as in the O.C.T.
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CHAPTER 4

429%10. In respect of that part of the soul by which the
soul both knows and understands, whether this is distinct
or not distinct spatially but only in definition;, we must
inquire what distinguishing characteristic it has, and how
thinking ever comes about.

429°13. Now, if thinking is akin to perceiving, it would be
either being affected in some way by the object of thought
or something else of this kind. It must then be unaffected,
but capable of receiving the form, and potentially such
as it, although not identical with it; and as that which is
capable of perceiving is to the objects of perception, so
must be the intellect similarly to its objects.

429218, It must, then, since it thinks all things, be un-
mixed, as Anaxagoras says, in order that it may rule,
that is in order that it may know; for the intrusion of
anything foreign to it hinders and obstructs it; hence too,
it must have no other nature than this, that it is potential.
That part of the soul, then, called intellect (and I speak
of as intellect that by which the soul thinks and supposes)
is actually none of existing things before it thinks. Hence
too, it is reasonable that it should not be mixed with the
body; for in that case it would come to be of a certain
kind, either cold or hot, or it would even have an organ
like the faculty of perceptiong; but as things are it has
none. Those who say, then, that the soul is a place of
forms speak well, except that it is not the whole soul but
that which can think, and it is not actually but potentially
the forms.

429229. That the ways in which the faculties of sense-
perceptiong and intellecty are unaffected are not the
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same is clear from reference to the sense-organs and the
sense .. For the sense, is not capable of perceiving when
the object of perception has been too intense, e.g. it cannot
perceive sound after loud sounds, nor see or smell after
strong colours or smells. But when the intellect thinks
something especially fit for thought, it thinks inferior
things not less but rather more. For the faculty of sense-
perceptiong is not independent of the body, whereas the
intellect is distinct. When the intellect has become each
thing in the way that one who actually knows is said to
do so (and this happens when he can exercise his capacity
by himself), it exists potentially even then in a way,
although not in the same way as before it learned or
discovered ; and then it can think by itself.

429b10. Since a magnitude and whatitis to be a magnitude
are different, and water and what it is to be water (and
so too for many other things, but not for all; for in some
cases they are the same), we judge what it is to be flesh and
flesh itself either by means of something different or by
the same thing differently disposed. For flesh does not
exist apart from matter, but like the snub itis a thisin a
this. It is, then, with the faculty of sense-perceptiony that
we judge the hot and the cold and those things of which
flesh is a certain proportiony. But it is by something else,
either something distinct or something which is to the
former as a bent line is related to itself when straightened
out, that we judge what it is to be flesh.

429P18. Again, in the case of those things which exist in
abstraction, the straight corresponds to the snub, for it
involves extension; but ‘what it is for it to be what it
was’, if what it is to be straight and the straight are differ-
ent, is something else; let it be duality. We judge it, then,
by something different or by the same thing differently
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disposed. In general, then, as things are distinct from
matter, so it is too with what concerns the intellect.

42gP22. Given that the intellect is something simple and
unaffected, and that it has nothing in common with any-
thing else, as Anaxagoras says, someone might raise these
questions: how will it think, if thinking is being affected
in some way (for it is in so far as two things have something
in common that the one is thought to act and the other
to be affected)? And can it itself also be thought? For
either everything else will have intellect, if it can itself
be thought without this being through anything else and if
what can be thought is identical in form, or it will have
something mixed in it which makes it capable of being
thought as the other things are.

429°29. Now, being affected in virtue of something com-
mon has been discussed before—to the effect that the
intellect is in a way potentially the objects of thought,
although it is actually nothing before it thinks; potentially
in the same way as there is writing on a tablet on which
nothing actually written exists; that is what happens in the
case of the intellect. And it is itself an object of thought,
Just as its objects are. For, in the case of those things which
have no matter, that which thinks and that which is
thought are the same; for contemplative knowledge and
that which is known in that way are the same. The reason
why it does not always think we must consider. In those
things which have matter each of the objects of thought is
present potentially. Hence, they will not have intellect in
them (for intellect is a potentiality for being such things
without their matter), while i¢ will have what can be
thought in it.
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CHAPTER 5

430%10. Since [just as] in the whole of nature there is
something which is matter to each kind of thing (and this
is what is potentially all of them), while on the other hand
there is something else which is their cause and is pro-
ductive by producing them all—these being related as an
art to its material—so there must also be these differences
in the soul. And there is an intellect which is of this kind
by becoming all things, and there is another which is so
by producing all things, as a kind of disposition, like light,
does; for in a way light too makes colours which are
potential into actual colours. And this intellect is distinct,
unaffected, and unmixed, being in essence activity.

430218. For that which acts is always superior to that which
is affected, and the first principle to the matter. [Actual
knowledge is identical with its object; but potential know-
ledge is prior in time in the individual but not prior even
in time in general]; and it is not the case that it sometimes
thinks and at other times not.” In separation it is just what
it is, and this alone 1s immortal and eternal. (But we do not
remember because this is unaffected, whereas the passive
intellect is perishable, and without this thinks nothing.)?

CHAPTER 6

430226. The thinking of undivided objects is among those
things about which there is no falsity. Where there is both
falsity and truth, there is already a combination of
thoughts as forming a unity—as Empedocles said ‘where
in many cases heads grew without necks’ and were then

! The brackets are mine. The sentence is repeated at 43121, and has

probably been substituted here for a reference to the active intellect, which
is required for what follows. 2 Bracketing different from O.C.T.
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joined together by Love—so too these things, previously
separate, are combined, e.g. the incommensurable and the
diagonal; and if the thinking is concerned with things that
have been or will be, then time is thought of in addition
and combined in the thought. For falsity always depends
upon a combination; for even if someone says that white
is non-white he combines (white and) non-white.? It is
possible to say that these are all divisions too. But at any
rate, it is not only that Cleon is white that is false or true
but also that he was or will be. And that which produces a
unity is in each case the intellect.

430°6. Since the undivided is twofold, either potentially or
actually, nothing prevents one thinking of the undivided
when one thinks of a length (for this is actually undivided),
and that in an undivided time; for the time is divided and
undivided in a similar way to the length. It is not possible
to say what one was thinking of in each half time; for these
do not exist, except potentially, if the whole is not divided.
But if one thinks of each of the halves separately, then one
divides the time also simultaneously; and then it is as if
they were lengths themselves. But if one thinks of the
whole as made up of both halves, then one does so in the
time made up of both halves.

430°16. That which is thought and the time in which it is
thought are divided incidentally and not as those things
were, although they are undivided as they were; for there
is in these too something undivided, although surely not
separate, which makes the time and the length unities.
And this exists similarly in everything which is continuous,
both time and length.

! Reading the text with Ross’s addition of the words ¢7, 76 Aevxov xal,

though the addition is perhaps scarcely necessary, even if ‘says’ has to be
supplied.
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430°14. That which is undivided not quantitatively but
in form one thinks of in an undivided time and with an un-
divided part of the soul.!

430P20. The point and every division, and that which is in
this way undivided, are made known as privation is. And
the same account,, applies to the other cases, e.g. how one
recognizes evil or black; for one recognizes them in a way
by their opposites. That which recognizes must be its
object potentially, tand the latter must be in it.42 But if
there is anything, +some one of the causes, 2 which has no
opposite, then this will know itself and is activity and dis-
tinct.

430P26. Every assertion says something of something, as too
does denial, and is true or false. But not every thought is
such; that of what a thing is in respect of ‘what it is for
it to be what it was’ is true, and does not say something of
something. But just as the seeing of a special-object3 is
true, while the seeing whether the white thing is a man or
not is not always true, so it is with those things which are
without matter.

CHAPTER 7

43121. Actual knowledge is identical with its object. But
potential knowledge is prior in time in the individual,
but not prior even in time in general; for all things that
come to be are derived from that which is so actually.

1 Accepting Bywater’s transposition of this sentence.

2z The O.C.T. includes these words in daggers, suggesting that the
text is corrupt ; but the text could stand in the first of the two cases, although
its interpretation demands a change of subject.

3 Ross daggers the words Tod (3iov and suggests tentatively in addition
that the words 7« Aevxor might be substituted. This is unnecessary.
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431%4. It is clear that the object of perception makes that
which can perceiveg actively so instead of potentially so;
for it is not affected or altered. Hence this is a different
form from movement; for movement is an activity of the
incomplete, while activity proper is different, the activity
of the complete.

43128. Perceiving, then, is like mere assertion and thought;
when something is pleasant or painful, {the soul} pursues
or avoids it, as it were asserting or denying it; and to feel
pleasure or pain is to be active with the perceptive mean
towards the good or bad as such. Avoidance and desire, as
actual, are the same thing, and that which can desireyg
and that which can avoidg are not different either from
each other or from that which can perceiveg; but what
it is for them to be such is different. To the thinking soul
images serve as sense-perceptions (aisthémata). And when
it asserts or denies good or bad, it avoids or pursues it.
Hence the soul never thinks without an image.

431217. And just as the air makes the pupil such and such,
and this in turn something else, and the organ of hearing
likewise, and the last thing in the series is one thing, and
a single mean, although what it is for it to be such is
plural . ..

431220. What it is by which one determines the difference
between sweet and hot has been stated already, but we
must say also the following. It is one thing, but it is so as
a boundary is, and these things, being one by analogy and
number, are {each) to each as those are to each other; for
what difference does it make to ask how one judges those
things which are not of the same kind or those which are
opposites, like white and black? Now let it be the case that
as 4, white, is to B, black, so C'is to D [as those are to each
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other]; so that it holds alternando too. Now if CD* were to
belong to one thing, then it would be the case, as for 4B
too, that they would be one and the same, although what
it is for them to be such is not the same—and similarly for
those others. And the same account; would apply if 4
were sweet and B white.

431P2. That which can thinkg, thercfore, thinks the forms
in images, and just as in those what is to be pursued
and avoided is determined for it, so, apart from sense-per-
ception 4, when it is concerned with 1mages, 1t is moved,
e.g. perceiving that the beacon is alight you recognize?
when you see it moving that it belongs to the enemy, but
sometimes you calculate on the basis of images or thoughts
in the soul, as if seeing, and plan what is going to happen
in relation to present affairs. And when one says, as there,
that something is pleasant or painful, so here one avoids
or pursues—and so in action? generally. That which is
apart from action too, the true and the false, are in the
same genus as the good and bad; but they differ, the first
being absolute, the second relative to someone.

431P12. Those things which are spoken of as in abstraction
one thinks of just as, if one thought actually of the snub,
not qua snub, but separately qua hollow, one would think
of it apart from the flesh in which the hollow exists¢—
one thinks of mathematical entities which are not separate,
as separate, when one thinks of them.s

' Reading ‘CD ... AB’ with MSS., rather than ‘C4 ... DB’ with O.C.T.

2 Deleting 77 xowh with Bywater. 3 Reading év mpdfer with MSS.

¢ Taking the text as emended in O.C.T. But the traditional text could
be given a plausible interpretation—‘just as one might think of the snub;
gua snub one would not think of it separately but gua hollow, if anyone
actually thought of it, one would think of it apart from the flesh, etc.’

5 Deleting the § added by the O.C.T. before éxeiva, as unnecessary and
perhaps misleading. The addition of dvra after od xexwpiopéva is also un-
necessary.
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431°17. In general, the intellect in activity is its objects.
Whether or not it is possible for the intellect to think of
any objects which are separate from spatial magnitude
when it is itself not so separate must be considered later.

CHAPTER 8

431°20. Now, summing up what has been said about the
soul, let us say again that the soul is in a way all existing
things; for existing things are either objects of percep-
tion or objects of thought, and knowledge is in a way
the objects of knowledge and perceptlon 4 the objects of
perception. How this is so we must inquire.

431°24. Knowledge and perception, are divided to cor-
respond to their objects, the potential to the potential,
the actual to the actual. In the soul that which can per-
ceiver and that which can knowyg are potentially these
things, the one the object of knowledge, the other the
object of perception. These must be either the things
themselves or their forms. Not the things themselves; for
it is not the stone which is in the soul, but 1ts form. Hence
the soul is as the hand is; for the hand is a tool of tools,
and the intellect is a form of forms and sense a form of
objects of perception.

43223. Since there is no actual thing which has separate
existence, apart from, as it seems, magnitudes which are
objects of perception, the objects of thought are included
among the forms which are objects of perception, both
those that are spoken of as in abstraction and those which
are dispositions and affections of objects of perception.
And for this reason unless one perceived things one would
not learn or understand anything, and when one con-
templates one must simultaneously contemplate an image;
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for images are like sense-perceptions (aisthémata), except
that they are without matter. But imagination is different
from assertion and denial; for truth and falsity involve
a combination of thoughts. But what distinguishes the
first thoughts from images? Surely neither these nor any
other thoughts will be images, but they will not exist with-
out images.

CHAPTER 9

432215. The soul of animals has been defined by reference
to two potentialities, that concerned with judgementy,
which is the function of thought and sense-perception 4,
and secondly that for producing movement in respect of
place. Let so much suffice about perception, and the
intellect; we must now inquire what it is in the soul which
produccs movement, whether it is one part of it separate
either spatially or in definition, or whether it is the whole
soul, and if it is one part, whether it is a special part in
addition to those usually spoken of and those which we
have mentioned, or whether it is one of these.

432°22. A problem arises straightaway, in what way we
should speak of parts of the soul and how many there are.
For in onc way there seem to be an indefinite number
and not only those which some mention in distinguishing
them-—the parts concerned with reasoningg, passiong,
and wantingg, or according to others the rational and
irrational parts; for in virtue of the distinguishing charac-
teristics by which they distinguish these parts, there will
clearly be other parts too with a greater disparity between
them than these, those which we have already discussed,
the nutritive,, which belongs both to plants and to all
animals, and the perceptiveg, which could not easily be set
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down as either irrational or rational. There is again the
part concerned with the imaginationg, which is different
from all of them in what it is for it to be such, although
with which of them it is identical or non-identical presents
a great problem, if we are to posit separate parts of the
soul. In addition to these there is the part concerned with
desire g, which would seem to be different from all both in
definition; and in potentiality. And it would be absurd
surely to split this up; for in the part concerned with
reasoning g there will be wishing, and in the irrational
part wanting and passion; and if the soul is tripartite there
will be desire in each part.

432%7. To come then to the point with which our discus-
sion is now concerned, what is it that moves the animal in
respect of place? For, movement in respect of growth and
decay, which all have, would seem to be produced by what
all have, the faculties of generationyx and nutrition,. We
must inquire also later concerning breathing in and out,
and sleep and waking; for these too present great diffi-
culty.

432b13. But as for movement in respect of place, we must
inquire what it is that produces in the animal the move-
ment involved in travelling. That, then, it is not the
nutritive potentiality is clear; for this movement is always
for the sake of something and involves imagination and
desire; for nothing which is not desiring or avoiding some-
thing moves unless as the result of force. Besides, plants
would then be capable of movement and they would have
some part instrumental for this kind of movement.

432P19. Similarly it is not the faculty of sense-perception g
either; for there are many animals which have sense-
perception 4 but are stationary and unmoving throughout.
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If, then, nature does nothing without reason and never
fails in anything that is necessary, except in creatures which
are maimed or imperfect, while the animals of this kind
are perfect and not maimed (an indication being that they
can reproduce themselves and have a maturity and a
decline)—then it follows too that they would have parts
instrumental for travelling.

43226, Nor is it the part concerned with reasoning, and
what is called the intellect that produces the movement;
for the contemplative intellect contemplates nothing prac-
ticable, and says nothing about what is to be avoided
and pursued, while the movement always belongs to one
who is avoiding or pursuing something. But even when it
contemplates something of the kind, it does not straight
away command avoidance or pursuit, e.g. it often thinks
of something fearful or pleasant, but it does not command
fear, although the heart is moved, or, if the object is
pleasant, some other part.

433°1. Again, even if the intellect enjoins us and thought
tells us to avoid or pursue something, we are not moved,
but we act in accordance with our wants, as the incon-
tinent man does. And in general we see that the man
who has the art of healing does not always heal, this
implying that there is something else which is responsible
for action in accordance with knowledge and not know-
ledge itself. Nor is desire responsible for this movement;
for continent people, even when they desire and want
things, do not do those things for which they have the
desire, but they follow reason.
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CHAPTER 10

433%9. It is at any rate clear that these two produce
movement, either desire or intellect, if we set down the
imagination as a kind of thought; for many follow their
Imaginations against their knowledge, and in the other ani-
mals thought and reasoning donot exist, although imagina-
tion does. Both of these, therefore, can produce movement
in respect of place, intellect and desire, but intellect which
reasons for the sake of something and is practical; and it
differs from the contemplative intellect in respect of the
end. Every desire too is for the sake of something; for the
object of desire is the starting-point for the practical
intellect, and the final step is the starting-point for action.

433%17. Hence it is reasonable that these two appear the
sources of movement, desire and practical thought. For
the object of desire produces movement, and, because of
this, thought produces movement, because the object of
desire is its starting-point. And when the imagination
produces movement it does not do so without desire. Thus
there is one thing which produces movement, the faculty
of desireg. For if there were two things which produced
movement, intellect and desire, they would do so in virtue
of some common form; but as things are, the intellect does
not appear to produce movement without desire (for
wishing is a form of desire, and when one is moved in
accordance with reasoning, one is moved in accordance
with one’s wish too), and desire produces movement even
contrary to reasoning; for wanting is a form of desire.

433°26. Intellect then is always right; but desire and
Imagination are both right and not right. Hence it is
always the object of desire which produces movement, but
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this is either the good or the apparent good ; not every good
but the practicable good. And it is that which can also
be otherwise that is practicable.

433231. That therefore it is a potentiality of the soul of
this kind, that which is called desire, that produces move-
ment is clear. But for those who divide the soul into parts,
if they divide and distinguish them according to potentiali-
ties, it transpires that there are many parts, the nutritive,
perceptiveg, thinkingy, deliberativeg, and furthermore
that concerned with desirey; for these differ more from
each other than do the parts concerned with wanting,
and passiong.

433P5. But desires arise which are opposed to each other,
and this happens when reason; and wants are opposed
and 1t takes place in creatures which have a perception ,
of time (for the intellect bids us resist on account of the
future, while our wants bid us act on account of what is
immediate; for what is immediately pleasant seems both
absolutely pleasant and absolutely good because we do
not see the future). Hence that which produces movement
will be one in kind, the faculty of desirex as such—and
first of all the object of desire (for this produces movement
without being moved, by being thought of or imagined)—
though numerically there will be more than one thing
which produces movement.

433P13. There are three things, one that which produces
movement, second that whereby it does so, and third
again that which is moved, and that which produces
movement is twofold, that which is unmoved and that
which produces movement and is moved. That which is
unmoved is the practical good, and that which produces
movement and is moved is the faculty of desirex (for that
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which is moved is moved in so far as it desires, and desire
as actual is a form of movement), while that which is
moved is the animal; and the instrument by which desire
produces movement is then something bodily. Hence it
must be investigated among the functions common to
body and soul.

43321. To speak in summary fashion for the present—
that which produces movement instrumentally is found
where a beginning and an end are the same, e.g. in the
hinge-joint; for there the convex and the concave are
respectively the end and the. beginning of movement
(hence the latter is at rest but the former moves), the two
being different in definition;, but spatially inseparable.
For everything is moved by pushing and pulling; hence,
as in a circle, one point must remain fixed and the move-
ment must begin from this. In general, therefore, as we
have said, in so far as the animal is capable of desire so
far is it capable of moving itself; and it is not capable of
desire without imagination. And all imagination is either
concerned with reasoning or perception. In the latter then
the other animals share also.

CHAPTER 11

433°31. We must consider also what it i$ that produces
movement in the imperfect animals which have percep-
tion 4 by touch only—whether they can have imagination
and wants, or not. For they evidently have pain and
pleasure, and if these they must have wants also. But how
could they have imagination? Or is it that just as they are
moved indeterminately, so also they have these things,
but indeterminately?

434%5. Imagination concerned with perception, as we have
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said, is found in the other animals also, but that concerned
with deliberation in those which are capable of reasoning
(for the decision whether to do this or that is already a
task for reasoning; and one must measure by a single
standard; for one pursues what is superior; hence one has
the ability to make one image out of many).

434°10. The reason why these animals are thought not
to have beliefs is that they do not have beliefs derived
from inference [but this has that]. Hence desire does not
imply the deliberative faculty. Sometimes it overcomes
and moves a wish; sometimes the latter does this to the
former, like a ball, one desire overcoming the other, when
incontinence occurs.! But by nature the higher is always
predominant and effective; so that three motions are
thereby involved. But the faculty of knowledgey is not
moved but remains constant.

434°16. Since the one supposition and propositiony, is
universal and the other is particular (the one saying that
such and such a man ought to do such and such a thing,
while the other says that this then is such and such a thing,
and I am such and such a man), then either it is the latter
opinion, not the universal one, which produces movement,
or it is both, but the first is more static while the other is not.

CHAPTER 12

434°22. Everything then that lives and has a soul must
have the nutritive soul, from birth until death; for any-
thing that has been born must have growth, maturity, and
decline, and thesc things are impossible without nourish-

! Retaining the MSS. reading: vixd 8" éviore v Bovdnow o7é & éxelvy
ravrn, Gomep odaipa, 7 Spebis .. ..
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ment. The potentiality for nutrition must then be present
in all things which grow and decline.

434227. Sense-perception, is not necessary in all living
things; for those things which have a body which is simple
cannot have touch [and without this nothing can be an
animal], nor can those which cannot receive forms without
the matter. Animals must have sense-perception, (and
without this nothing can be an animal), if nature does
nothing without reason. For everything in nature exists
for the sake of something or will be an accident of those
things which are for the sake of something. Grant then
that every body which can travel would, if it did not have
sense-perception 4, perish and fail to reach its end, which
1s the function of nature. (For how would it be nourished?
For stationary creatures get this from the source from
which they have been born, but if it is not stationary but is
generated, a body cannot have a soul and an intellect
capable of judgement and not have sense-perception ,,
[nor if it is ungenerated],! for why would it have it?2 For
this would have to be to the advantage of either the soul
or the body, but in fact it would be neither; for the soul
would not think any better and the body would be no
better because of that.) No body, therefore, which is not
stationary has a soul without sense-perception ,.

434°9. Further, if it does have sense-perception 4, the body
must be either simple or composite. But it cannot be
simple; for then it would not have touch, and it must have
this. This is clear from the following. Since the animal is
an ensouled body, and every body is tangible, and" it is
that which is perceptible by touch which is tangible, the
body of an animal must also be capable of touch, if the

' The words dAXé pqv 008¢é dyévnrov should probably be deleted; they
interrupt the thread of the argument. 2 Deleting the ody.
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animal is to survive. For the other senses,, smell, sight,
and hearing, perceive through other things, but anything
which touches things will be unable, if it does not have
sense-perception 4, to avoid some of them and take others.
If that is so, it will be impossible for the animal to survive.

434P18. For that reason, taste too is a form of touch; for
it is concerned with food, and food is a tangible body.
Sound, colour, and smell do not nourish, nor do they
produce either growth or decay; so that taste too must be
a form of touch, because it is a perception, of what is
tangible and nourishing. These {senses}, therefore, are
necessary to the animal, and it is clear that it is not
possible for an animal to exist without touch. But the
others are necessary for the sake of well-being and not for
every kind of animal no matter what, although they must
exist in some, e.g. those capable of travelling. For if they
are to survive, they must perceive not only when in contact
with an object but also at a distance. And this would be so
if the animal is capable of perceiving through a medium,
the latter being affected and moved by the object of per-
ception, and the animal by the medium.

434°29. For that which produces movement in respect of
place produces a change up to a point, and that which has
pushed something else brings it about that the latter
pushes, the movement taking place through something
intervening; the first thing that produces movement
pushes without being pushed, and the last thing alone is
pushed without pushing, while that which intervenes does
both, there being many intervening things. So it is too
with alteration, except that things are altered while
remaining in the same place, e.g. if something were dipped
in wax, the latter would be moved as far as the object was
dipped; but a stone is not moved at all, while water is
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moved to a great distance; and air is moved to the greatest
extent and acts and is affected if it persists and retains its
unity.

435%5. Hence too in the case of reflection it is better to say
not that vision issuing from the eye is reflected back, but
that the air is affected by shape and colour, as long as
it retains its unity. Over a smooth surface it does retain
this; hence it in turn produces movement in the organ of
vision, just as if the impression on the wax had penetrated
through to the further side.

CHAPTER 13

435°11. It is apparent that the body of an animal cannot
be simple; I mean, for example, composed of fire or air. For
without touch it cannot have any other sense-perception ;
for every ensouled body is capable of touch, as we have
said. Now the other elements, except for earth, could become
sense-organs, but all the latter produce sense-perception 4
by perceiving through something else and through media.
But touch occurs by directly touching objects; that too is
why it has its name. Indeed even the other sense-organs
perceive by touch, but through something else; touch
alone seems to perceive through itself. Hence none of these
elements could constitute the body of an animal.

435220. Nor can the body be composed of earth. For touch
is, as it were, a mean between all objects of touch, and its
organ is receptive of not only the qualities which are
distinctive of earth but also heat and cold and all the other
objects of touch. And for this reason we do not perceive
with our bones and hair and such-like parts—because they
are composed of earth. For this reason too plants have
no sense-perception 4, because they are composed of earth.
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But without touch it is not possible for any other {sense}
to exist, and this sense-organ is composed neither of earth
nor of any other of the elements.

435°4. It is apparent, therefore, that this is the only
sense , deprived of which animals must die. For, it is not
possible for anything which is not an animal to have this,
nor is there any other {sense} except this which something
which s an animal must have. And for this reason the
other objects of perception, e.g. colour, sound, and smell,
do not in excess destroy the animal, but only the sense-
organs, unless incidentally, e.g. if a push or a blow takes
place at the same time as the sound; by sights and smell too
other things may be set in motion which destroy by con-
tact. And flavour too destroys only in so far as it happens
to be at the same time capable of coming into contact.
But an excess in objects of touch, e.g. hot, cold, or hard
things, destroys the animal. For excess in every object of
perception destroys the sense-organ, so that in the case
of objects of touch it will destroy touch, and by this the
animal is determined as such. For it has been shown that
without touch it is impossible for an animal to exist. Hence,
excess in objects of touch not only destroys the sense-
organ, but the animal also, because this sense, alone it
must have.

435°19. The other senses , the animal has, as we have said,
not for its existence, but for its well-being, e.g. it has sight
in order to see, because it lives in air and water, or, in
general, because it lives in something transparent; and it
has taste because of what is pleasant and painful, in order
that it may perceive these in food and have wants and be
moved accordingly; and hearing in order that something
may be indicated to it [and a tongue in order that it may
indicate something to another].
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BOOK ONE

CHAPTER 1

40221, This is a typical Aristotelian beginning, setting out the impor-
tance of an inquiry into the nature of the soul. Such an inquiry is,
in effect, a branch of biclogy. Here Aristotle connects the soul with
animal life, which is, as he reveals later, an undue restriction, since
the soul is the principle of life in general. This is how the soul was
primarily understood by the Greeks from Homer onwards. Already
here Aristotle introduces a distinction between the soul and the
animal which has it—a distinction which is his version of the body-
mind distinction.

402210, On the face of it an inquiry into the essence of soul is like such
inquiries elsewhere (the theory of such inquiries being given in the
Posterior Analytics). We need to arrive at the relevant first principles
inductively and then use demonstration to show that the attributes
which belong to the things in the province of the science in question
must belong to them. (The ‘incidental properties’ referred to here are
not mere accidents, but those properties which follow from the thing’s
being what it is.) Aristotle goes on to raise the supposition that such
inquiries may not be uniform in procedure (although he gives no
hint here why not); and even if it is clear how to proceed in the present
case, we still need to see from what first principles the inquiry must
start. For different provinces of knowledge require different first
principles; e.g. numbers, which involve ‘discrete quantity’, belong
to a different field from planes, which involve ‘continuous quantity’,
and thus in inquiring about them we need to start from different first
principles.

The word here translated as ‘first principle’ is apy7j (arché). It means
in general ‘beginning’ or ‘source’, and it has sometimes been necessary
to translate it in some such general way. It has been translated as
‘first principle’ only when the technical meaning invoked here seems
indicated. ‘First principle’ must be distinguished from ‘principle’,
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which, as made clear in the notes on the translation, is one way in
which Adyos (logos) has been translated. There is, however, an obvious
connexion between the two since a first principle is a logos; it sets out
what is essential to the objects of the science in question.

402723, Aristotle mentions here further matters for preliminary
inquiry—to which of the categories does the soul belong (Book 11
begins with the clear statement that it is substance), is it something
potential or actual, is it a single thing either (a) numerically or (b)
qualitatively?

402P3. With respect to (4) above, we cannot assume that ‘soul’ means
the human soul, and we cannot assume that the soul of each species
of thing is essentially the same. A common predicate may apply to
each species in the same way or apply to them differently so that there
is no single universal under which they can be subsumed in a straight-
forward way. In effect, Aristotle is presenting as alternatives the
possibilities that the predicate in question may be either univocal or
equivocal.

402Pg. With respect to {a) above, if the soul has parts should these be
investigated first—or their functions—or the objects of these? Here
for the first time Aristotle uses the ‘-ikon’ construction referred to in the
Notes on the Translation—‘that which can perceive’. It must in this
context be taken as referring to the faculty, in order to provide a
parallel with the intellect (v. on 413%4). While the faculty of per-
ception has an organ or organs which could also be referred to in
this way, the intellect has none, according to Aristotle—a lack of
parallelism which is never adequately dealt with by him.

402P16. As stated above, determining the essence of something
enables one to deduce conclusions about what follows from such an
essence—and conversely, knowledge of the attributes which so follow
will help towards the determination of the essence. All this pre-
supposes Aristotle’s theory of demonstration and science.

40323, Aristotle again looks forward to his account of the soul in
Books 11 and III. Are there any functions of the soul which do not
involve the body? This is a crucial problem with respect to the
intellect.

403%10. If any function of the soul does not involve the body, then
in that respect at least the soul is capable, logically, of having an
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existence independent of the body. (The ‘logically’ is strictly all that
follows here.) The other alternative is that the body is always involved
in any function or affection of the soul—in which case it could not,
logically, have a separate existence.

Aristotle’s comparison with the ‘straight’ is not very clear and
suffers from compression. A straight line, as a mathematical entity,
exists, according to Aristotle’s general theory, only in abstraction
from objects which are straight. What actually exists is the straight
object and this could touch a bronze sphere. On the other hand, we
can think of it as touching it at a point only if we think of the object
and the sphere in so far as they exemplify the geometrical notions of
straight line and point. Hence a straight line (the straight gua straight)
can in an object touch a bronze sphere at a point; but it could not
do this if it had a separate existence. Similarly, the soul could not
exhibit functions involving the body if it had a separate existence.

403216. It is not clear whether wdfy (pathé) in 216 refers, as suggested
in the translation, merely to the affections of the soul, or perhaps even
more specifically to emotions only, or whether it refers to any of its
properties. mdfos (pathos) can be translated in any of these ways and is
indeed translated as ‘property’ at 40229, 40323, and 403%10, 15. It is
emotions which are mentioned by way of example in what follows,
but sense-perception was referred to earlier at 27. It is probable that
Aristotle has in mind here affections (i.e. forms of passivity or being
affected) rather than properties in general, although later at P12 he
reintroduces functions (épya—erga) in addition to affections (pathé).
wabriuara (pathémata), which was used at 211 to mean affections, seems
to mean what happens to us, i.e. sufferings, at 220, and is so translated.
mrdflos (pathos) has been translated as ‘properties’ or as ‘affections’
throughout.

Aristotle’s observations about the dependence of states of mind on
bodily conditions is noteworthy from a psychological point of view.

40324. The word Adyos (logos) is here translated (somewhat unsatis-
factorily) as ‘principle’—meaning something objective, not verbal.
The word suggests form, and since the soul is said later at the beginning
of Book 1I to be form in the sense there specified, affections of the
soul can be spcken of here in a similar way. Aristotle is trying to show
that a definition of these will involve reference to material conditions,
and hence that they are the province of the natural philosopher, who
is concerned with the material.
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403%29. The person referred to hereas the dialecticianisone concerned
to elucidate, for example, anger from the standpoint of our ordinary
conception of it. (According to Topics I. 1 a dialectical argument may
start from what is held to be so generally or by the parties to the
discussion, i.e. from ordinary beliefs; Rhetoric I1. 2—11 gives examples
of the kind of account referred to here.) The distinctions which
Aristotle draws at the end of the section are those between accounts of
form, matter, and the compound of these two. Although Aristotle
often associates ‘form’ with ‘shape’, the notion of ‘form’ is really very
much wider than this. It is connected with that of ‘essence’, so that
to give the form of a thing is often to give its essence, or to make clear
its nature. Thus the form of a house has to do with its function, al-
though in relation to the end in question this is dependent on the
materials of which it is made.

403P7. Aristotle here embarks upon a digression which amounts to a
classification of sciences. The student of nature or natural philosopher
is really concerned with form in matter; he will investigate the
properties of bodies of given kinds. We have already been told that
the dialectician is concerned with form; we are now told that there
is no one who is concerned with matter as such, no one, that is, who
is concerned with the properties of matter, in contradistinction from
properties of bodies composed of that matter. The physicist or natural
philosopher, the craftsman, and the mathematician are all concerned
with properties of bodies which are not strictly speaking separable
from matter. The natural philosopher considers them as properties of
bodies of a certain kind, the craftsman as properties which belong to
bodies but not as consequences of their being bodies of that kind,
and the mathematician as properties in abstraction, i.e. properties
which are considered in abstraction from bodies although they are not
really separable. Properties which are treated as really separable from
matter are the concern of ‘First Philosophy’, which is tantamount to
theology (cf. Metaphysics E 1 and A 6-10). Though wd0y (pathé) has
been translated as ‘properties’ generally in this section, ‘affections’
is required at P12 to allow of the contrast with functions.

403P16. The affections of the soul to be studied here are to be con-
sidered as the student of nature or natural philosopher considers the
properties of things, not as the mathematician does; they do not, that
is to say, exist in abstraction.
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CHAPTER 4

408234. Aristotle is considering the view of Xenocrates that the soul
is a self-moving number, It should be noted that ‘movement’ covers
change in general.

408P5. Aristotle is arguing here that the movements or changes in
question are changes in the bodily parts which either produce changes
in the soul or are produced by it. {This does not in itself imply that the
soul 1s something separate from the body, merely that the changes
in the soul are different from mere bodily changes, whatever their
exact status is.) In such circumstances it would be wrong to say that
it 1s the soul which is, for example, angry, since the body is involved,
Jjust as it is in, for example, weaving or building. Hence the right
thing to say is that the man or animal is the subject which is affected,
e.g. in anger, or which is active, e.g. in thinking, not the soul.

Aristotle does not often live up to this remark. He speaks repeatedly
of the senses judging, e.g. 418214, and also of the soul doing so, e.g.
427%20; but, more fundamentally, the concept of a person or subject is
generally missing from Aristotle’s discussions of the problems in the
philosophy of mind.

408018, Cf. II1. 4 and 5. In effect Aristotle states once-again that the
intellect is an exception to what is generally the case with regard to the
soul. It is substantial in its own right. To judge by III. 5, however,
this applies only to the so-called active intellect.

The argument that follows seems to draw a parallel between the
intellect and sight as far as concerns the effect of old age. It is claimed
that neither is itself destroyed by old age; it is the body which is so
affected. As it stands, the argument would suggest that there is no
more reason for sight to be destroyed than for the same to happen to
the intellect. But this is scarcely Aristotle’s general view.

408P24. It is here suggested that the failure of what is an affection of
the composite of soul and body (Aristotle mentions thinking, loving,
hating, and remembering) is due to the failure of the body. Aristotle
then concludes with the assertion that the intellect itself is unaffected
and is something more divine. There seems little here in the way of an
argument for that conclusion.
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CHAPTER 5

410223, Cf. 41633 for the suggestion that perception is a form of
being affected, 429213 fI. for a denial of this in the case of thinking,
and 43125 for a similar denial in the case of perception. The denials
are due to a variety of factors—the recognition of the part played by
judgement in both perception and thought, the fact that the intellect
is said not to have an organ which can be affected, and the fact that the
actualization of a potentiality (which both perception and thought are
said to be) is initially subsumed under the category of passivity but is
later differentiated from it.

BOOK 1I

CHAPTER 1

41226, This cannot be considered an exhaustive summary of Aristotle’s
views on substance. The threefold division is introduced at Meta-
physies Z. 3, in connexion with substance construed as subject of
predication. Matter and form are further discussed in Metaphysics H.
Matter is merely whatever can potentially receive form and is thus
indefinite and indeterminate. Form gives it determinateness, and a
particular sensible substance is a combination of a certain form with
a certain matter. For the use of the words ‘speak of’ see on 412%22.

The distinction between the two ways in which form can be actuality
is the distinction between hexis (€€1s——state ~r capacity) and energeia
(évépyeta—activity or actuality, cf. 412222 f1.), as the two forms of
what is actual; a hexis must be distinguished from mere potentiality
{dunamis—~&vvauus) which manifests itself in movement or change
(kinésis—x{vmous) not activity (v. Metaphysics ©. 6). Hexis is, though
actual, potential in relation to energeia, since it is dispositional. The
paradigm which Aristotle quotes is that of knowledge gua disposi-
tional (hexis) as opposed to the exercise of knowledge (energeia). Meta-
physics ©. 2 says that things which have a rational part of the soul
have a potentiality for opposites; in these the development of a hexis
is possible, and there is a general implication in Aristotle that this
comes about by practice. To apply this notion in the present case
would restrict the soul to rational creatures, which Aristotle never
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intends. Cafegories 8°26 ff. suggests that a kexis is just a more or less
permanent state. This would for present purposes be tco general a
conception. If Aristotle cannot be said to be absolutely clear about the
notion, we may certainly expect a fexis to manifest itself in a flexible
and variegated way—which is not true of a dunamis.

412211, The belief that it is bodies especially that are substance is
treated by Aristotle as a common view which provides a starting
point for his inquiries concerning substance (v. Metaphysics 10288
and H. 1).

Self-nourishment, etc., are not the defining characteristics of life,
although they are necessary and sufficient conditions of anything
being a living thing. Aristotle treats other functions, e.g. perception
and thought, as forms of life in those creatures where they are to
be found, and a correct view of his approach to the scul entails a
realization of this point, even if he sometimes seems to contrast life
with perception, etc. (cf. 413320 fI.).

Living natural bodies are composite substances, because they are
a combination of matter and form, i.e. of bodily matter plus life (in
its varying forms).

412216, The argument in this section is, to say the least, compressed.
Aristotle assumes an association between the soul and life (an associa-
tion which runs through the whole of Greek thought). The argument
is presumably that since the kind of body with which we are con-
cerned (i.e. animate body) is a natural one having life, and since to
have life is to have soul, the soul cannot be a body (of this kind?),.
but must be related to the body as life is related to it. Aristotle
produces as a reason for this conclusion that the body is not something
which we can predicate of something else (it is things not words, in
Aristotle’s thought, that can be predicated or be subjects) ; the body is
‘subject and matter’. Strictly speaking this identification of subject
and matter Is incorrect (cf. Metaphysics Z. 3), but there is in Aristotle a
constant tendency to equate the subject/predicate distinction with the
matter/form distinction (cf. 414*14 and Metaphysics 1029221 1L.). This
is presumably because one important answer to the question ‘What is
there? What are you talking about?’ is ‘Stuff’ or ‘Matter’, and the
form which that stuff takes can be thought of as something predicated
of that stuff. It is not, however, the only answer.

Given that the soul is not body, and given that it is that in virtue of
which a natural body has life, then the soul will be the form of a
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natural body which has the potentiality for life and hence, if form is
substance, it will be substance in that sense. The body will have life
potentially in the sense that it is the sort of body which can be living;
the presence of soul makes it actually living.

‘Substance is actuality.” Although Aristotle could maintain this
generally, since substance is what exists primarily, the remark is true,
given the classification of substances above, only of substance qua
form. This is an indication that that classification is only rough.

412%22. ‘Actuality is so spoken of . . .’: literally ‘Actuality is said . . .},
but we do not use ‘say’ in this way in English. This is a typical
Aristotelian use; it is actuality (évreAéyeia—entelecheia) itself which is
spoken of (or said) in two ways, not the word ‘actuality’. It is the
meaning (which is, in Aristotle’s thought, the reference) of the word
with which he is concerned, and one word may have more than one
meaning or reference. To introduce the notion of senses of words
would be to employ a notion which is foreign to Aristotle’s theory of
meaning, which is to the effect that the meaning of a word is a kind of
thing. The force of the phrase under consideration is that actuality
(= hexis, like knowledge, a disposition) and actuality (= energeia,
like contemplation or the exercise of knowledge, an activity) are both
spoken of as actuality, but, since they are different in the ways sug-
gested, they are so spoken of in different ways. (There is in fact no ‘so’
in the Greek, but it has to be introduced in the English, since to say
merely that actuality is spoken of in different ways would suggest a
quite different interpretation from the right one. Similarly, it is
necessary sometimes to introduce an ‘as’—°‘that which is spoken of
as....) We might prefer to say that the word ‘actuality’ is ambiguous;
Aristotle would say that the two actualities are homonyms, i.e. they
have the same name, but the definition which goes along with the
name is different in each case (v. Categories 1). That is to say that the
word picks out different although perhaps connected things. Aristotle
was to adopt the view that very often one of the things so picked out is
the primary reference of the word and that the others are derivative
in some way from this. This became a central idea in his philosophy
(v. Metaphysics I'. 2, Nicomachean Ethics 109626 . for two important
occurrences of this notion).

The soul is actuality only as hexis, i.e. in a dispositional way, since
something may still be alive when asleep and not doing anything.
In the individual the disposition is prior to its exercise, but Aristotle
might have added that in nature in general what is actual is prior to
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what is potential ; the excrcise or actualization of dispositions depends
on activity which is not dispositional, and Aristotle, perhaps invalidly,
takes it to follow from this point that in general something actual must
precede what is potential (cf. Metaphysics ©. 8).

It is noteworthy that Aristotle believes that there is an activity of
knowing, and that knowledge is not merely dispositional. In con-
templating the objects of the intellect we are engaged in this activity,
and it is this which the Nicomachean Ethics ultimately sets out as the
end for the rational man.

‘First actuality.” This has sometimes been interpreted as ‘first in
development’ or ‘first in importance’. In fact, as Alexander of Aphro-
disias maintained, the first actuality is the kexis, which is presupposed
by energeia. (For the difficulties in applying this notion to non-rational
living things 2. on 41226.)

412°28. Aristotle here introduces organs as essential to any body
capable of life.

412P4. Aristotle offers not so much a formal definition of the soul
{which, as he will indicate, is impossible since souls form a hierarchy,
so preventing there being a genus with co-ordinate species), but the
most general formula capable of covering all varieties of soul. Since
it is a hexis of a body of the given kind, the two form a unity like that
of the wax and the impression in it, i.e. a unity which is that of matter
and form. For the various meanings of unity and being see Metaphysics
4. 6 and 7 respectively. It is, properly speaking, the actuality or form
of a thing in virtue of which it is said to be and to be one; form or
actuality constitutes the principle of identity or individuation in the
primary cases. Strictly speaking this implies that the primary cases
cannot include anything that has matter, since the identity of a thing
which has matter is not solely determined by its form. This is a central
point in the argument of Metaphysics Z, and is brought out especially
in chapter 11 of that book.

412P10. Soul is therefore substance qua form or essence (as indicated
by the use of logos here). Aristotle uses for essence his characteristic
phrase 76 7{ 7w €lvac (lo ti én einai). (How the phrase is to be con-
strued literally is a matter for argument. It is often held that it should
be construed as ‘the what it was to be . . ., taking the elva: as
dependent on the 7{ 7v. I have, however, taken the view that the
definite article and the elva: belong together as in Aristotle’s charac-
teristic use with a dative [cf. the example that immediately follows
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here—76 meAéker efvar {what it is for it to be an axe = the essence
of an axe.)] Given this, the question 7{ v; [the imperfect tense
stressing perhaps the continuity of the thing] is now introduced in
the place of the noun in the dative, so producing the formula ‘what
it is for it to be what it was’. However the phrase is to be construed
literally, there is no doubt that it means essence. [See also 42919 and
430°28.))

Aristotle’s selection of a tool, an axe, to provide an analogy with
the ensouled body reveals how close to the surface in this discussion is
the notion of function. The substance or essence of an axe is its function,
without which it would not be an axe. Like the Greeks in general,
Aristotle had no difficulty in thinking of a natural body as having a
function too (cf. Nicomachéan Ethics 1og722 fI.); this is part of his
general teleology. But, as he goes on to point out, there are differences
also between an axe and a natural body, which spoil the analogy.
This is the force of the words ‘But as it is it is an axe’—the essence of
an axe is not its soul, since it does not have one, not being a living
thing.

‘Homonymously’-—an axe which could not serve its function, could
not cut, would be an axe only in name. It might be referred to as an
axe, but would not be one in the same way as an axe that can cut
would be one (v. on 412°22).

412P17. Aristotle now gives a superficially better analogy—that
between body/soul and organ/function. Sight is the function, i.e. the
essence, of the eye; it is its hexis. An eye which cannot function is an
eye only homonymously, like the axe mentioned above. Analogously,
perception is the function, i.e. essence or hexis of the body qua per-
ceptive. The analogy is better because an eye has a function inde-
pendently of our giving it one (which is not true of an axe). But it is
superficially better only, because while Aristotle takes it, in effect, as
analytic that an eye’s function is sight (though he would not put the
point in these terms), an analytic proposition can be formulated with
respect to the general function of perception only by adding ‘per-
ceptive’ to ‘body’. This is because, while the eye has a function within
the bodily system, the body as a whole can be said to have functions
only in so far as its parts do.

Aristotle completes the analogy at 41227, the intervening remark
being parenthetical. Its purpose is to explain the appropriate sense of
‘potentially alive’. Seeds and fruit are potentially bodies which are
themselves potentially such as to live.
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41323. In so far as the soul consists merely of potential functions of
parts of the body, it cannot have an existence separate from the body;
but Aristotle leaves it an open question whether it is entirely like this.
There may be certain psychical functions which have no bodily
counterpart—although how this could be so is, to say the least,
puzzling. It is clear that Aristotle is looking forward here to what he
says about the active intellect in III. 5.

The remark about the possible analogy between the soul and a
sailor in a ship (with which cf. Descartes, Meditation VI) is also
puzzling, since the argument up to this point has tended completely
in the opposite direction, It can be set down only as a lecturer’s aside.

CHAPTER 2

413%11. Aristotle now begins again, with certain remarks on method.
The procedure envisaged is clearly a dialectical one, involving in-
duction. We have to start from experience, i.e. from what is familiar
but unclear, and move to the clear appreciation of the principle in-
volved. Experience may provide us with the facts, but a proper (real)
definition will give the reason for these; so we argue from effects to
causes—a posteriori. Posterior Analytics I11. 11 shows how the reason for
any given fact can be exhibited as the middle term of a syllogism in
which the fact is stated as the conclusion; the middle term indeed
connects certain facts, thus effecting an explanation of one of them.
Aristotle gives here a geometrical example (v. Euclid, II. 14 and
VI. 13). Given the following figure

D

A B C

a square of area equal to that of a rectangle of sides AB and BC has a
side equal in length to BD (finding this square is ‘squaring’). But
Euclid also shows that AB: BD :: BD : BC (BD is thus the mean
proportional)—which can serve to explain the former fact.
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413320 Aristotle starts again from the association of life and the
soul. But life is said to be homonymous; there are many forms of it
which are referred to by the same word, but these are not co-ordinate
species of life, since the list of forms of life that follows constitutes a
hierarchy. The higher functions are dependent on the lower, so that
nutrition, decay, and growth, which were mentioned as conditions of
life at 412%14, are necessary conditions of other functions, since they
are at the bottom of the hierarchy and higher forms depend on them.
Something is alive if it has at least one of the functions mentioned in
the list (counting nutrition, decay, and growth together as one).

413%25. The principle which was stated in effect in the last section
receives its confirmation in the case of plants, which have nutrition,
decay, and growth, but no other function; they are alive and hence
have a soul. It is in virtue of this that they grow in every part and in
every direction.

413P1. A necessary condition of something’s being an animal, on the
other hand, is that it must have sense-perception.

413P4. Forms of sense-perception also constitute a hierarchy. Just as
all living things must have the potentiality for self-nutrition, so all
animals must have touch at least, How the hierarchy goes on is not
altogether clear, but sight is presumably at the top.

435°4 fI. says that without touch animals must die—which sounds
as if it means that an animal is causally dependent on touch for life.
But even there Aristotle adduces as a consideration the fact that being
an animal is determined by the possession of touch. In general
Aristotle appears to mean that the possession of touch is a defining
characteristic of an animal, but he sometimes puts the point in a
misleading way.

alotnois (aisthésis), translated in P4 and Y6 as ‘perception’ or
‘sense-perception’, cansometimes mean ‘sense’ ; it might be so translated
in ®4, and has been so translated in Py. For a sense is a form of per-
ception. I have translated the word in one of these ways wherever
possible, but at 42323, in connexion with touch, ‘sensation’ is the
natural translation. The concept of aisthésis 1s in Aristotle, as with the
Greeks generally, ambiguous between the concepts of sensation and
perception (v. my Sensation and Perception, ch. 1 for a discussion of this
point).

‘Nutritive faculty.” Aristotle here uses the ‘-tkon’ terminology
referred to in the notes on the translation and on 402Pg; it 1s literally
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‘that which can nourish’, etc. The translation in terms of ‘faculty’ is
sometimes desirable and at other times, e.g. at 402°13 and 413°12,
it is unavoidable. But there are equally passages, e.g. 417°16, 41823,
416718, 426°11, 16, 429°17, 43124, where such a translation is un-
desirable, what is referred to being the sense-organ, the animal, or
something indeterminate. (It is notewortay that in the lines following
426217 the tranoslation ‘faculty’ becomes necessary, despite its unde-
sirability at 429217 itself.) It is probable that Aristotle was not himself
aware of the ambiguity of the terminology, as such shifts in sense
indicate.

The circumstances referred to in the last sentence of this section are
those mentioned in the first two sentences (the intervening sentence
being parenthetical). The later discussion referred to is probably that
to be found in IIL. 12.

413P1r. Aristotle’s questions put forward in this section about
whether each faculty ‘is a soul or a part of a soul’ amount merely to
whether in different creatures a faculty can exist by itself, and if it
cannot, i.e. if it constitutes merely part of the soul, how it is related to
the other parts—whether, for example, it exists separately from them
in its bodily location.

413716, The remarks which open this section do not seem to be
directly relevant to the problem raised ia the previous section; they
merely indicate that both plants and o ig are capable of division
so that the parts retain the functions of t hole. Hence their soul is
‘potentially many’. This is not the same problem as whether a faculty
{or a part of the soul in ihis sense) can have separate existence. The
concluding remarks return to this problem and maintain the inter-
dependence of sense-perception, imagination, and desire. There is
a lengthier discussion of these points in Chapter 3, where at 415210 the
universal coincidence of perception and hiragination is disputed.

opefis (orexis), translated ‘desire’, seerns to be the general word
covering different forms of desire, including wishing. émfuvpuia
(epithumia), translated ‘wanting’ is sometimes used in a general way
but is at 432°6 attributed to the irrational part of the soul, just as
wishing (BovAnois—boulésis) belongs to the rational part (cf. 433*17fL.),
on the assumption that the soul has such parts.

The assertion that pain and pleasure involve wanting (to be rid of
something or to have it) seems correct on the whole, although whether
it amounts to a conceptual necessity is @ matter for argument. On the

.
he w
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other hand, the assertion that the existence of sense-perception
necessarily implies the existence of pleasure and pain has no claim to
conceptual necessity and seems dubious except perhaps as an empirical
generalization. Aristotle is perhaps led to make the statement because
aisthésis means for him all forms of sensibility covering both perception
and sensation. Hence he takes it to follow that, where one form of
sensibility—perception—is present, the others must be present as well.

413P24. This is another reference to the ambiguous role of the intellect
in Aristotle’s scheme. Cf. 40326 fI., 408718 ff., 41326.

413%27. The only reasons that Aristotle has given for the insepar-
ability of parts of the soul are the brief remarks about the inter-
dependence of perception, imagination, and desire in 41316 f. He
has not yet presented much of an argument for his conclusion. But see
further Chapter 3.

Aristotle provides a sample argument to show that the parts of the
soul differ at any rate in definition or essence, by taking the cases of
perception and belief or judgement. Since perceiving and believing or
judging are clearly different, he argues, the abilities to perceive and
believe or judge, t.e. the faculties, must be different. His account of
the status of belief is not altogether forthright, but z. 427°16 ff. and
428216 ff.

413P32. If the text is correct Aristotle’s statement that animals can
have only one faculty is, to say the least, loose; it is surely not possible
for an animal to have just one faculty (cf. 414232 fI.).

The further discussion referred to is perhaps I11. 12 and 13.

414%4. The Greek text for this paragraph contains in fact one long
sentence, the construction of which is open to dispute. It is, however,
best taken as an argument which contains 2 number of remarks as
premisses; the last words state the conclusion.

Aristotle’s procedure is in effect to make distinctions between senses
of ‘by means of which’ (although his theory of meaning prevents his
putting the matter in that way; z. earlier on 412222). He does this by
means of parallel references to ‘life and perception’, ‘knowledge’, and
‘health’. In each case there is a distinction to be made between what
is, in effect, the formal cause and the material cause of each. (One of
the troubles with the examples is that the soul has to be the material
cause of our knowing but the formal cause of our living and perceiving,
but as long as itisrealized that the distinction between form and matter
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is a relative one this should not cause too much difficulty.) Aristotle
then makes explicit the point that knowledge and health are the forms
of that which is capable of knowledge and health respectively, and he
uses a variety of synonymous terms for the purpose—shape (morphe—
pope1)), form (eidos—el80s) and principle (logas—Adyos)—adding ‘asit
were activity (energeia) of the recipient’ (i.e. of that which receives
knowledge and health). The point is presumably that knowledge and
health can each be construed as a hexis (for which 2. on 41226) of this
recipient. The relation of activity or actuality to potentiality is in
Aristotle always parallel or analogous to that of form to matter (v. e.g.
Metaphysics ©. 6). That activity takes place in the object affected is a
general principle which Aristotle puts forward in many places (cf.
4262 ff. and for the case of change in general Physics 202213 f1.). The
point is that activity is an actualization of a potentiality and this is
brought about by a cause which is itself a form of activity. The
principle stated thus provides a pattern in terms of which Aristotle
sees all processes.

The penultimate step in the argument makes the point that the
soul is that by means of which we live, perceive, and think in the
primary way, and it is inferred from this that it is form or principle, not
matter or subject. It is not clear altogether what are the grounds for
the statement about the soul except the kind of understanding of what
the soul is that has been implicit in the whole discussion so far, The
primacy of form over matter in the determination of what a thing is
is argued for in Metaphysics Z, esp. ch. 17. For the identification of
matter and subject ». on 412216 fl.

414214. Aristotle here repeats in effect the opening remarks of Chapter
1, except that he now associates (as he does generally) matter with
potentiality and form with actuality. This allows him, given the
identification of the soul as form, to assert that the soul is the actuality
of a body. It is so, of course, in the sense specified at 412222.

414%19. Aristotle now sums up his conclusions, agreeing with those
who say that the soul depends for its existence on the body without
being a body (cf. the view that the soul is an attunement of the
bodily parts, referred to and argued against by Plato, Phaedo 85 e fI.),
but disagreeing with those (perhaps Pythagoreans, cf. 407”13 ff., not
translated here) who give no account of the nature of the body to
which the soul is supposed to be fitted or of the way in which the
connexion takes place.
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CHAPTER 3

414%29. The potentialities mentioned here are the various faculties.
Aristotle begins by speaking of potentialities and proceeds immedi-
ately to a use of the *-tkon’ terminology. Although he speaks of ‘existing
things’ he means of course ‘living things’. The reference ‘as we have
said’ is to 413°32. In Book II the faculties have been listed at 413223
and 413P12, but desire has not appeared in the list explicitly although
it has been referred to in other ways; it has also appeared in an incom-
plete list of functions of the soul in Book I at 411226 ff. (not here
translated).

414232, This passage repeats what was said in the latter half of the
paragraph begining 41316, except that it adds further details. Desire
is explicitly classified here into wishing (BovAnows—boulésis), passion
(Bvpuds—thumos), and wanting (émbuula—epithumia); the first is said
at 432°5 to belong to the rational part of the soul if the theory that the
soul has parts is accepted, the other two to the irrational part. At all
events it appears that Aristotle conceives of wishing as something
rational in a way in which the other two kinds of desire are not.
Aristotle also seems to connect pleasure with irrational wants particu-
larly. The way in which he does this here is not above criticism;
strictly speaking, in order to attain his desired conclusion that sense-
perception implies desire, he should state the matter the other way
round—that the pleasant is that which we want, rather than that
wanting is a desire for what is pleasant. On the other hand, Aristotle
does not commit the fallacy that we always want pleasure as such; it is
the pleasant that we are said to want. For the connexion of sense-
perception with pleasure and pain see the note on 413°16.

414P6. Aristotle here puts forward another argument for the con-
nexion between sense-perception and desire—an argument distinct
from that already given. It is not a very good argument; it is obscurely
put and has been subject to varying interpretations. For example, the
words ‘incidentally of other objects of perception’ have been taken
as saying that living things are nourished incidentally by other
objects of perception than those which are objects of touch. This
cannot be right. The bracketing adopted in the O.C.T. suggests that
the sense concerned with food is incidentally one for other objects;
this suggestion may not be positively wrong, since the sense in ques-
tion is touch, but it cannot be what Aristotie intends. The argument
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seems in fact to run as follows: “We have been told already that
all animals have touch. It is touch that is concerned with food or
nourishment, since it is the dry, moist, hot, and cold which are respon-
sible for nourishment, and touch is concerned essentially with these
and only incidentally with other objects of perception, e.g. sound,
colour, and smell. Touch is the sense concerned with food, because
these other objects do not nourish, while flavour, the object of
taste, 1s itself an object of touch (since, as will be said later, taste
is a form of touch). Hunger and thirst are forms of wanting objects
of touch, i.e. the dry and hot, wet and cold, and flavour. Hence,
having touch (and thereby concern with objects of touch) implies
desire (at least in the form of hunger and thirst).” Unfortunately
the conclusion does not seem in the least to follow. It is in fact
difficult to see what valid argument could be produced to show that
there must always be a connexion between sense-perception and
desire; the possibility of a creature which perceives things without
having any desire to have them or to be rid of them seems at least
conceivable, although it may be admitted that such a creature would
not fit into Aristotle’s teleological scheme. Its perceptions would serve
no function.

For essential and incidental objects of perception see 11. 6 generally;
and for senses perceiving objects of other senses incidentally see
425230 fI. For taste as a form of touch see 42228,

414P16. The doubts about imagination are both about its nature
(v. II1. 3) and about the extent to which animals have it (s. III. 11).

Aristotle makes very little distinction in the De Anima between the
faculty of thought (76 SiavonTikdv—to dianoétikon) and the intellect
(voBs—nous). If a distinction is to be made it is that the former is
discursive, while the latter is not necessarily so; it may be Intuitive,
and as such it is ‘always true’.

The ‘anything else . . . superior to man’ includes any divine
intelligences, e.g. the intelligences so called of Metaphysics A. 8 which
are responsible for the movement of the heavenly bodies, and God
himself.

414P20. From here until the end of the chapter Aristotle makes
explicit certain difficulties about the definition of the soul which were
implicit in 1. 1, especially at 402%3 fI. The difficulties arise out of the
hierarchical arrangement of the faculties already mentioned (i.e. the
fact that anything which has intellect must have perception, and
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anything that has this must have self-nutrition, etc.), and it is this too
which makes the situation over definition ‘clear’. The situation is like
that over the definition of figure since the possibility of four- or five-
or more-sided figures depends on that of three-sided figures. The
difficulty in fact arises whenever a general term covers things that
form a progression or hierarchy, as Aristotle makes clear at 41429,
e.g. numbers (Metaphysics 99926 fI.), or forms of constitution (Politics
127535 1), or categories of being (Nicomachean Ethics 1096217 f1.).
There was a similar Platonic reservation about there not being a
single Form of number.

It is to be noted that Aristotle does not say that it is impossible to
produce any definition of figure and soul; the point is that if you do, it
will not be informative about figures and souls. These are not corre-
lative species under a genus; there is no proper genus, just as there
is no proper genus of being over and above the categories. An account
of figure in general or soul in general (just as for being in general) will
be uninformative about figures or souls, not just in the way that any
general definition 1s uninformative about the details of the things to
which it is applied, but also because it will omit the crucial point that
figures and souls form a progression. This would be true of Aristotle’s
initial account of the soul in Chapter 1 if taken by itself.

414P25. Given the foregoing, Aristotle emphasizes the unfruitfulness
of trying to provide a general definition of the soul rather than
concentrating on the particular faculties, each possible combination of
which constitutes an ‘indivisible species’, i.e. a basic type of soul.

41428, Here the parallel between figures and souls 1s worked out
with reference to the development of the series—what is earlier or in
some sense prior being presupposed by (existing potentially in) what
comes next. Aristotle then draws the moral.

414P33. Aristotle finally comes back to the way in which different
faculties (which in different animals may constitute different kinds of
soul) form a hierarchy. A similar hierarchy exists for the different
senses, at least in that the others are dependent on touch.

CHAPTER 4

415%14. Aristotle here answers a number of questions set out in I. 1
about the order of procedure. One first has to grasp the essence of each
faculty or kind of soul and then go on to its essential properties, etc.
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Again, when concerned with faculties (i.e. potentialities) we must
first deal with the corresponding activities (i.e. actualities), since
actuality is logically prior (i.e. prior in definition) to potentiality,
That is to say that what can be so is intelligible only in terms of what
actually is so—we can understand what it is for something to be
potentially so only if we already understand what it is for it to be
actually so. In the order of nature potentiality must precede what
is actual in an individual, since what is F can only come from what
can be F, but even this possibility presupposes some actual F (cf.
43122 and Metaphysics ©. 8).

Finally Aristotle says that the study of the objects of the activities
must come before that of the activities themselves. In what follows
immediately Aristotle does not strictly carry this out. The reason may
be that the word translated ‘nourishment’ (rpogsj—irophé) can mean
either food (the object) or nutrition (the activity). Because he uses
this word together with that for reproduction at the beginning of
the next section he is led to consider the activity or function rather
than the object. I have translated the word variously as ‘food’,
‘nutrition’, and ‘nourishment’; the last perhaps preserves something
of the ambiguity of the Greek.

415%22. Nourishment and reproduction are put together as the basic
biological functions. In fact no previous justification of this has been
provided; nor is it clear why they are both functions of one faculty,
the nutritive.

The words ‘in order that they may partake of the everlasting and
divine’ suggest the doctrine put forward by Diotima in Plato’s Sym-
posium 206 e ff.; but it is to be noted that what Aristotle has in mind is
something entirely in accordance with nature—a nature in which
there may be nevertheless exceptions to the normal processes. In this
connexion the normal process is preservation of the species, not the
individual (cf. De Generatione et Corruptione I1. 11 and De Generatione
Animalium I1. 1},

The reference to the two uses of ‘that for the sake of which’ is a
characteristic parenthesis which is repeated at 415%20-21.

415P8. Aristotle now begins a further analysis of the nature of the
soul in terms of the doctrine of the four causes (cf. Physics I1. 3). Three
of the causes (or meanings of ‘cause’) are here mentioned—the
efficient, final, and formal causes. The fourth, the material cause, is
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not mentioned as it is not relevant to the soul as the form of the body.
The coincidence of the other three is often maintained by Aristotle
(v. e.g. Metaphysics 1041227fL.). Aristotle’s doctrine is normally re-
ferred to as the doctrine of the four causes, but it must be admitted
that ‘cause’ is not an altogether happy translation of alria (aitia),
given the modern connotation of that term. To give the aitia of a
thing is to give some kind of reason why it is so, and Aristotle’s
doctrine amounts to a classification of such kinds of reason. Owing,
however, to its etymological origins, the word ‘aitia’ also suggests the
notion of responsibility, so that to give the aitia of a thing is also to
suggest something about what is responsible for it in some sense.

415P12. The soul is the cause of life qua form or essence of a living
body; it is the actuality of the body which is potentially living. It is so,
in that to speak of the soul is to speak of the various Aexeis that the
living body can possess. These kexeis or functions are forms of life and
constitute life in a body of the appropriate kind. It is in this sense that
the soul determines what it is for a body of an appropriate kind to be
living.

415215. The soul is the final cause also—the purpose for which natural
or living bodies function, nature being throughout teleological. The
phrase ‘instruments for soul’ should not be construed as meaning
instruments employed by soul, since if the soul is the end there can
be no suggestion of the soul, in this sense, acting as agent. It cannot
be said that the sense in which the soul is the end is very clear. Pre-
sumably the point is that the eye, for example, functions in order that
there may be perception, i.e. the end is the functioning of the organ—
and so on for the other faculties. Hence the functioning of a living
body is the end for which it exists, and for which nature uses it.

415P21. The soul is also the efficient cause in the sense that it is due
to it that living things move when they do, or at least change, grow,
and decay. The soul is thus the sufficient condition of these things
when there is the appropriate body. This is what Aristotle seems to
mean, although it is difficult to see how the soul, if it is a set of dis-
positions, could be more than a necessary condition of the actual
functioning of the body. Something fully actual is required as the
sufficient condition, i.e. to bring about the actualization of the dis-
positions. See III. 5 for what seems to be Aristotle’s final position on
this issue.
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The statement that perception is thought to be a form of alteration,
though often repeated, is eventually contradicted at 43125.

415%28. The criticism of Empedocles is based simply on the point
that he misunderstood the nature of plants and the part played by the
soul in them. Aristotle holds that the natural movement of fire is
upwards, that of earth downwards, but that this is so only in the uni-
verse at large, where an upwards movement means movement from
the centre to the circumference (cf. Physics 208°8f1.). Relative to
us, terms like ‘up’ and ‘down’ are purely relative in meaning, ‘up’
meaning above our heads. Thus Aristotle argues that as the roots
of plants are like the head in men, being where food is taken in, ‘up’
for them is in effect what ‘down’ 1s for us. But what this really amounts
to is that Empedocles did not see what roots are; nor did he see that
the different tendencies in plants need a principle of organization.

41629. The view referred to here is probably that of Heraclitus at
least. The supposition in question depends on a simple but misplaced
analogy. Once again Aristotle makes reference to the necessity for a
principle of organization in growth, which is not apparent in fire.

416%19. Aristotle resumes the discussion of nutrition and makes general
remarks about the kind of process that nutrition is, wherever it is to
be found, basing his remarks on a common view that nutrition
depends on opposites or contraries. Aristotle qualifies the thesis by
saying that the opposites or contraries in question must be capable of
increase, that the relation need not be reciprocal since, ¢.g., water is
food for fire but not vice versa, and that the process which the view
has in mind is one which takes place especially ‘in the simple bodies’.
The last remark is far from clear and little has led up to it except the
statement that water is food for fire (perhaps because you need wood
that is not too dry to keep a fire going); in this last kind of ‘feeding’
the things concerned are elements and therefore presumably simple
bodies. Aristotle may be putting a limitation on the view under
discussion or maintaining that it applies only to basic processes which
may of course underlie other more obvious forms of nutrition. Another
possibility is that the words ‘simple bodies’ do not refer to the elements
so much as to what Aristotle sometimes calls ‘homoeomerous bodies’,
i.e. bodies, like flesh or tissues generally, whose parts are like the whole
and which are therefore simple in structure.

416%29. Aristotle goes on to mention conflicting views on this matter
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in terms of the like-like/like-unlike dichotomy. The suggestion that
what is fed is not affected by the food seems odd. Ross {ed. of De
Anima, ad loc.) suggests that what is fed is not changed in character,
although it grows, while the food is changed by the feeding process.

416P3. A reconciliation between the opposed views is now offered by
means of the distinction between undigested and digested food. But
exactly how this provides a complete reconciliation is still not clear,
given all the objections in the previous section.

416Pg. On the face of it, this remark should provoke qualification of
the earlier remark about fire being fed by water. It does suggest that
Aristotle was not there consistently talking about the ordinary cases of
nutrition.

416P11. Food is a substance. It can cause growth, but the notions of
being food and being capable of causing growth are different. Food
as such enables the plant or animal to maintain the substance of what
is fed, i.e. its body. Similarly the plant or animal can reproduce an-
other substance like itself. Growth occurs in so far as the food is also
capable of causing growth.

416P20 ff. It seems paradoxical at first sight to say that itis the soul
(i.e. the primary form of soul, the nutritive faculty) which feeds the
body with food, though it follows perhaps from what Aristotle has
said about the soul’s being the efficient cause of motion, alteration, and
growth. Nevertheless a more accurate statement might be that it is the
animal or plant which feeds and reproduces itself; the soul is that
with which it does so in another sense of ‘that with which’ from that
in which food is so {cf. the remarks at 41424 ff., although what follows
here at 416"25 ff. makes yet another distinction between things with
which one feeds—a distinction of a quite different kind).

416P25. The instrument of nourishment is not just the food, but the
natural heat of the body. This is set in motion by the soul (and is in
this respect like the hand) and it itself moves the food which (thereby
like a rudder) is merely passive. The analogy is, however, misleading
and mystifying; for whereas we may consciously move the hand to
move the rudder, we do not consciously move the natural heat, and
to say that the soul does so is not helpful both for the reasons given
above on 41620 and because it still leaves the process a mystery. The
truth is that Aristotle is far from clear about the relationship between
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the conceptual framework involved when we speak of ourselves or
animals (not to mention plants) doing things, and that involved when
we speak of the causal processes underlying all this.

The ‘appropriate work’ does not seem to .exist, although De Somno
45676 refers to a work on nutrition.

CHAPTER 5

416%32. The previous statement that perception is a form of being
moved and affected is to be found at 415°24. The ‘some’ mentioned
here are probably Democritus and perhaps Empedocles. Aristotle
discusses this matter in De Generatione et Corruptione 1. 7.

41722, Itis noteworthy that the same word alofnous (aisthésis) must be
translated differently as ‘perception’ and ‘sense’ in successive occur-
rences, and that by ‘sense’ is clearly meant sense-organ. (Aristotle
frequently uses the word for a sense in order to speak of a sense-
organ.) The problem here is thus why we do not ever perceive,
through a given sense-organ, that very sense-organ itself, despite the
fact that it contains the same elements of which ‘external objeots’ are
composed and which act as objects of perception either in themselves
or in virtue of properties that they happen to have. (The reference to
‘external objects’ is especially noteworthy; it indicates that the idea
of a world external to ourselves or our body—not just different or
apart from ourselves or our body-—with the implication that we are
somehow inside, is to be met with as early as Aristotle. The idea,
erroneous and misleading as it is, has persisted throughout most of
Western philosophy, but it is not altogether clear what promotes it in
Aristotle himself; he pays very little attention to those aspects of the
privacy of experience which have generally led to it.)

Aristotle’s solution of his problem is also not very clear. His sugges-
tion is that the faculty of sense-perception is a mere potentiality which
needs to be actualized. Since the faculty is something which belongs
essentially to an organ (cf. 424224 f1.), the actualization can take place
only because of something ‘external’; thus the perception of the sense-
organ itself by its own faculty does not occur (this being what is meant
by the words ‘the perception does not occur’). The solution presup-
poses Aristotle’s scheme of things according to which the actualization
of a potentiality must always be due to something else which is in
some sense actual. But even if this is accepted, Aristotle has given no
reason for the assumption that if something must have what is in effect
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an external cause it must also have an external object (leaving out of
consideration the shift in the sense of ‘external’ that this involves). It
can surely only be a conceptual point that if we were in some way
aware of our sense-organs in using them this would not count as
perception {cf. the analogous difficulties at 425%17 ff.).

4173g. The reference to potentiality in the last section leads Aristotle
to make general remarks about actuality and potentiality which take
him through the rest of the chapter. The distinction between actual
and potential knowing has already been made at 412%22 ff. Aristotle
here extends the distinction to cover perception and its object.

417%14. Aristotle should not be taken as saying here that being
affected (or moved) and acting are literally the same thing, although
the same thing may be said to be affected and to act, and at the same
time. In other words, one occurrence may be viewed both as a case of
being affected and as a case of acting (cf. on 425¥26). Aristotle goes
on to give as a reason for his view the fact or claimed fact that move-
ment is a form of incomplete activity (cf. 45124 L., Physics 201731,
Metaphysics 1048°2g f.). The assertion that movement car: be con-
strued as a form of incomplete activity involves the idea that move-
ments should be thought of not as simple occurrences but as made
by something. This is indeed characteristic of Aristotle’s general view
of movement and is an integral part of his teleological approach to it.
Thus typical examples which he gives of movement are building and
walking, odd though these examples may seem at first sight. Apart
from any gencral doubts that one might have about all this, the
difficulty that it presents in the case under consideration is that it does
not explain why being moved is the same as acting; for this to be the
case being moved would have to be equated with making a movement,
and whether this is possible is the whole point at issue.

What Aristotle means when he says that movements qua activities
are incomplete is not altogether clear. Nicomachean Ethics 1174713 ff.
suggests that movements are incomplete because they take time and
imply an end separate from them. Thus activities proper need not
take time and need not have an end which is extrinsic. Meiaphysics
1048023 fI. presents a criterion which has some connexion with this—
that with activities it is the case that, e.g., ‘at the same time one sees
and has seen, understands and has understood, thinks and has
thought’. The exact significance of this criterion and its consistency
with the actual examples used present difficulties (for which see

100



II. 5 NOTES 417821

J. L. Ackrill in New Essays on Plato and Aristotle, edited by Renford
Bambrough, pp. 121—41), although perhaps some of the difficulties
can be removed by the recognition that the distinction between
activity and movement, like that between form and matter, or
actuality and potentiality, is relative (even if Aristotle did not himself
accept all the implications of this). At all events it would be a mistake
to take what is said at Metaphysics 104823 fI. as providing the criterion
for the distinction between activity and movement. The incomplete-
ness of movement must primarily be explained in other ways—by
the reference or lack of reference to a separate end or (cf. 43127 and
Physics 20131 f.) in terms of the completeness or otherwise of that
which manifests the activity or movement. 43127 thus speaks of
activity proper as the activity of the complete or completed—the
activity arises out of the thing’s nature, out of its hexis (cf. 417P2 ff.).

Aristotle goes on to state the principle mentioned in the notes on the
previous section, that change must be due to something actual; he
uses this to reconcile the opposed positions over whether what affects
another thing must be like it or unlike it. Affecting something is
construed as a process of assimilation; the kind of being affected said
to be involved in sense-perception turns out to be like this.

417221, Here further distinctions are made with reference to the
application of the potential/actual dichotomy. The two kinds of
potentiality correspond to dunamis and hexis respectively (cf. on
412%6). Something has a given dunamis because of the kind of thing
it is. Physical things have potentialities (dunameis) for natural move-
ments in a given direction; but, as noted on 41226, things which have
a soul and, in particular, reason have a potentiality for opposites, the
disposition to one of which is eliminated and the other reinforced in
the process of training or education. (Thus according to Nicomachean
Ethics 1109294 fI. 2 man becomes just by doing just things.) This idea
is invoked here in speaking of ‘frequent changes from an opposite
disposition’. Thus a particular kexis is developed, the exercise of which
is activity. (The word here translated as ‘disposition’ is in fact ‘hexis’.
Either of the initial potentialities might have become a settled hexis:
what has to be achieved is the abandonment of the tendency to one
of them.)

For knowing as something active see on 412%*22. Contemplation is
for Aristotle not just a passive awareness. It should also be noted that
its object is a particular individual (‘this particular A’). Cf. Meta-
physics 1087215 fL.
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417°2. While the structure of this passage is not very clear, it is
evident enough that Aristotle is using the distinctions made in the
previous section to cast light on further distinctions relevant to the
forms of being affected which were noted at 417214 ff. There is
(a) straightforward change from one state to its opposite—which can
be viewed as a kind of destruction of one of two contraries; () the
actualization of what is already potentially such. The latter is ‘either
not an alteration . , . or a different kind of alteration’. This applies to
activity in virtue of a fexis (e.g. understanding) as well as to movement
arising from a dunamis (e.g. building, if this is to be taken, as is usual
with Aristotle’s use of the example, as a movement). The actualization
of a hexis is not itself teaching, Aristotle says, while learning as a result
of teaching, on the other hand, is not, strictly speaking, a case of being
altered ; it is in fact the acquisition of a Aexis.

417°16. In the case of perception the hexis is born with us. The first
change, i.e. the transition from dunamis to hexis, does not have to be
acquired; it takes place on conception. We do not have to learn to
perceive ;we can perceive already when born and our capacity is then,
qua capacity,like knowledge. The main way in which there isnot a parallel
between knowledge and perception is that the latter requires ‘external
objects’ (v. on 41722); these are particular, while the objects of know-
ledge are universals and ‘somehow in the soul itself’. Moreover,
Aristotle connects this with the fact that thinking is in a sense volun-
tary, while perception is dependent on there being objects for it.
There are several difficulties in this:

(a) Aristotle speaks as if there is a capacity for perception, a hexis
which presupposes its acquisition like any other fexis, but not in this
case through experience. This seems to suggest that it at least makes
sense to speak of the acquisition of such a capacity; but it surely makes
no sense, except in that the capacity may be allowed to manifest
itself, as is the case when people are given the power to see through
surgical operations, e.g. for congenital cataract. {t does, indeed, make
sense to speak of acquiring a capacity for seeing something as such
and such; but this can come through experience. All this suggests that
there is something wrong with Aristotie’s attempt to apply the
dunamis—hexis—energeia scheme to perception and to anything parallel
with it. In order to apply the scheme Aristotle has also to assume that
there is an activity of perceiving and knowing, and the fact that, as
we use the words ‘perceive’ and ‘know’, there cannot be said to be
such an activity is connected with its making no sense to speak of
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acquiring a capacity for such. To say that when a child is born he
can, in some sense, see is not to say that he has a capacity for doing
something called ‘seeing’.

() To make a point which is in a way connected with the foregoing
—it is noteworthy that when Aristotle comes to distinguish between
perception and knowledge in terms of whether and when they are
‘open to us’, he has to speak of thinking rather than knowing; for
knowledge is, just as much as perception, dependent on its objects
{(you cannot know what does not exist or what is not the case). There
is a constant tendency for Aristotle to run thinking and knowing
together, as his invocation of an ‘activity’ sense of ‘knowing’ reveals.

(¢) The sense in which the universals, which are said to be objects of
knowledge, are in the soul by no means justifies the conclusion drawn;
nor is it obvious that the objects of knowledge and perception can be
differentiated in this way. First, it has already been implied at 417229
that actual knowledge, i.e. contemplation, may be of a particular {cf.
Metaphysics 1087215 fI., which claims that potential knowledge is of
universals, actual knowledge of particulars). Second, 42g9%22 ff. and
431P26ff. say that forms are in the soul because the intellect is
potentially its objects. But, in that way, so are the senses their objects;
and, as discussion of these later passages will show, it is not clear even
to Aristotle that the objects of the intellect and the senses are neces-
sarily always different. On the other hand, there is a sense in which
some objects of thought may be said to be in the soul in a way in which
at any rate some objects of perception are not; that is to say that the
objects in question may exist only as infentional objects. But this is not
true of all objects of thought and it does not apply in any case to
objects of knowledge.

Aristotle’s confusions in this passage are evident enough, but they
are endemic in his thought.

417%29. After making the dunamis/hexis distinction once again and
maintaining that the ability to perceive is a fexis, Aristotle says that
there is no word to mark the distinction between the actualizations of
a dunamis and a hexis respectively. We must therefore put up with
words suggesting that perception is a form of being altered or affected,
since no name exists for the exact process in question (i.e. the actual-
ization of a /exis as opposed to that of a dunamis). Aristotle’s unwilling-
ness here to introduce technical terminology is noteworthy.

41823, Aristotle sums up the kind of process involved in perception.
He has not previously maintained explicitly the view put forward here,
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but it is implicit in the previous discussion and the reconciliation of
sides in the like/unlike dispute has been suggested at 417214 ff.

The question arises what exactly it is that is potentially such as the
object of perception is actually. The expression ‘that which can per-
ceive’ seems to be used quite generally in the previous passages, but
it could be argued that it may be used to speak of the faculty of
perception here. On the other hand, in asserting the principle with
respect to the individual senses at 42237, 42215, 423°30 ff. he clearly
means it to apply to the sense-organ. 43124 is on the face of it am-
biguous. 431723 applies it to the sense (as a parallel with knowledge),
but 431%26 appears to apply it to the faculty. 425P26 says that the
activity of the object of perception is the same as that of the sense.
426315 fI. repeats the remark except that the phrase ‘that which can
perceive’ is substituted for ‘sense’. It is not clear whether these
passages assert the doctrine with which we are concerned, although
what they say clearly has a connexion with it. But other than this the
only passage which runs directly counter to the view that the principle
holds of the sense-organ is 431°26, and this comes from a passage which
provokes other doubts. It would seem, therefore, that what Aristotle
usually meant to say was that the sense-organ is potentially such as
the object of perception is actually.

It is a principle which, like the parallel one that the sense-organ
receives the sensible form without the matter, which is introduced at
424217 (for which see the notes ad loc.), seems applicable only to
certain senses. Indeed Aristotle himself mentions it in discussing the
special senses only in the cases of smell, taste, and touch. In certain
cases the sense-organ may take on the properties of the object, and as
a piece of the physiology of the senses this seems unexceptionable.
But the eye, as Themistius pointed out, does not become white when
we look at something white. De Sensu 438P26 ff. has an argument
which maintains that the organ of smeil, being near to the brain
(according to Aristotle the cooling system of the body), is cold and
therefore potentially hot, which is appropriate to smells which are
associated with heat by way of smoke. This is a very special, not to say
odd, argument, but it indicates the kind of thing that Aristotle had in
mind. It is very unclear what he would have said in this way about
the eye and ear. Nevertheless, it is clear that, limited though it may
be in scope, it is at bottom a physiological principle. Aristotle ob-
viously intended it to apply beyond the cases where it can receive an
intelligible justification; he may have meant it to apply beyond mere

104



II.5 NOTES 418211

physiology, but this is dubious. Certainly it fails to take account of
consciousness as a factor in perception.

CHAPTER 6

41827, Aristotle speaks here of three kinds of object of perception for
each sense, which he then goes on to discuss briefly—special, common,
and incidental objects. The first two are perceived in themselves or
essentially (v. on 425214 ff. for the supposed difficulties over common
objects there). Aristotle means by this that the relation between the
sense and its object is an essential one {cf. the twe kinds of essential
attribute specified at Posterior Analytics 1. 4). That is to say that if we
use the sense we must perceive the kind of object in question, since the
sense is defined by reference to the kind of object. Or it may be the
other way round instead or in addition—it may be that the definition
of the object makes reference to the sense (and while it is not strictly
true that, e.g., colour is defined by reference to sight, since there is,
even if Aristotle does not recognize it, a difference between colour
and perceived colour, it is nevertheless true that the notion of colour
would be fully intelligible only to one who has sight). All this implies
the existence of a common sense to which the common objects are
essential, and this is asserted explicitly at 425227. It is important to
note that by ‘in themselves’ and ‘incidentally’ Aristotle does not
mean ‘directly’ and ‘indirectly’, as it is often supposed. He is not
here making any epistemological remarks about direct and indirect
perception.

418%11. If a special object is essential to a given sense it cannot be
perceived by another sense, except incidentally (cf. 425*30f1.), Here
Aristotle states the case badly. He has in mind the sort of thing that,
e.g., Berkeley referred to as ‘proper objects’ of a sense—objects which
are, so to speak, internal to the sense. It does not appear on the face
of it that colour is on a par with sound and flavour in this respect. If
one hears one must hear a sound, but is it necessary that if one sees
one must see a colour? Only perhaps on some very broad interpreta-
tion of ‘colour’ which includes, for example, light and transparent
objects. (For the general difficulties over the notion of proper objects
of sight see G. J. Warnock, Berkeley, ch. 2, and W. C. Kneale in
Observation and Interpretation, ed. Korner, pp. 151 fI.). Touch also brings
with it problems. Aristotle says that it has many special objects (cf.
422%25 fI.), e.g. hot, cold, dry, wet, rough, smooth; but the plurality of
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objects makes it impossible for any one of them to be such that if we
feel something by touch it must be that object, and there is nothing
that they have in common except that they are tangible.

Aristotle asserts the incorrigibility of the senses with respect to their
spectal objects in many places, e.g. 427°12, 428211, 430%29, De Sensu
44288, Metaphysics 1010P2 fI., but at 428718 ff. he qualifies the assertion
of incorrigibility by saying that error occurs as little as possible.
However, he there uses as an example the perception of white; here he
speaks of the perception of colour or sound. The point here, as the
Metaphysics passage makes clear, Is that a sense cannot confuse its
object with that of another sense; it can err over the identity or place
of the material object which possesses the quality in question. It can
also presumably err over instances of its type of object, e.g. white
vis-a-vis other colours, and it is this that 42818 ff. brings out. It is a
little difficult to know exactly what is to be made of the general point
that a sense cannot confuse its object with that of another sense.
Aristotle uses the notion of judgement here for the first time, but
applies it to the sense rather than to the animal or person (he does the
latter frequently in Book III). But even if we do apply it to the person
or animal, saying that a person cannot, ¢.g., be mistaken when using
hearing as to the fact that he is hearing sound, the import of the
remark is still not altogether clear. The internaf connexion between a
sense and its object means that the remark can only be a conceptual
one, i.e. we cannot, logically, smell sounds. The incorrigibility that
Aristotle is adducing here Is in no sense a matter-of-fact incorrigibility
like the incorrigibility that some philosophers have attributed to per-
ception of so-called sense-data.

418216. The common objects are those which are perceptible by
more than one sense {and thus they are not essential to any one special
sense). They are often referred to in Aristotle’s works, although the
list varies somewhat (v. 425214 ff., De Sensu 43728 fI. [which says that
they are perceived chiefly by sight], De Insomniis 458°g fI.; De Sensu
442°5 fI. adds the rough, the smooth, the sharp, and the blunt to the
list, although the first two at least are spoken of as objects of touch
at De Anima 422°26fF. and it also says that the common objects are
common at least to sight and touch; De Memoria 450*g fI. mentions
time in connexion with the common sense although it does not
specifically say that it 1s one of its objects). Aristotle here says that the
common objects are common to, i.e. perceptible by, all the senses.
This is an exaggeration; it is sight and touch which are chiefly
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involved and the common objects must be perceptible by these. But
425%27 indicates that there is also a common sense to which these
objects are essential (v. ad loc.).

418220. Physical objects, including people, are incidental objects of
any sense. 1t does not follow, e.g., from the fact that you see something
that you sce a physical object; nor does the concept of a physical
object involve any reference to a form of perception. The definition
of a sense does not involve reference to this kind of object or vice
versa. When you perceive a white man by sight the sense is affected
by whiteness, and presumably the other senses are affected by other
qualities of his, so that the total perception adds up to a perception
of him. But this does not mean that the senses are affected by him
as such. They are affected by him qua white, etc. It is noteworthy here
that Aristotle turns the conceptual point about the connexion between
a sense and its object into one concerned with matters of fact, i.e.
one about what affects a given sense. This is typical of the whole
treatment.

Lines 222—23 are sometimes translated ‘since this is incidental to
the white thing which you percerve’. This is grammatically strained
and I suspect that the translation is dictated by the belief that strictly
speaking, according to Aristotle, one sees only the white thing, not
the son of Diares. But there is no suggestion in Aristotle that it is in
any way improper to speak of seeing him; it is merely that the special
object of sight in this instance happens to belong to something having
this identity. This is not incompatible with the point made earlier,
that the senses are, strictly speaking, affected only by their special
objects. It might be suggested that what Aristotle has in mind here is
not this at all, but that we see a white thing which happens to be the
son of Diares but that we do not see it as the son of Diares. In such
circumstances we might afterwards speak of our having seen the son
of Diares (although we did not know at the time that it was he). In
this sense the son of Diares would have been the object of our per-
ception but only incidentally. This interpretation might fit one
possible translation of 425%25-27, i.e. ‘as of the son of Cleon we
perceive not that he is the son of Cleon but that he is white and the
white thing happened to be the son of Cleon’. But apart from the
fact that the passage in question should probably be translated other-
wise, this interpretation would not fit what is said at 428°s0 ff., where
perception of the incidental objects is said to be less subject to error
than perception of the coramon objects. This suggestion would make
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no sense with regard to objects of perception which are not at the
time perceived as such at all,

418%24. Aristotle implies here that the special objects are more
properly objects of perception than the common objects, because in
being essential to the senses they are implied by the very nature of
those senses. This is misleading because it ignores the possibility,
realized later, of a common sense, and even here it is suggested that
the common objects are essential to something.

CHAPTER 7

418226 ff. Aristotle now sets out to discuss sight and colour its object,
together with the media necessary for the perception of colour. It is
not clear whether he distinguishes colour from perceived colour
(i.e. whether there can be unperceived colour). The point made in
Chapter 6 about colour being essential to sight might well suggest that
he does not make the distinction, if that point amounts to the claim
that colour is defined by reference to sight (cf. 426215 fI.). The visible
thing which is said here to have no name appears to be phosphor-
escence (cf. 41923); in what he goes on to say Aristotle appears im-
mediately to ignore its existence except for the remark at 41921 ff.

The transparent, whatever its nature, e.g. air or water, is the
medium for sight, which colour sets in motion, light being its activity
or actuality due to the agency of fire and the like. It is clear that
Aristotle has little idea of the physical basis of light, as his subsequent
strictures on Empedocles show. Yet it is essential for him that there
must be a chain of causation between the coloured object and the
eye; the transparent medium provides this, While the medium is not
visible in the same way as a physical body is (we do not necessarily
see the medium through which we see bodies) there is an obvious sense
in which we can be said to see light. Fire brings about the actual-
ization of the medium in the form of light just as it makes colours
visible. Hence, light can be likened to colour and is said by Aristotle
to be a sort of colour of the medium. What colour actually is he does
not here explain. De Sensu 3 connects it with a limit since it is found on
the surfaces of bodies, and goes so far as to explain its existence by
reference to the presence of the transparent in bodies. The same thing,
therefore, produces light in, for example, air, and white in bodies.
Other colours are formed somehow out of white and black.
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The eternal body above, mentioned at 418Pg, is the acther of which
the spheres which carry the heavenly bodies are made.

41926 ff. The argument for the necessity of a medium—that if you
place a coloured object on your eye you will not see it—is often
adduced by Aristotle, and is generalized for all the senses, including
touch, at 419225 fI. and 42322 ff.

CHAPTER 8

The observations which were made in the notes on the previous
chapter concerning the possibility of unseen colours apply also to the
possibility of unheard sounds. There are no references to unheard
sounds here, and the probability is that Aristotle does not recognize
their possibility (cf. 425°26ff.). The distinction made here between
actual and potential sound is one between things actually making
sounds and things being able to. It is not a distinction between heard
and unheard sounds.

Most of Aristotle’s other remarks about hearing and sound are
about the physics and physiology of these matters. They stress the
part that air plays in this, as one medium and as a constituent of the
sense-organ, the ear. The analogies which Aristotle notes at 420226 ff.
between tangible and audible sharpness and flatness (or bluntness)
are worth noting, though by ‘sharp’ and ‘flat’ is meant in fact high
and low pitch, and the Greek words are so translated elsewhere.

Apristotle turns to the special case of voice and voice-production at
420%5. He insists that, except by way of analogy, only living (en-
souled) things can have a voice. At 42027 ff. he narrows the field even
further by restricting voice to things which have ‘a certain imagina-
tion’, on the grounds that voice is ‘a particular sound which has
meaning’. Imagination is required because the animal has to make a
kind of movement in order to make the relevant sound and, according
to Aristotle, imagination is necessary for this. (Cf. IIL. 10 and 11 and
the accounts of the production of movement given there.) But the
demand that the sounds made should have meaning seems too strict.
All that is required is that the sounds should be in some sense in-
tentional.

The biological tone of 420°14 fI. has much in common with that of
III. 12 and 13. The further account of breathing mentioned is to be
found at De Respiratione, esp. 8.
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CHAPTER 9

There is little that requires comment in Aristotle’s treatment of smell
(v. further De Sensu 5). He is right about the close connexion of smell
with taste and about the poverty of the human sense of smell. He is
right too in his observation at 421231 fI. that words for smells are taken
mostly from words for tastes, although his account of how it happens is
not completely clear. It appears to mean merely that the same words
are used for tastes and smells because there is a resemblance, an
analogy, between tastes and smells. It is these that he means by
‘things’. Saffron, honey, etc., are mentioned merely as examples
where the resemblance of taste and smell will be evident, On the
other hand, his remark at 421222 fI. on the connexion between touch
and intelligence seems of very dubious validity, as is his presumably
careless remark at 421°18-19 that only men have ‘the inability to
perceive without inhaling’. The structure of the argument in this
latter passage at 421°13 is not very evident, the main difficulty being
the remark about the mability to smell when something is placed on
the nostril. Aristotle appears here to be meeting a possible objection
to the closing words of the previous sentence that man cannot smell
without inhaling even when the object is placed on the nostril—the
objection that nothing can smell in these circumstances. With this he
agrees, but insists on the peculiarity to man of the inability to smell
without inhaling.
For the distinction made at 421°6 cf. 422226 fI.

CHAPTER 10
For a further treatment of taste see De Sensu 4.

4228, Aristotle rightly connects taste with touch and for this reason
asserts that it relies on the same medium—{lesh, as Chapter 11 makes
clear. His argument here is not that it has no medium, but that it has
no external medium. Moisture, althoughi essential to taste, is not its
medium; it acts merely as a solvent of objects, causally necessary if
those objects are to be tasted.

422%20. Here Aristotle hints at what he makes explicit later—that
excesses of some kind in the objects of a sense make that sense in-
effective, so that the object is not perceived (cf. 42414, 29, 426230,
429231). His remarks on this subject at times suggest at first sight the
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destruction of the sense-organ, but he really means, I think, only the
destruction of its capacity, normally for a time only. (But 4354 ff.
perhaps suggests a different view.)

The distinction between the ways in which things are spoken of as
invisible at 226 ff. is one between the simply non-visible, as sounds
or smells might be said to be, and that which might be visible but is
not (cf. 421°6 ff. and v. Metaphysics 1022P22 for a parallel distinction
between kinds of sterésis or privation).

422P10. Aristotle’s point here is that all flavours are based on one
primary opposition—the sweet and bitter—between which the other
flavours lie, just as colours lie between the extremes of white and black.
De Sensu 442°12 ff. makes clear that Aristotle thinks that the inter-
mediate cases are formed from a mixture of the extremes in both
instances.

CHAPTER 11

422P17. ‘That which can perceive by touch’—literally ‘that which
can touch’; but this is ambiguous in English in a way that Aristotle
probably did not intend. There is a similar use of the expression at
423216 {v. however 434P9ff.).

Aristotle makes explicit here the difficulty over the identification of
the special object of touch which was pointed out on 418%11. He
points to the fact that touch is concerned with many pairs of opposites.
The apparent solution to the problem which he mentions is clearly
not meant to be the real solution. The point is that opposing qualities
of sound are qualities of sound. Of what are the hot and cold, dry and
wet, rough and smooth opposing qualities?

On the other problem, of the sense-organ of touch, Aristotle is
definite that it is something internal, not the flesh (cf. De Partibus
Animaliv 656227 fI., De Iuventute 46924 L., De Somno 45621 fI. for the
role of the heart as the primary sense-organ and therefore the sense-
organ specially responsible for touch).

422%34. The point of the argument is to show why it is not clear to
us that the flesh is not the organ of touch-—the trouble being that the
flesh is naturally attached to us as the media of other senses are not.
This also makes it unclear to us whether touch is a single sense, since
flesh is too complex (being a mixture of elements) to be apparent as
a medium for a single sense, as air or water are. Its complexity is,
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however, suited to the plurality of objects that touch has. The unity of
touch as a sense, despite its manifold objects, is indicated by the fact
that the tongue (i.e. one single piece of flesh) can perceive all tangible
objects as well as taste things. But that touch is different from taste,
on the other hand, is evident from the fact that the rest of the flesh
cannot taste. It cannot be said that the course of Aristotle’s argument
is very obvious.

As noted on 4134, the word alofqots (aisthésis) in its occurrence at
42326 is naturally translated as ‘sensation’, and it is only in connexion
with touch that this is the natural translation.

423822 ff. Aristotle next points out that there is no real direct contact
between two things which exist in air or water; so there can also be
no direct contact between sense-organ and object. This does not
prevent the functioning of the sense of touch any more than a mem-
brane attached to us would do so. The only difference between the
media of the distance senses and that of taste and touch is, as indicated
at 423’12, in the way in which they operate just because of the fact
that the first are distance senses and the second not. He seems to imply
that in the case of the distance senses perception is inevitably indirect
in a way in which is it not so with touch. It is, nevertheless, un-
clear why this should be, on Aristotle’s terms, more than a matter of
degree. The illustration of the shield which Aristotle uses in this con-
nexion at 423°15fl. is scarcely happy.

423P17. Here again we have the explicit statement that perception
never occurs when there is direct contact with the sense-organ
(although 423222 ff. has made the point that real contact of this sort
does not in any case occur). All the senses require media, and touch
has the flesh as such {(cf. 41926 f1.).

423P27 ff. Aristotle now applies to touch his general formula that the
object of perception makes the sense-organ ‘which is potentially as it
is, such as it is itself actually’. It follows that the object must be initially
different from the sense-organ, and as the objects form contraries the
organ must constitute a mean between them. Aristotle comes to rely
on this notion more and more (cf. 424”1, 431711, 19, 435%21) and
upon the connected idea that the sense constitutes a proportion (cf.
424225 1., 426227 fI.).

Aristotle is asserting that the difference between the sense-organ
and the object is the basis of the discrimination of objects, e.g. to
perceive hotness the organ must be sufficiently cold. (How this
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applies to the organs of senses like sight it is impossible to see.) The
transition from this to the idea that the sense is itself a mean and
that the mean is ‘capable of judging’ is obscure; for it is the sense-
organ which must constitute the mean if anything does; its state is
the mean state. Hence, by ‘sense’ Aristotle must mean the sense-
organ here, and it is in terms of this that the doctrine must be inter-
preted.
For the destructive nature of what is in excess see on 422%20.

CHAPTER 12

424%17. Here Aristotle produces another formula to sum up sense-
perception—that it consists in receiving the form of the object without
1ts matter. In this passage he says that it is the sense which does this,
but later passages at 425°23 and 435%22 reveal that it is really the
sense-organ that does so. In fact, as he says here, a sense is merely a
potentiality possessed by a sense-organ and it can in consequence be
affected only if and as the sense-organ is. As in the case of the other
formula which he introduced at 41823 (i.e. that that which can
perceive is potentially such as the object of perception is actually),
the range of applicability of the present formula seems limited and it
fits touch best. It is not easy to see how the eye can receive colour
when we see, or the ear sound when we hear.

Aristotle goes on to ‘explain’ the reception of form in terms of the
affection of a sense by things in virtue of their form, i.e. in perception
the sense is affected by an object just in so far as it 1s of the relevant
form and not because it is what it is. For example, when we see a man,
the sense of sight is affected by him in so far as he is, say, white, and
not because he is a rational, non-feathered biped. Hence it is only in
respect of the relevant aspect of a thing that a sense can be affected
by it. To the extent that this is clear at all, it is not evident how it
works for every case of sense-perception; since a sense can be affected
only in so far as the sense-organ is, the limitations referred to above
apply. The trouble is that Aristotle tries to invoke a causal theory of
perception in order to explain the essential connexion between a sense
and its object which was set out in Chapter 6. This is impossible, since
the issues involved are quite different.

The connexion between a sense and its organ which is referred to
above is dealt with by a formula which is used frequently hereafter
(cf. 425727, 426216, 427°3, 431214, 19, 432P1)-—they are the same, but
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different in elvac (einai). This is to say that they are numerically one,
but different in essence or function. The sense-organ is an extended
thing but the sense is a potentiality or capacity of that thing. There
are not two things but one organ which can be viewed either from the
point of view of its physical nature or from the point of view of its
function. (I take it that 76 elva: is in fact short for e.g. 76 alofnmypiw
elvai, i.e. what it is for it to be a sense-organ—as I have translated
similar phrases elsewhere. Thus it denotes the essence of the thing.)

424%28. For the destruction of a sense by excesses in its objects see on
422220. Aristotle says here that it is the sense-organ which is destroyed,
but, as he goes on to indicate, only in respect of its capacity or form as
a sense. In other words, excess prevents the proper functioning of the
sense-organ.

I do not think that, when Aristotle speaks of the consonance of the
strings of an instrument being destroyed by too violent a blow, the
reference to consonance implies anything to do with the harmony of
different strings. It is the consonance and pitch of a single string which
is destroyed when it is so struck too violently; the string does not then
sound properly at the right pitch and with the proper timbre. (Cf.
426327, 29, and "6 for similar uses of cvudwvia [sumphinia] applied to
voice. 4266 seems to suggest that Aristotle considers any single tone
of this kind to be a blend of higher and lower tones which in this way
forms a new tone; cf. De Sensu 447229 1., especially 447°2 with its
suggestion that any mixture of tones must be heard as a new tone.
See also De Sensu 439P19 fI. where Aristotle draws an analogy between
colours as mixtures and consonances [sumphiniai]. The latter must
therefore be tones of definite pitch which arise from mixture of the
high and low; cf. Metaphysics 1043210.) The analogy between the
effect on the sense and on a string of excessive stimulation indicates
the direction in which the word Adyos (logos) (here translated ‘prin-
ciple’) is being taken, so as to cover the notions of proportion or mean.
This is made explicit in the reference to the mean which follows and is
also brought out at 426227 ff.

Plants do not perceive although they are affected by tangible
objects. Aristotle’s explanation is that they do not have a mean (i.e. a
sense as specified at 424227 f1.), so as to be affected in the right way.
He provides little else in the way of explanation, but the closing words
are supposed to add to what has been said. But how are plants
affected by the matter as well? Presumably they take in some kind of
matter (e.g. moisture) when warmed. But is this not also true of the
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warming of a sense-organ? If not, how is the reception of the form
{the heat) without the matter to be interpreted, unless Aristotle means
that the sense-organ becomes warm without taking in any hot
matter? But how does this come about? Aristotle’s account of sense-
perception remains in this respect mysterious.

424%3. This passage consists of a series of questions, objections, and
counter-objections. Aristotle first denies that anything which cannot
perceive can be affected by an object of perception. He then produces
another argument for this conclusion: objects of sight, hearing, and
smell do not affect bodies. But tangible objects and flavours do. For
bodies must be affected by something. (It is possible to see what he is
getting at when he speaks of tangible objects—they include the hot
and the cold; but it is difficult to see the relevance of flavours, unless
he is here refusing to make the distinction between the quality and the
thing which it is in.) Given that tangible objects and flavours affect
bodies, why do not other objects of perception do so? Or is there a
limitation in the number and kind of things which can be so affected?

It is not clear what is supposed to emerge from this, except that at
the end Aristotle makes a hypothetical distinction between one case
of perception and being affected, to the effect that being affected,
while a necessary condition of perception, is not sufficient. The whole
passage looks like a number of lecturer’s questions thrown out seria-
tim by way of challenge. Aristotle’s position is not, however, really
in doubt.

BOOK III

CHAPTER 1

424P22. The argument presented at the beginning of this chapter is
both obscure in itself and obscurely set out. This is perhaps inevitable
in any argument which seeks to prove something that seems to be a
matter of empirical fact—the number of the senses that animals and
human beings have. It is difficult to make much of the argument taken
as a whole. It seems, in a reconstructed form, to run as follows:

(a) The senses function either by contact or through media.
(b) Wherever there is a sense there is a sense-organ.
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{¢) We do have touch and thereby perception of anything which is
perceptible by contact. There remains the other alternative
mentioned under (a)—perception through media.

(d) Perception through media is perception by means of one or other
of the elements, of which there are four——earth, fire, air, and
water.

(¢) If there is perception through a medium, the sense-organ must
be akin to the medium. This might be possible in two ways:

(1) If two things different in kind are perceived through one
medium alone, they must be perceptible by a sense-organ
of the same kind.

(i1) If two things different in kind are perceived through more
than one medium, then they may be perceptible by sense-
organs of one or other of these kinds.

(f) The sense-organs for the senses using media are composed of
air or water only; and some animals have one or other {or
both?) of these. (Aristotle does not say what presumably needs
saying—(1) that (¢) (i) above does not occur, i.e. that no
distance sense depends in all animals on the same one medium,
and (2) that the only two media available under (¢) (ii) are
water and air.)

{g) Hence, there are no other sense-organs (or senses) than those
which exist, unless there are any further elements than those
which exist now.

Apart from the points noted under ( f), Aristotle does not justify
{d) and (e), especially the point that there must be a kinship between
the sense-organ and the medium. But the main feature is that (¢} and
(f) seem to be based on empirical facts or supposed empirical facts,
so that the validity of the conclusion in the end depends on just this.
All that the argument could be taken to show, if it were valid, is that
we have touch, taste (the other contact sense), and the distance senses
which depend on water and air as media (i.e. according to Aristotle,
sight, hearing, and smell). But might there not be senses depending
on other media, e.g. fire or some other element apart from the four
canonical ones? In effect, Aristotle admits the latter possibility, but
his rejection of the former depends purely on what he takes the
empirical facts to be. (In any case, he differs in his view of them from
what he says elsewhere, e.g. at De Sensu 438°16 fI., where he associates
smell with fire on the grounds that its object is smoky vapour and that
the sense-organ must therefore be potentially hot; it is so, he says,
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because being near the brain [the cooling system of the body] it is cold
and therefore potentially hot. See on 41823.)

It is customary in modern textbooks of psychology to say that there
are far more senses than the traditional five (e.g. kinaesthesis, som-
aesthesis). Itis not clear what Aristotle would have said about this; he
might have classified the additional senses under contact senses. The
view that there are three distance senses would still be valid. But that
there are these three alone remains at best a matter of empirical fact.
Aristotle’s argument cannot rule out the possibility of other senses.
But, as the last sentence of the passage indicates, it may be the case
that it was not intended to, even if the grounds adduced for not
excluding other possibilities altogether are suspect. If this is so, it is
not clear why Aristotle resorts to all the paraphernalia of the argu-
ment here presented.

425%14. It has sometimes been suggested that there is a conflict
between the ‘incidentally’ which occurs at the beginning of this
passage at 215 and the ‘not incidentally’ which occurs towards the
end at 228, There is in fact no such conflict. Aristotle is here denying
that there is a special sense-organ for perception of the common objects
mentioned earlier in I1. 6, and hence he denies also that there is a
special sense for them. This i1s compatible with the assertion at 22728
that there is a common sense for them and that they are essential to
this (v. on 41827 for this notion); it is also compatible with the notion
that we perceive the common objects through the sense-organs for the
special senses, and hence by those senses (v. on 418216). But since the
common objects are perceptible by more than one sperial sense they
are not essential to any one of them. Hence Aristotle says that we
perceive them by each sense incidentally (sc. by each special sense
incidentally), and that there is no special sense for them. 425%27 says
that there is in fact a common sense, i.e. a sense shared by different
sense-organs and one to which the common objects are essential. The
reason why there must be such a sense is that the common objects
are not assimilable to any of the objects which are merely incidental
objects of perception. They are like the special objects in status except
that they are perceived by more than one special sense; they are
objects essential to a form of perception (a point which might be put
in more modern terms by saying that the notion of, e.g., shape is
ultimately intelligible only to one who has perception, and perception
via more than one sense, so that the criteria of shape, etc., are both
visual and tactual—cf. my Seeing Things as They Are, pp. 12 fI.).
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Aristotle explains the ways in which movement plays a role in the
perception of the common objects. The passage has sometimes been
suspected as a gloss, but there is nothing fundamentally wrong with it.
The movement required for perception of magnitude might be either
physical or mental, and that required for perception of number as a
negation of continuity is most plausibly to be interpreted as a mental
one. It would not be unlike Aristotle to run physical movement
together with mental movement, i.e. changes of attention (cf. Physics
263225 ff., where counting is put on the same level as physical move-
ment). Number is also said to be perceived through the special
objects; the point is presumably that each sense perceives one thing
at a time and hence we perceive the object as one—so unity. A
plurality of the senses or a plurality of occasions on which the sense
is exercised gives perception of plurality or number.

Having given an account of the perception of the common objects,
Aristotle goes on to explain how this differentiates it from forms of
incidental perception. If there were a special sense for, e.g., movement,
how should we perceive movement also by sight, as we undoubtedly
do? Would it not be like seeing the sweetness of something, i.e. using
one sense to perceive the objects essential to another? The explanation
of the latter phenomenon which follows may be the same as that given
at 425230 fl.—that the senses perceive each other’s objects incidentally
in joint perception. But this is not a necessary interpretation of 425%21—
24, which can be interpreted as saying that because we have perceived
sweetness and whiteness falling together in, e.g., sugar, it happens
that when we see sugar again (whiteness and sweetness falling to-
gether) we immediately see it as sweet. In that case the words ‘at the
same time’ would go with ‘recognize’ and there would be no necessary
implication of simultaneous perception of objects of different senses.
(De Sensu 7 brings forward a whole series of objections against the possi-
bility of such simultaneous perception of different objects, although
it ends with an apparent recognition and explanation of the fact that
this is possible in some cases, because of ‘that which can perceive
all things’ [76 alofnTikov mdvrwy-—1o aisthétikon panion], the general
and unified faculty of perception of which the individual senses are
mere manifestations. See further on 425230.) Commentators usually
object to the notion of seeing that something is sweet, but there can
be no valid objection to speaking in this way; the objection presum-
ably stems from the prejudice that there must be an intrinsic con-
nexion between sight and its objects if we are to speak of seeing at all.
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The phenomenon in question is no doubt a product of learning or
experience, but this does not make it any the less a case of seeing.

The final possibility that Aristotle mentions (in the sentence given
in brackets) is incidental perception in the strictest sense. The pheno-
menon which has been discussed above is at the most the incidental
perception by one sense of the essential objects of another. The
phenomenon which he now mentions is the perception of objects
which are not essential to any sense, i.e. an identifiable person or
physical object (v. on 418220). When we see the son of Cleon we do
so because we see a white thing which happens to be the son of
Cleon. On an alternative and perhaps more usual translation of the
passage, i.e. ‘as of the son of Cleon we perceive not that he is the son
of Cleon but that he is white, and the white object happens to be the
son of Cleon’, it might be thought, as was suggested on 418320, that
Aristotle is describing a case in which we perceive a white thing
without perceiving it as the son of Cleon, and that we perceive the
son of Cleon incidentally in this sense, without knowing that it is he.
Against this it has to be said that such an interpretation would not be
at all plausible as providing a possible account of perception of the
common objects, which is what Aristotle is attempting to do. For
surely any account of this must be an account of the perception of the
common objects as such. It could not be the case that, if we did not
perceive the common objects essentially by the common sense, the
only alternatives would be that we should perceive them either as we
perceive the sweet by sight or as we perceive the son of Cleon without
being aware that it is he. In fact Aristotle never takes into considera-
tion cases like the last; he always has in mind cases of perceiving
X as X. The translation and interpretation which I have offered is
more in line with 418220 ff. (and is one which Hicks recommends in his
commentary although he does not adopt it in the translation).

Aristotle states finally that perception of the common objects is like
none of the preceding and asserts categorically that they are essential
objects of a common sense, i.e. a potentiality for perceiving objects
which are perceptible by more than one special sense-organ and
which are thus common to those sense-organs. (The words alofnow
wownjv [aisthésin koinén], which occur in Aristotle only here and at
De Memoria 450%10 and De Partibus Animalium 686227 ff., must be
translated ‘common sense’ despite the lack of a definite article.
Suggestions like ‘general sensibility’ which have sometimes been made
do not fit the point which Aristotle is making, especially the point

119



425%14 DE ANIMA III. 1

that the objects are not incidental. For what could it mean to speak
of the common objects being ‘not incidental’ to a general sensibility?)

425230, Aristotle now discusses another kind of incidental perception
(which may or may not be different from that discussed in the previous
section at 425221 fI., i.e. seeing the sweetness of something). This results
from joint or simultaneous perception by more than one sense. As
already noted on the previous section, De Sensu 7 raises difficulties
about this whole notion but eventually seems to allow some cases of it
because of the existence of the general and unified faculty of per-
ception (‘that which can perceive all things’). De Somno 45516 refers
to the existence of a common potentiality (xoww Svvapis—koing
dunamis) for analogous reasons. The idea which is introduced here of
the senses forming a unity also underlies much of the discussion in
I11. 2 and is finally illustrated by the analogy of a point at 427%10. It
is only because the senses form a unity and hecause the object is one
that it is possible to speak of one sense perceiving the objects of another
incidentally. Aristotle adds that this very fact may give rise to mis-
takes of identity, for obvious reasons.

The sentence in brackets might conceivably be translated ‘it is not
the task of either {sense} at any rate to say that both are one’,
implying that the recognition of the unity of the objects must come
from the unity of the senses. {It is indeed suggested by Hicks in his
commentary that this implies a reference to the common sense, but
this is a mistake; the notions of a unity of the senses and of a common
sense are quite different, and even if the common sense was invoked
earlier at 42516 for perception of unity, this was not as a piece of
psychological machinery as would be implied here.) On the other
hand, the noun to go with érépas (keteras) (translated as ‘either’ above
and as ‘further’ in my translation) has to be supplied, and it is
presumably the alofinous (aisthésis) of the previous line. This must be
translated as ‘perception’ not as ‘sense’. It might still be possible to
interpret the sentence as saying that it is not the task of either per-
ception by itself to say that the objccts are one, implying the necessity
for joint perception. But since only one perception has been mentioned,
I am inclined to think that is is better to interpret the sentence as I
have done—°it is not the task of any further perception . . .’, implying
the sufficiency of joint perception. That is to say that we do not, e.g.,
perceive yellowness and bitterness and then that they are together.

425P4. The question posed here looks at first sight as if it were a quite
general question about the reasons for a plurality of senses. But if
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this is in fact the case, it has to be pointed out that there are much
more obvious reasons of a teleological kind for a plurality of senses,
e.g. in order that we may see as well as hear. It is possible, therefore,
that Aristotle is asking merely why we have a plurality of senses for
the common objects, although if this is so it must be confessed that
the passage reads awkwardly.

Is Aristotle right in pointing out that in the extreme hypothetical
case quoted the common objects would not be apparent? It may
indeed seem almost analytic that it would be so; but this is not in fact
the case, since it is presumably of the special senses that he is supposing
that sight might be the sole example, and there might be a common
sense as well. Although in these circumstances we should hardly call
that sense ‘common’, this would not rule out the capacity for perceiv-
ing the objects which are common as things are now. In that case it is
not clear why the common objects should be more apparent with a
plurality of senses, any more than colour needs a plurality of senses
to be apparent. What the plurality of senses makes clear is that the
common objects are common, not that they exist. Aristotle appears
to give way to the temptation, already noted under 418224, to suppose
that the special objects are somehow more fundamentally objects of
perception. It is to be noted that the common objects are said to
accompany the special objects, and more particularly that colour and
magnitude are said to accompany each other invariably, i.e. that
everything that is coloured is also extended and vice versa.

CHAPTER 2

This chapter is a rambling one, but it begins and ends with a con-
sideration of what are fundamentally the problems of self-conscious-
ness.

425P12. Aristotle starts off his discussion of the problem how we know
that we perceive with the assertion, which he never justifies, that we
perceive that we perceive. The problem is how this is possible. Here he
eliminates the possibility that we know that we see by means of a
different sense. This would mean that the object of sight, colour,
would be an object of this sense too, which goes against the whole
notion of an object of a sense. (Aristotle actually speaks of colour as
the subject of sight, because as its object it is what the sense judges
about; cf. 426"8.) It is not clear why Aristotle supposes the consequence
to follow. He seems to assume that if I perceive by sense 1 that I see
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X, I must therefore perceive X by 7. It is of course possible to use the
words ‘I see that I am tasting a strawberry’ in such a way that it
follows that I see a strawberry; but this is because the words are
tantamount to ‘I see that 1t is a strawberry that I am tasting’. One’s
knowledge that one was tasting a strawberry would then be something
additional. On the other hand, one can clearly be aware that one is
seeing without being aware of what one is seeing. This awareness is
not of course awareness by another sense; but then it is impossible
to know what would be the case in impossible circumstances, and
what Aristotle is considering is impossible. In other words the solution
to the problem which Aristotle is attacking is impossible, but not for
his reasons.

425P15. The second objection is better—that the supposition would
generate an infinite regress. Leibniz uses a similar argument in
connexion with ‘apperception’.

425P17. Aristotle now raises a difficulty over the thesis that it is by
sight that we perceive that we see, a difficulty which he resolves in the
end simply by saying that perception by sight is not a single thing.
(Cf. De Somno 455216 fI. with 1ts assertion that it is not by sight that
one sees [sic] that one sees, but by the common potentiality which is
common to all the senses.) It is doubtful, however, whether the
consideration that he brings to bear on the question, i.e. that per-
ception by sight is not a single thing, is necessarily relevant to his
problem; perception by sight might be multifarious, as he indicates
by the case of judging darkness and light, but not necessarily in the
right respect. What is needed here is the concept of self-consciousness,
itself involving the notion of a subject or person who perceives and
is aware of doing so. Such notions, along with that of personal
identity, are completely missing from Aristotle’s philosophy of mind,
as noted in the Introduction.

The difficulty that he brings forward (according to the text adopted)
is that if seeing is seeing colour or what is coloured, and if one is to
see that which sees, this will be coloured. But he goes on later to admit
that that which sees (i.e. the organ of vision) is In a way coloured—ar.
admission which undermines his argument. This argument is, how-
ever, irrelevant in any case, since his concern should be with seeing
that one sees, and he should show that this involves seeing the thing
which sees; this he fails to do.

(The textual crux referred to above is whether in the three occur-
rences of the phrase at 21g and #22 one should read 76 dp&v [to horon—
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that which sees] or 76 dpav [to horan—seeing]. It is clear that in the
last of these we should read 76 Sp&ov, because the phrase refers to the
sense-organ, as the following remarks make clear. This means that
at the second occurrence in 19 we should read 76 Sp@v also, or else
the remark at 222 would be pointless. It remains a question whether
in the first occurrence we may read 16 dpdav, which if scarcely gram-
matical might seem more to the point in the context—if one is to
see seeing’. The snag is that in that case it is not at all clear why it
should follow that ‘that which sees primarily will have colour’. There
seems no way of making the argument coherent.)

The passage ends with a repetition of the formula for sense-
perception given earlier at 424*17; on this occasion the fact that it
has to do with the sense-organ is made explicit. It is also used to
account for after-images and perhaps other images. It also leads on
to some general considerations about the relation between the senses
and their objects.

425P26. For the formula used in the first sentence of this passage see
on 424°17. Aristotle means here that the actual sounding of an object
and actual hearing are coincident, in the sense that only one move-
ment or change takes place but this can be regarded from two points
of view, either as hearing a sound or as something sounding {(cf.
Physics 202218 {1, for a similar treatment of uphill and downhill and
an application of this to change). This implies that actual sounding
cannot take place without actual hearing and vice versa. It is tempt-
ing to suppose that what Aristotle is referring to is the fact that
sound can be viewed as the internal object of hearing, i.e. that one
cannot hear without there being a sound to hear; but this relationship
does not hold good vice versa, and Aristotle clearly wishes the
connexion to hold in both directions. It is rather that he supposes
that there is one single movement or change going on, which can be
considered as hearing from the point of view of the subject, sounding
from the point of view of the object. The exact nature of this change
is left obscure, but Aristotle’s account is unsatisfactory in any case,
because he is satisfied with what is a purely physical account of the
matter and this fails to take note of the fact that hearing is a ‘modi-
fication of consciousness’ of which sound is the appropriate object;
‘hearing’ is not merely a name for a kind of physical change. This
difficulty runs right through Aristotle’s account of perception. It
remains true that we should not have a concept of sounding if we did
not have one of hearing, and perhaps, though in a somewhat different
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way, vice versa; but this conceptual connexion does not amount to
the thesis ‘no actual sounding without actual hearing’. Indeed this
thesis is manifestly false, since there are many sounds actually
occurring that no one hears. A sound is rather a possible object of
hearing.

I have translated the activity of hearing as ‘listening’. This is
perhaps not quite right as listening implies attention. But no other
suitable word really exists.

42622, The change or movement which can be viewed either as the
activity of the sense-organ or as that of the object is now said to be
in the sense-organ, i.e. that which is potentially hearing. With the
assumption that perception is a form of change or of being affected,
this is in conformity with Aristotle’s general dictum that change or
movement takes place in that which is moved (cf. 41424ff. and
Physics 202*13 f1.). It follows from this that there can (indeed must)
be an unmoved mover, as is hinted at 25-6 in the remark that it is
not necessary ‘for that which produces movement to be itself moved’.

42628, Aristotle now generalizes his account from hearing to the other
senses, while pointing out that some of the forms of activity in ques-
tion have no name, e.g. the activity of colour or flavour. He seems to
attach no importance to this fact, but it perhaps serves as an indication
that there are differences between hearing and sight and perhaps
between these and some of the other senses. The fact that there is no
word for the ‘activity’ of colour and taste, while there is one for that
of sound, may have something to do with the fact that sounds are
emitted from objects and can persist to some extent like smells in the
absence of their source (just because of the features of the causal
processes involved). Sounds and smells are produced in a way in
which colours and tastes are not. {It has to be admitted that light from
very distant objects, like stars, may be perceptible when its source no
longer exists; but this is an exceptional case, not the norm, and as a
result we think of colours as belonging to bodies in a way in which
sounds do not generally belong.)

426215. Aristotle here uses the point which he has made in order to
criticize a form of subjective idealism attributable at any rate to
Protagoras and perhaps to others. His formula commits him to the
view that there cannot be actual hearing without actual sounding
and vice versa, and so also for the other senses. This he now puts
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forward as the truth of the matter. The earlier thinkers had not made
sufficient distinctions. Their view does not apply to, e.g., potential
sounding and hearing. If the slogan of the earlier philosophers
referred to is taken at its face value, it may seem that the situation
should really be the other way round. There can be actual sounds
without actual hearing, but not potential sounds without potential
hearing—and similarly for the other senses in so far as the potential/
actual distinction can be made. For there can be sounds without
anyone hearing them, while if it is possible for a sound to be made
by something, it must also be possible for it to be heard. But, as noted
on II. 7 and 8, Aristotle does not really distinguish between sounds
and perceived sounds, colours and perceived colours, etc. It is of
course true that there cannot be an actually perceived sound without
someone actually perceiving it, while the potentiality to perceive sound
might exist without there existing any potentiality to produce per-
ceptible sounds. Hence, in this sense, Aristotle’s comment may be
considered valid.

426%27. For ‘consonance’ see the note on 424228 fI.

The MSS. here read ‘If consonance is a kind of voice . . .’, but on
this reading the argument would be invalid, and it is not clear in any
case why ‘consonance’ should be a kind of voice rather than a kind of
sound. The objection to the reading here adopted is usually put by
saying that not all voice is a kind of consonance, if by ‘consonance’ is
meant ‘concord’. But as stated on 424228fL., it is probable that it
means nothing of the kind, but a blend of high- and low-pitched
sounds. Aristotle seems here, as at De Sensu 439”19 fI. and 447229 ff.
and- elsewhere, to think of sounds, like colours, as blends of extremes.
Given the reading adopted, his point here is that voice consists of
pitched sound and this is a blend of high and low sounds in a pro-
portion. Since, as he has claimed earlier, the activity of hearing and
sound are one and the same, hearing can similarly be spoken of as a
proportion, i.e. a proportionate blend between extremes presumably
in the processes of the ear. It might be argued that not all sounds are
pitched in this way as voice is, but Aristotle might reply by saying
that hearing functions properly in respect of pitched sounds and that
when the sound has uncertain and indefinite pitch there is similar
indefiniteness and uncertainty in hearing. (There might indeed be
something to this claim.) Moreover, as he goes on to say, extremities of
pitch make the functioning of the sense impossible. For this notion of
the destruction of the sense see on 422220 %,
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At 426%4 Aristotle uses the word ‘proportion’ (Adyos—Iogos) of the
sense itself in view of what is said above. -Aristotle’s point about
pleasure is that while unmixed objects can cause pleasure when
perceived, it is the mixed objects which cause most pleasure just
because the sense itself is in a2 way a mixture or proportion. When the
sense is concerned with things which consist of proportionate mixtures
it functions properly, as indicated above. Hence the pleasure.

426P8. For ‘subject’ see on 42512 ff.

By ‘judges’ here Aristotle means ‘discriminates’. Indeed the trans-
lation would have read better with the substitution of that word. But
Aristotle speaks of judgement where discrimination is not obviously
so appropriate, and in the interests of consistency I have kept the
more general, but also on occasion more awkward, word ‘judge’.

Aristotle here turns back from a consideration of the senses and
their objects to the more general problems concerned with self-
consciousness. The specific problem introduced here is how dis-
crimination between objects of different senses is possible (cf. De
Sensu 7 and De Somno 455217fL.). Aristotle assumes, as he does in
discussing the problem how we are aware that we perceive, that the
awareness which is involved is a perceptual awareness, or, to be more
exact, since he does not speak of awareness, that the discrimination
is perceptual—made possible by a unity of the senses (v. on 425°17
for Aristotle’s failure to produce a proper analysis of self-conscious-
ness).

The last sentence of the passage presents the problem: what is it of
which Aristotle says that flesh is not the ultimate sense-organ? It has
been suggested (@) that it is touch (Ross; cf. 423P2011.), and (4) that
it is the common sense (Hicks). Both of these suggestions must be
rejected on the ground that they do not connect Aristotle’s point
with what he has said about discrimination between objects of
different senses, although Ross’s suggestion is the nearer to the truth.
The point is that we do not always discriminate objects when the
flesh is touched (e.g. when the eye is touched we cannot discriminate
an object of vision from that of touch). But we ought to do so if
flesh (of which the eye is made up) were the ultimate sense-organ.
That is to say that flesh cannot be the ultimate sense-organ for all
perception including the perception that what we are feeling is not an
object of vision. According to the Parva Naturalia (De Iuventute 4, De
Somnoe 2) it is the heart which is the ultimate organ which is responsible
for sense-perception as for other forms of life.
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426P17. Aristotle now argues that one could not discriminate the
object of one sense from that of another if the senses were not con-
nected. Otherwise it would be just like two quite different people
judging—in which case it could not be immediately evident to either
separately that they were concerned with different things. Hence
there must be a unity to the senses—they must constitute one thing.

426P23. Aristotle adds that the judgements involved in the dis-
crimination must be simultaneous and directed to simultaneous and
contemporaneous occurrences. This is the point of the words ‘it so
asserts both now and that they are different now’. Discrimination is
something done by a person at a single time with reference to what is
taking place at that same time.

426P29. Aristotle now brings forward objections to the position so far
arrived at (cf. De Sensu 7 for similar and more detailed objections):

(a) The same thing cannot be moved at the same time in opposite
ways.

(b) Perception and thought, as forms of being affected, involve being
moved ; the motions in question may be opposed or just different.

(¢) Perhaps the subject which discriminates is numerically one but
differentiated in function {cf. on 424217 for this notion). But,
while the same thing can be both of a pair of opposites, as it must
be if it is to be so affected, it cannot be so actually at the same
time. So one cannot perceive or think both of a pair of opposites
simultaneously, if perception and thought are of this kind, i.e.
cases of being affected.

It might be thought that this would not be an objection to the same
thing being moved at the same time in ways which are different
without being opposed; but the passage at 43119 and 20 ff., which
seems to assert very categorically the singleness of sense, seems also to
argue that it makes no difference whether the objects concerned are
opposed or just different. De Sensu 44923 ff., on the other hand, seems
to allow that there may be simultaneous perception of things different
in kind or genus at least, and it is difficulties over simultaneous per-
ception of different objects which underlie the objections brought
forward here in the De Anima. These objections depend, of course, on
the idea that perceiving something is being affected or moved by it.
It may be that the next section with its emphasis on judgement is
meant to undermine that idea, but if so Aristotle does not make the
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point really clear. Another point is that neither here nor in De Sensu 7
does Aristotle pay any attention to the fact that the objects of per-
ception may occupy a field—something obvious in the case of the field
of vision, even if the existence of a field of this kind is problematic
in the case of the other senses.

427%g. Aristotle claims here to give the final solution to his problem,
That which judges or discriminates, the unified sense (presumably
the ato0yridy mdvrwy [aisthétikon panton]—that which can perceive all
things—of De Sensu 449%18 and the xow1 Svvaurs [koiné dunamis]—the
common potentiality-—of De Somno 455216), is like a point. This is
a single thing but gua forming a boundary between two sections of a
line it can be treated as the starting-point of two lines, and hence as
itself two. So far this is a mere analogy to illustrate the notion of being
numerically one but divided in function. Aristotle goes on to speak of
that which judges or discriminates using the point twice. The subject
seems here to have become the person or animal, and this uses the
single faculty twice, once to attend to, e.g., white and to discriminate
it from, e.g., sweet, and secondly to attend to sweet and discriminate it
from white. Whether Aristotle is conscious of what is implied here—
the notion of a person with a unity of consciousness—and whether
the emphasis on judgement in perception is meant to provide a
contrast with the previous emphasis on perception as a form of being
affected is not clear. But the real emphasis is apparently laid upon
the analogy of a point-—an analogy which 1s not perspicuous in its
implications, to say the least.

There is no explicit reference to the common sense anywhere in
this chapter, nor would such a reference be in place. The unified
faculty of sense which is invoked here and in the Parva Naturalia is one
the exercise of which is carried out through any or all of the senses and
is therefore common to all. The common sense is not common in this
way, but because it is exercised by more than one sense-organ and
with reference to objects which are perceptible through more than
one sense. The fact that certain objects are perceptible through
different senses implies that those senses form a unity only in that they
have these okjects in common, and in no other way (cf. the situation
in which the same object is seen and thought of; this would not imply
the unity of sight and thought, even if there is the presupposition that
it is the same person who sees and thinks of the object). On the other
hand, the possibility of discriminating between objects of different
senses does imply a kind of unity of the senses; it presupposes, more-
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over, a form of self-consciousness, as perception of the common objects
does not. The common sense is thus rightly invoked by Aristotle only
with reference to the perception of the common objects, and none
of the problems dealt with in this chapter have anything to do with
this notion. They are concerned with self-consciousness and the unity
of the senses (cf. Kant’s synthetic unity of apperception). These are
quite different ideas. Hence neither this chapter nor the parallel
discussions in the Parva Naturalia referred to above have anything to
do with the common sense, )

CHAPTER 3

This chapter is mainly about imagination, which Aristotle says at
42821 is primarily ‘that in virtue of which we say that an image occurs
to us’. Despite this definition, the chapter covers much more than
imagination in our sense; it is about phantasia (avracia) and as such
covers appearances in general. This gives the chapter a disjointed
look, its principle of unity being a loose one. It does, however, provide
a transition from perception to thinking in general.

427%17. Aristotle begins to differentiate perception from thinking.
Despite his comments on his predecessors (e.g. Parmenides, Em-
pedocles, and Democritus), who tended to assimilate perception to
thinking, assuming that they were both forms of like being affected
by like and treating them both from a physical point of view, Aristotle’s
own accounts of perception and thought are remarkably parallel.
They both involve the assimilation of the faculty to its object, the
reception of form without matter, incorrigibility in relation to certain
objects, and a reliance upon judgement. The only difference is that
since the intellect has no specific organ the first two of these notions
cannot be interpreted, as in the case of sense-perception, in terms of an
organ, as a physical or physiological doctrine. Aristotle’s positive
account of the intellect is to be found in the next chapter.

Aristotle uses here a great variety of terms to deal with different
aspects of thinking, belief, etc. Despite some indications to the con-
trary, there is probabiy little to be made in the way of a distinction
between o phronein (v ¢poveiv) and to noein (6 voeiv), which have
been translated ‘understanding’ and ‘thinking’ respectively. It may
be that ‘to phronein’ suggests more of an awareness of an object, but if
so Aristotle makes little of the difference. There seems to be hardly
any connexion between the use of ‘fo phronein’ here and the use of
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‘phronésis’ (¢ppévmeis) in the Nicomachean Ethics to refer to practical
reason. It is to be noted too that later in this chapter Aristotle includes
knowledge, belief, etc. under thinking.

Aristotle’s objection to his predecessors that they failed to take
account of error seems valid, since no purely physical account could
deal with this. The suggestion that error consists of contact with the
unlike is obviously puerile, and Aristotle rightly rejects it hotly. His
remark that error and knowledge seem to be the same in respect of
the opposites probably means that they have the same object not an
opposite one as the rejected account might suggest.

The second reason adduced for distinguishing perception and
thinking—that false or incorrect thinking is possible—is a bad one,
since it 1s only of the special objects that perception has been said to
be always true. In any case 42819 casts doubt even on this, while
430°26 ff. distinguishes a form of thinking which is always true. The
other reason offered, that thinking is found in some animals only, 1.e.
those which have reason, is better. The significance of the last few
words of the section is that they are presumably meant to meet a
hypothetical objection that imagination is found in all animals (on
which contrast 42828 fI., 428216 ff., and 43425 f1.), and that imagination
is a form of thinking. Aristotle’s reply is that it is not so in the proper
sense; it is dependent on perception.

The word dmddmus (hupolépsis) has been translated ‘supposal’.
It is a difficult word to translate since it appears to express a very
general notion which functions somewhat as the notion of judgement
did in the writings of the Absclute Idealists such as Bradley. 42724 ff.
indicates that it covers what would be, to us, very different things.

427°16. The interpretation of the opening words of this section which
is accepted in the translation is due ultimately to Freudenthal. It
might be argued that the natural translation of the words if vdnous
(noésis) is retained would be ‘that thinking and supposal are not
the same . . .”. But in that case, since the passage goes on to talk about
imagination, it would be necessary to interpret ‘thinking’ as covering
imagination, and this is awkward in view of the preceding differentia-
tion between imagination and thinking (diancia—&idvoia). Ross in
the O.C.T. proposes to delete the offending word. Whatever be the
textual solution the sense required is clear enough.

Aristotle’s way of distinguishing between imagining and supposing
seems to imply that the latter cannot be subject to the will. We cannot
believe what we want to; there have to be taken into account the
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facts or our view of them. It is not absolutely clear that this is correct,
since we can at any rate set out to believe things or make ourselves
believe things. On the other hand, truth and falsity are certainly
essential characteristics of belief, while they are not pertinent to
imagination in the same way. The real point is that beliefs are
determined at least by our view of the facts; this is not true of imagining
something.

What Aristotle says in the latter half of the passage seems quite
correct.

427%24. The wideness of the notion of supposal has been noted above
on 427217ff.

42727, Thought here receives a very general sense so as to cover both
imagination and epistemic notions like those of belief and knowledge
{given what is said about supposal in the previous section).

It has been plausibly suggested that the metaphorical sense of the
term ‘imagination’ is that which connects it with appearances rather
than images (daivecBai—phainesthai rather than davrd{ecfar—
phantazesthar). But in the sequel Aristotle makes many references to
‘appearing’ under the heading of imagination proper; there is clearly
little consistency here.

42825. Aristotle brings five considerations to bear against the identi-
fication of imagination and perception. As he expresses the points
only the last has any cogency; the first three seem invalid or problem-
atical as they stand, while the fourth is concerned with imagination
in the sense of appearances only and as these are perceptual pheno-
mena they do not serve to mark a distinction from perception. The
last consideration at least indicates that there may be images when
there is no perception.

1. Imagination functions in dreams when perception is not present
either potentially or actually. (But is not perception present poten-
tially in sleep, even if not in quite the same way as with a man who is
awake but has his eyes closed?)

2. Perception is always present but not imagination. (The next
sentence makes clear that this means ‘present in all animals’. The
difficulty over ants and bees has been pointed out in a footnote to the
translation; for bees see Metaphysics gBoP22 ff. and De Partibus Anima-
{tum 64835 ff. The remark about imagination conflicts with the im-
plications of 427°14ff. as pointed out in the note on that passage.
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43475 fI. makes a distinction between two kinds of imagination, one of
which is not possessed by all animals; the implication is that the
present remark holds good for only one kind of imagination.)

3. Perceptions are always true, while imaginings are mostly false.
(The claim about perception is a gross exaggeration, not uncharacter-
istic of Aristotle’s remarks about perception in these sections; it applies
properly only to perception of the special objects. The remark that
imaginings are mostly false seems prima facie to go against the sugges-
tion at 427”16 that truth and falsity are irrelevant to imagining.
Aristotle presumably has in mind here under ‘imaginings’ appear-
ances in general. The suggestion that appearances are mostly false
connects closely with the next point as does (2).)

4. We speak of things appearing such and such when perception
is indistinct. {The text of the last few words of this sentence rendered
‘and then it may be either true or false’ is uncertain. I do not think
that Ross’s emendation in the O.C.T., which is noted in a footnote to
the translation, is helpful; its relevance is not clear and the subject of
the wwdrepov clause is doubtful. It is possible that the words should be
deleted, but I have retained them, despite the fact that a subject, the
appearance, has to be supplied. The point is then that appearances
when perception is indistinct may be ecither true or false, i.e. not
obviously true. This point then reinforces (2) and (3).)

5. Sights, i.e. probably after-images {(cf. 425”24) but perhaps other
images also, may occur when our eyes are closed and perception is
not functioning.

428216, It is possible Aristotle means something less strong than
conviction by mioTis (pistis) e.g. acceptance. For it does not seem
obviously true that belief always implies conviction. Aristotle’s point
also seems to imply in any case that animals cannot have beliefs (on
which contrast 434210 ff.). This too is not obviously so.

The last sentence, which I .have included in the text on the ground
that it does make an additional point, makes a further claim—that
nothing that cannot reason can have beliefs. Aristotle is not of course
claiming that beliefs must always be rational, only that nothing can
have beliefs unless it is rational. It is possible that this thesis might be
defended on some sense of the word ‘rational’, but whether this would
be a sense which Aristotle would accept is another matter. Certainly

he thesis requires justification.

428%24. Having argued against the identification of imagination with
perception and belief, Aristotle clinches the matter by arguing against
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the view that it is a combination of the two; he seems here to be
trying to refute Plato (v. Timaeus 52a7y, Sophist 264 a—b, and cf.
Philebus 39 b). It is noteworthy that here ‘belief’ has to take an object
(so that it is equivalent to belief in or belief that the object exists or is
so0) as it commonly does also in Plato. Aristotle argues that on the view
that he is criticizing the objects of belief and perception must be the
same, and they must not be merely extensionally the same objects.
Hence in effect the belief cannot be held on the basis of perception.

The main objection follows in the second half of the passage—that
in illusions (appearances—here included as usual under imagination)
a thing can appear incorrectly despite correct beliefs about it. On the
view being criticized this will amount to a person having a true
belief that p and a false appearance that ~p (i.e. the belief plus
perception that ~p). Aristotle maintains that when on this view it
appears to a person that ~p, he must believe that ~p, and then there
are two alternatives, (a) that he has given up the belief that p, despite
his not having a reason for this, (4) he still has it, i.e. this is the belief
involved in the appearance. Of these two alternatives:

(a) 1s obviously unsatisfactory, since there is no reason why a man
must have given up his true belief about an object when subject
to a perceptual illusion about it; and he need not have given it
up without reason, for he may still have it. On the other hand:

{(b) is unsatisfactory, Aristotle claims, because on that view the
belief will be true and false—true because of the facts and false
ex hypothesi as the belief involved in the appearance, i.e. p and
~p will be thesame, hence both true and false. The only way in
which the belief (which must be what the ‘it’ refers to through-
out) could become false is by a change in the facts, which we
might not notice.

It is important to note that on the second alternative (5) Aristotle is
not saying, as is sometimes supposed, simply that a man cannot hold
two contradictory beliefs at the same time. In general, the supposition
that a man can hold two contradictory beliefs at the same time may be
unobjectionable. On the other hand, the first alternative (a) does pre-
suppose that a man cannot hold at the same time two contradictory
beliefs about what is before him. That is why on the view under considera-
tion if he holds the belief that the sun is a foot across, he must have
given up the belief that it is bigger than the earth. But why should he?
The belief supposedly involved in the appearance is, as noted above,
not a belief on the basis of a perception. Indeed Aristotle is saying

133



428a24 DE ANIMA I1II. 3

that on the theory being criticized the belief would have no basis.
Hence the argument under (a). The only alternative is to accept the
fact that there is only one belief involved in the example, which com-
mits one to (b) with the consequence that it must be true in virtue of
the facts but false ex Aypothesi. Thus there is a reductio ad absurdum of the
theory under examination.

There is a good discussion of the passage by K. Lycos in Mind 1964
(~.s. vol, Ixiil, no. 2g2, pp. 496ff.). Like Lycos, I consider Aristotle’s
dilemma a valid one. It successfully refutes any theory which attempts
to analyse all cases of appearance or seeing-as in terms of beliefs or
judgements. On the other hand, I have no doubt that the non-
epistemic cases of appearing to which Aristotle draws attention, i.e.
cases where something appears F without our believing it to be F,
must be seen and can only be seen against a background of cases
where beliefs are involved. Our understanding of what it is for some-
thing to appear F without our believing it to be F is dependent on our
understanding of what it is for something to appear F in such a way
that we believe it to be F.

428P10. In the remainder of the chapter Aristotle is concerned with
imagination in so far as it is a product of sense-perception and
corresponds in characteristics to sense-perception. He reverts to an
account of it in something like physical terms, and how truth and
falsity attach to it as such is left unclear, despite the assertion that
they do. It is not clear how widely ‘imagination’ is to be construed in
these sections, but 42825 ff. suggests that it is meant to cover appear-
ances in any sense of the word, i.e. both perceptual appearances and
images. Despite Aristotle’s earlier remarks at 42727 ff. on the close
connexion between imagination and thinking, this connexion does not
figure at all here.

42817, The changes in the text suggested by Bywater provide far
better sense than anything that can be extracted from the MS.
readings.

Aristotle here lays down the degrees of fallibility to be attached to
perception of the three kinds of object distinguished in II. 6. It is
noticeable that Aristotle says here that perception of the special
objects is ‘true or liable to falsity to the least possible extent’. As noted
on 418211 1L, the example used here is white, as opposed to colour in the
earlier passage. The more specific nature of the example means that
Aristotle, whether he realizes it or not, is not really concerned with
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the same point as he was in the earlier passage. What is contemplated
here is the possibility of error over white vis-¢-vis the other colours,
not colour vis-d-vis objects of other senses. Aristotle’s modification of
the thesis of incorrigibility here is no doubt due to a sense of the
empirical facts.

The second class of objects referred to are the incidental objects of
perception noted earlier, i.e. physical objects. Why does Aristotle put
the common objects third in order of increasing liability to error?
Do we in fact make more mistakes about, e.g., the size of objects
than their colours? It is not, as Ross (edition of De Anima, Introd.,
P- 39) seems to suppose, the point about distance made at 42825 ff.,
since this does not differentiate incidental and common objects. The
answer may be the relative nature of size, speed, number, etc., to
which Plato appealed at, e.g. Republic 479 b, in order to show the
unreliability of the world of the senses. They are relative (mpds 7e—
pros ti) in a way in which colour and identity are not. Plato at any
rate took this as a reason for attributing fallibility to perception of
such qualities, and it may be that Aristotle is doing the same thing
here. (Cf. Malebranche’s emphasis on the deceptiveness of size, figure,
movement, and distance for similar reasons.)

428P25. Aristotle here removes once again the qualifications which
he has put on the infallibility of perception of the special objects, and
hence maintains that appearances of these when they are present
are true.

428°30. The etymology used here is dubious (as are many of Aristotle’s
etymological suggestions).

CHAPTER 4

In this chapter Aristotle turns to the intellect, which is in his view like
the senses in many ways. Throughout the chapter he uses with respect
to it formulae parallel to those which he uses of the senses, despite the
fact that the intellect does not have the same physical conditions and
in particular does not have an organ. He also vacillates on the question
whether all things or only pure forms or essences are the objects of the
intellect. He gives the impression in this chapter of applying the
formulae at which he has previously arrived rather mechanically,
and he never really resolves the difficulties which result.
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42913, It is not altogether clear why Aristotle sets up the alternatives
in the way in which he does, for, as he makes clear later (at 429%29;
cf. 43125), the faculty of sense-perception is not, strictly speaking,
affected. The point is that he began his discussion of perception in
I1. 5 with the notion that perception was a form of being affected,
and he then proceeded to put refinements and qualifications on that
thesis in a way which leads eventually to a positive rejection of the
original idea. The formulae applied to perception in consequence of
his original idea are here applied to the intellect, so that it is really the
second alternative put forward at the beginning of this section which
1s in fact accepted. There are, however, difficulties over this which
Aristotle never really deals with. These are due to the fact that the
formulae invoked here were relevant to sense-perception just because
this relies on sense-organs; indeed the reception of form without the
matter was seen to be carried out by the sense-organ. The intellect
has no organ, and the process therefore remains mysterious in its case.
For the same reason the phrase ‘that which is capable of perceiving’,
if it is to refer to something to which the formulae can be applied and
also provide a parallel with the intellect, must be essentially ambigu-
ous here (v. below on 42929 and on 413°4f%.).

429%18. The intellect must be unmixed with anything, since it thinks
everything, and is thus, according to the formula, potentially like all
things without being actually such. It must therefore be solely
potential, if it is to think all things, and is before thinking nothing
actual. If it contained anything actual it could not become this, as it
must do according to the formula if it is to think it. Aristotle’s view of
the intellect as pure potentiality is in this way a direct consequence
of his view that it must be possible to think of everything. But it leaves
the status of the intellect very obscure. How can it exist as a poten-
tiality which is not one of any organ? This is a problem for Aristotle.
The best that might be said is that the capacity or potentiality in
question is one of the whole man and is dependent on the other faculties
which do have organs. (41726 says that the faculty of sense-perception
also exists only potentially, but it of course depends directly on sense-
organs.)

Aristotle adds that those (presumably Platonists) who speak of the
soul as the place of forms fit in with his view as long as what they say
is reinterpreted in terms of his formula and applied to the intellect.

429229. Aristotle must be referring to the faculty of perception in
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using the ‘-ikon’ terminology here; otherwise the parallel with the
intellect cannot be sustained while he is making the distinction
between the two.

Cf. 422220fF. for destruction of a sense by too intense objects. The
way in which the intellect is contrasted with this and what it means to
speak of an object as ‘cspecially fit for thought’ or ‘especially think-
able’ is most obscure; presumably thinking of things in the abstract—
in respect of their essence or pure form—somehow illuminates the
more concrete, so that this becomes more intelligible. The intellect is
distinct from the body in the way already suggested, that it is a mere
potentiality and has no organ.

The point of the last sentence is to.distinguish between the intellect
as a mere dunamis and the intellect as a Aexis, between the capacity for
thought that a child has and that which a trained thinker has (s. on
417*21 and 417°16).

429P10. The reference here is to the familiar Aristotelian distinction
between things and their essences (the latter being expressed by the
formula ‘what it is to be F’). In some cases a thing may be identical
with its essence, when its individuality and identity are determined by
what it is essentially——this not being the case with most things, for
which there is much that is accidental or contingent. According to
the Metaphysics (cf. 1031°11ff., 103224 1L, and especially 1037233 ff.),
the cases in which a thing is identical with its essence consist of the
primary instances of substance, i.e. substances in the primary sense
of the word. Which things are substances of this kind is a further
question. Since, as seen above, their individuality has to be determined
by form or essence alone, it comes down in the end to God and the
divine intelligences only (for the latter v. on 414%16). For these alone
are pure form, pure actuality. All other things contain matter, which
is responsible for contingency, and at Metaphysics 1037232 Aristotle
compares them, as he does here implicitly, to a snub-nose or the
snub, which is hollowness in a particular piece of flesh. Snubness is
a property of noses which is essential to them in the sense that only
noses can be snub (cf. Posterior Analytics 1. 4 for this kind of essential at-
tribute). In the same way, in things which are composed of matter and
form, the particular form is dependent on the particular matter in the
way that snubness is dependent on the thing which has it being a nose.

Aristotle suggests that judgements passed on (a) essences and
(b) particulars composed of matter and form must be passed by
different faculties or by the same thing ‘differently disposed’. The
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latter alternative tends to suggest that the intellect by which one
Jjudges essences, ‘what it is to be F’, is not after all utterly distinct
from the senses. This implies a kind of unity of the faculties, like the
unity of the senses implied earlier. That this must be so is in any case
implied by the way in which the intellect is dependent for its existence
on the senses.

429°18. Similar considerations apply to mathematical entities, e.g.
the straight as a geometrical entity, a straight line. These exist only in
abstraction from physical things; they have no independent existence
(cf. on 403210 and Metaphysics E. 1). But they are not pure form or
essence; they have matter—an intelligible one (i.e. extension; u.
Metaphysics 1036%g{L.). Hence for the reasons given above they too are
like the snub. But the essence of the straight—what it is to be straight
(and here Aristotle introduces the general formula for essence; v. on
412°10)—is different; Aristotle suggests duality (i.e. something to do
with extension in two directions perhaps; cf. Metaphysics 1043224 ff. and
the Platonic notion of the indefinite dyad).

The last sentence of the passage suggests that the intellect is con-
cerned in different ways according to the extent to which its objects
are separable from matter. This sums up the previous discussion.

42gP22. Two problems are raised in this section: (¢) how can the
intellect think if it is unaffected and thinking consists of being affected
by something; (b) how can the intellect think of itself (this being the
problem of self-consciousness raised analogously for the senses in
II1. 2). The first problem has in effect been dealt with before, but Aris-
totle goes over the ground again in a way which causes his answer to
be slightly mixed up with that to the second problem.

The objections under (b) are that if the intellect can think of itself
and all its objects are the same in form, all its objects will be like it
and have intellect; alternatively, other things will not be so much
like it as it like them, so that it will have something actual in it. Both
alternatives are unsatisfactory for obvious reasons.

429P2g9. In order to deal with the first problem mentioned above
Aristotle invokes again the formula given at 42g213fF. (cf. 41726 for a
similar remark about perception, and the notes on this and the fol-
lowing passages, especially 41716, for a general discussion of the
1deas involved).

The reference to the tablet is meant merely to illustrate the sense
of ‘potentially’ being invoked; there is potentially writing on an
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empty writing tablet. Aristotle does not mean to draw an analogy
between the intellect and a wax tablet.

Aristotle’s answer to the problem how the intellect thinks of itself
1§ provided by saying that, as it is without matter and there is an
identity between that which thinks and objects of this kind, it is
identical with itself as object. The reason for the identity is that actual
thought and its object are one and the same—contemplative know-
ledge being construed, as usual, as an exercise of pure thought. There
are, of course, the difficulties already pointed out about what this
means, since the formula cannot be interpreted, as was possible in
the case of perception, in physical terms (v. also on 417°16). But in any
case the restriction to ‘things which have no matter’ goes against the
tenor of the earlier part of the chapter, which tends to take everything
as a possible object of thought. Here, at any rate, Aristotle seems to
identify the intellect with pure thought. It has also to be pointed out
that what Aristotle says here does not rule out the possibility that the
way in which the intellect does not involve matter may be different
from the way in which pure essences as such do not involve matter.
(For the general question of the intellect being an object of thought
cf. Metaphysics 107220 and /. g generally.)

The remark about why the intellect does not always think is
parenthetical, suggested presumably by the previous remark about
the identity of that which thinks and its object. It is not obvious that
Aristotle does consider the question later, except perhaps at the
end of Chapter 5.

The final two sentences return to the previous issue, considering
now thought of things which do have matter; because they have
form, these things have what is potentially an object of thought, and
are to this extent themselves thinkable. They will not on that account
have intellect in them for even if the intellect can in a sense be viewed
as identical with their form, it is only with the form in separation
from the matter and as actual not potential. It receives the form
from them (but how?).

In sum, Aristotle wishes to maintain that the intellect in activity 1s
identical with its object (as perception also is); its object is form or
essence either in actual separation or as received from physical ob-
jects, and Aristotle sometimes restricts his attention to one or other of
these alternatives. But what this means in the case of the intellect is
extremely obscure, since there is no physical counterpart as in the case
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of perception. To speak of a sense receiving the form of its object is
intelligible in terms of the sense-organ receiving certain qualities of
the object, even if this restricts its application. In the case of the
intellect, where there is no sense-organ, the whole thing becomes
unintelligible, despite the attempts of St. Thomas Aquinas to inter-
pret it in terms of the abstraction of species from phantasms—notions
which are in any case foreign to Aristotle. The latter’s account of the
intellect cannot be said to be happy.

CHAPTER 5

430210. This is a much-discussed chapter which introduces the famous
or notorious distinction between the active and passive intellects of
which St. Thomas Aquinas made so much. The distinction is made by
Aristotle only in a metaphysical way; there is no indication in his
words that the active intellect plays any role other than that of a
metaphysical ground for the actualization of the potentialities which
make up the soul. This point is stated at the outset; there must be
something in the soul which acts as a cause and brings about the
actualization of its potentialities.

The intellect which was discussed in Chapter 4 was said to become
all things; it is potentially what its objects are actually and becomes
them, qua forms, in its actualization. The other intellect which is here
postulated by Aristotle (and it must be an intellect if it is to play the
role required, because no other faculty of the soul has the necessary
generality and universality in its objects) must therefore be entirely
actual and thus absolutely distinct from anything material (which
could provide potentiality). In this respect its status in the soul is
like that of the Prime Mover in the universe at large. Of course
even the intellect of Chapter 4 was said to be distinct, unaffected, and
unmixed, but it was not ‘in essence activity’ (cf. also the remarks at
408°1811.).

The analogy which Aristotle draws between the active intellect
and light is not perhaps immediately perspicuous. As a hexis (trans-
lated here as ‘disposition’) light must be something actual; its presence
is also a condition for the perception of colours. It makes colours
actual by making possible their actualization as objects of perception
(v. I1. 7 generally), and is thus a necessary condition of the perception
of colour. In the same way, the activity of the active intellect is a
necessary condition of the actualization of the potentialities of the
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soul, especially the thinking of objects. Although it is a necessary
condition of this kind it is not also a sufficient condition and cannot
play the role of such. It cannot, e.g., play the role which Aquinas gives
to the active intellect in his system—the illumination of the species,
the abstraction of them from the phantasms produced by sense and
their imposition on the passive intellect. Aquinas derives the notion
of the illumination of the species from the analogy with light which
Aristotle introduces here, but he misunderstands its import—to
illustrate that which makes actualization of potentialities possible.

430%18. The text of this passage is probably corrupt. The sentence
which I have bracketed is repeated at 43121. In his edition of the
De Anima Ross puts brackets round the complete sentence up to ‘and
at other times not’, suggesting deletion. But the last words, which I
have left unbracketed, are needed here; they are clearly about the
active intellect. It is probable that something else about the active
intellect has dropped out before these words, and those from 43121
have been substituted for them.

The active intellect must always think because it is actual, not
merely potential like the intellect discussed in Chapter 4 (cf. 43025
for the remark that this does not always think). Hence too, like God,
it can have separate existence and is eternal, just because of its lack of
potentiality.

The last sentence of the passage has been much discussed and has
received many interpretations. One thing seems quite certain—that
the ‘we’ in *24 cannot be identified with the active intellect. Aristotle
15 not ascribing to us a disembodied existence in that form. Any
transcendent interpretation of this kind must be excluded; there is no
ground for it in the text. What then is the object of ‘remember’? Is it
the functioning of the active intellect? Not very plausibly. The most
probable interpretation is that suggested by Hicks—that Aristotle is
parenthetically trying to explain why we forget things, although there
is an active intellect in us which is always thinking and which there-
fore always knows things (cf. too 408P24ff.). His answer is that the
active intellect is unaffected (and since it would have to be somehow
affected if it were responsible for memory, it cannot have this func-
tion) ; but the passive intellect—the intellect responsible for ordinary
intellectual functions like memory—can perish, as must the rest of
what is ultimately, even if not directly, dependent on the body. On
the other hand, the passive intellect isdependent on the active intellect
for thinking of any kind, as is stated throughout the chapter.
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It must be confessed that this is not the only possible interpretation
of the passage. The last five words alone have at least four possible
interpretations (v. Sir David Ross, Aristotle, 4th ed., p. 152). But the
interpretation offered here is certainly the least extravagant one and it
fits in with everything else that is said in this very brief chapter.

If this interpretation is right, Aristotle provides no grounds here
for any kind of belief in personal immortality. The part of the soul
which is said to be eternal is a rather abstract entity which has only
a metaphysical role to play as a necessary condition of the functioning
of the soul. Its status in the soul is somewhat like that of God, on
Aristotle’s view, in the universe at large; they are both purely actual,
and their existence is, in their different ways, a condition of the
actualization of the particular potentialities with which they are
concerned. It is not therefore surprising that the two have sometimes
been erroneously identified. The active intellect, however, may be
divine, but it is not itself God.

CHAPTER 6

430226. The word ddwaiperos (adiairetos) should be translated as
‘undivided’ rather than ‘indivisible’ throughout the chapter; it must
be so translated at 430°8. The undivided objects in question are the
ultimate objects of thought (corresponding to basic concepts, the
essences of Chapter 4 in their simplest and basic form as infimae
species). Their status in relation to thought is said to be like that of the
special objects in relation to perception. Hence, to complete the
parallel, Aristotle says that they give rise to no falsity. But he is also
explicit in saying that truth and falsity are a function of the synthesis
of thoughts in judgement (cf. De Interpretatione 162gff., Metaphysics
ro1222ff., 1027°171f,, 105:1°1ff.). Hence he should, strictly speaking,
say here that with respect to thought of undivided objects there is no
room for either truth or falsity, and this would by no means amount
to a claim for infallibility in this case. (See, however, Metaphysics 1051
17ff. which connects attainment of truth with being in contact with
something.)

The Empedocles passage which is supposed to supply an analogy
for synthesis is DK Fr. 57.

On the addition of the thought of time the De Interpretatione ch. 2
says that all verbs signify time in addition—not just verbs in future
and past tenses.
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In the example involving white and non-white Aristotle is taking
the most primitive kind of false statement—the assertion that one
thing 1s its opposite. He maintains that even here there must be,
despite the contradiction, a synthesis. He is not here asserting that
negative statements involve synthesis; the ‘not’ must be attached to
‘white’ to make ‘non-white’ and it is this which white is asserted to be
in the example.

Division or separation is the opposite to synthesis. Aristotle main-
tains that any combination of thoughts into a whole can also be
conceived as a separation of thoughts out of a whole. The point is
that the kind of thinking in question consists of a complex thought,
and the relations between it and its constituents can be described
cither as synthesis or division, depending on what one takes as the
primary component of thought (i.e. the judgement or the concept).
This is a question of fundamental importance {cf. Bradley on judge-
ment v. idea, Frege and Wittgenstein on statement u. name) but
Aristotle merely throws out his remark without developing it. More-
over, he does not discuss what kind of synthesis of thoughts judgement
consists in; he makes no reference to the notion of predication.

430P6. This passage has caused the commentators much difficulty and
has led to suggestions for emendations. Most of the trouble stems from
translating Siatperds (diairetos) and ddiaiperos (adiairetos) as ‘divis-
ible’ and ‘indivisible’ respectively; for how can one suppose 4 length
to be indivisible? The situation is transformed if one takes the words
to mean ‘divided’ and ‘undivided’ respectively. Aristotle begins
with the distinction between what is actually undivided and what is
potentially so (with corresponding cases for the divided). When one
thinks of an actually undivided length (which is of course potentially
divided, i.e. divisible in principle} one does so in a single undivided
thought and in a single unit of time, since the object is one single
thing. In that case one cannot divide the thought or its object into
halves and ask what one was thinking of in half the time of the whole
thought; for there are no actual half-thoughts involved and hence
no half-objects or half-times, except potentially in the sense that the
whole could be divided and so thought of. This latter possibility is then
taken up by Aristotle.

In sum, the thought of the whole is said to be one thought, so
that we cannot divide it into thoughts of the halves. When there is no
actual division the halves do not exist except potentially. Conversely,
if one makes a division by thinking of the halves separately there must
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be two thoughts in two units of time, just as with two quite separate
objects or lengths. So, if a whole is compounded out of two halves, the
time involved is similarly composite.

430P16. This passage clearly carries on from the preceding and so the
transposition of P14~15 until after P20 seems quite justified. If one
then reads the passage as following on directly after P6-14 its inter-
pretation ceases to be difficult. (The emendation in *16 of 6 for ¢ is
clearly required; the word refers to the length referred to again at
P1g9.) By ‘those things’ is meant the half-lengths, etc., of the previous
passage, i.e. the divided lengths and times. The object and time of
any single thought is not divided except incidentally (i.e. except in a
way that has no relevance to the thought—extensionally not inten-
sionally). The wholes and halves are then of course, properly speaking,
undivided objects of thought and undivided times. Aristotle then
adds that there is something in these undivided objects and times which
makes them unities; they have a principle of unity which is provided
by the object’s being what it is—by its form or essence. In passing,
however, he rejects the Platonic view of unity as due to something
separate (cf. Metaphysics 1. 2).

430P14. This, if not a gloss, merely reaflirms the above point with
respect to qualitative division.

430P20. Aristotle goes on to bring in another case of something which
is undivided, i.e. anything which serves as a limit, e.g. a point or a
dividing line. Being limits they are thought and known via what they
negate; thatis to say that they are thought and known in the way that
privations are (cf. 425219, which says that number is the denial of the
continuous). )

This leads him to consider our understanding of other privative
notions. In conformity with the usual Aristotelian version of the view
that knowledge is by opposites, this is said to be due to the fact that the
subject is potentially what the object is actually. Although the words
‘and the latter must be in it’ might stand as a reference to the subject
receiving the form of the object, it may be that Aristotle really means
to say that the positive quality of which the object previously referred
to is a privation must be somehow in the subject, if the privation is to
be recognized. If that is so, something must have dropped out of the
text.

The last sentence clearly refers to the Aristotelian God, who having
no matter is not subject to contraries (cf. Metaphysics 107520 ff., which
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says that what is primary has nothing contrary to it because it has
no matter).

430P26. 1 have accepted the substitution of ‘denial’ (dwdédaois—
apophasis) for the ‘affirmation’ (karddaocis—kataphasis) of the MSS. The
original reading might be accepted if we could interpret ¢dots (phasis—
here translated as ‘‘assertion’) as a generic notion like that of ‘pro-
position’,

Aristotle makes explicit here that the undivided objects of thought
referred to at the beginning of the chapter are the essences of things
(.e. the ‘things without matter’). For the formula ‘what it is for it
to be what it was’ see on 412P10ff.

The rest of the passage makes explicit the parallel with sense-
perception referred to earlier. For this and comments on it see on
43026 ff.

CHAPTER 7

This chapter 1s a collection of fragments. The text is uncertain in
places and the argument often suspect. The same is true of the next
chapter.

431%1. For this passage see also on 430218ff. Aristotle’s remarks here
on the general priority of the actual to the potential are in conformity
with Adetaphysics ©. 8.

431%4. The formula about the relation of the actual to the potential
is now reapplied to perception. The potentiality in the individual must
be actualized by the object. Here Aristotle finally denies explicitly,
despite much of what he has said earlier, that perception, being an
activity or actualization, is a form of being affected or of movement
generally. For the issues raised here see on 417214 ff.

It i1s not clear whether ‘that which can perceive’ refers to the faculty
or to the sense-organ or animal. 429*29 speaks of the faculty being
unaffected (and it must be the faculty to preserve the parallel with
the intellect), but here Aristotle seems to be making a somewhat
different point.

43128. Here the connexion of perception with judgement and hence
with assertion is made most explicit. Aristotle also assimilates finding
something pleasant to asserting it as good; contrariwise for what is
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painful. He assumes that pursuit of an object follows directly from
the assertion of it as a good (cf. Nicomachean Ethics 113921 and what
he says about the conclusion of the practical syllogism at Nicomachean
Ethics 1147%2511.).

For the ‘perceptive mean’ see on 42327 ff. and 4242281

The assertion that actual avoidance and desire are the same is a
hard saying, even though it is qualified later by the formula asserting
difference in ‘einai’ (v. on 424217 fL.). There is an alternative reading
of rofiTo for radré— Avoidance and desire, as actual, are this...’—but
the context suggests that the reading adopted is the right one, espe-
cially since the sentence goes on immediately to say that ‘that which
can desire’, ‘that which can avoid’, and ‘that which can perceive’ are
all identical. {There is, however, not the same difficulty with these,
since they can all be construed as referring to the same thing, the
animal or the soul.) Aristotle’s point over actual avoidance and desire
is probably that the same movement can be viewed as a case of
seeking one thing and avoiding another (cf. on 425P26 f1.).

The assertion of the indispensability of images for thought is note-
worthy if highly disputable (cf. 4322g fI., where there is the only other
occurrence of the word alofnua [aisthéma—a sense-perception] in the
De Anima). Aristotle’s view about the dependence of thought on
images probably arises from his view about the dependence of the
higher faculties on the lower ones. But the ‘hence’ in the last sentence
is nevertheless odd, as is indeed the structure of the whole passage.

431%17. This passage has little to do with the one that precedes it,
but it is connected with the one that follows, despite an obvious lacuna
in the text. It asserts explicitly that there is ultimately a single faculty
of sense (the single mean), although it takes many forms (cf. 4268 ff.
and the passages of the Parva Naturalia mentioned in the notes on that
passage and those which follow).

431220. This passage returns to the problem of how we discriminate
between the objects of different senses, i.e. that discussed at 426°8fT.,
and gives essentially the same answer, since the analogy with the
boundary which is invoked here is essentially the same as that with
the point invoked at 4272gff.

The passage in general is difficult and has received many inter-
pretations according to the account given of ‘these things’ at 222,
‘those’ at 223, and ‘C’ and ‘D’ in 226-28. (The words suggested for
deletion in square brackets are clearly meant to identify C and D with
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‘those’; this is correct even if the comment is a gloss.) It seems fairly
clear that ‘these things’ must be the sweet and the hot. These are one
(a) by analogy, i.e. in their relations to the corresponding unified
senses, and () in number, i.e. in that the thing perceived is both sweet
and hot. It might be inferred from the sentence beginning ‘for what
difference does it make . . . that ‘those’ are the white and the black;
alternatively it might be that they are the opposites of sweet and hot
and that Aristotle goes on to work out the relations between all these.
But I think that in fact ‘those’ refers back to something that has
dropped out in the lacuna at the end of the previous paragraph, i.e.
the senses concerned. (For other interpretations see Hicks, pp. 531 ff.
and Ross, pp. 305ff. The interpretation which I have adopted is
essentially that of Neuhaeuser mentioned by Hicks. The objections
that Hicks raises against it arise from his general confusion of the
unified faculty of sense with the common sense.)

On this interpretation, Aristotle goes on to say that it makes no
difference whether the objects are merely different or are opposites;
there will still have to be a unity. As the objects 4 and B are to each
other so the senses or the perceptions C and D are to each other. (By
‘alternando’ Aristotle means ‘as 4 is to C, so B is to D’, and this clearly
also holds.) Now A4 and B can belong to one thing, so that they can be
said to be numerically one but different in ‘einai’ (v. again on 424*
171L.). The same will be true of the perceptions C and D, so that there
will be numerically one faculty of perception with different manifesta-
tions. The same also applies 1o other senses and perceptions, and it
makes no difference whether 4 and B are opposites or merely different
(cf. 42629 M. and De Sensu 44923 11.).

(In the O.C.T. Ross emends ‘CD ... AB’ to ‘CA ... DB on the
grounds that if C and D are opposites they could not both belong to
the same thing [and similarly for 4 and B]. But on the view which I
have put forward the point that Aristotle seems to be making is that
they could so belong. In any case, on Ross’s view, according to which
Cand D are, e.g., the sweet and the bitter [so that C4 is the sweet and
the white] the alternative proposed in the last sentence would make
C4 be the sweet and the bitter, which would, on his view, still be
objectionable.)

431P2. Aristotle now returns to the issues left off at 431217. The inter-
vening two paragraphs may indeed be an interpolation of some kind.
Aristotle never explains further the way in which images function
like sense-perceptions in connexion with avoidance and pursuit. It is
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perhaps noteworthy that here ‘that which can think’ must refer to
the animal or man, since it is he who is moved, not the faculty. The
‘those’ of 3 are the forms of actual objects (°2) which the animal
or man perceives.

The example of the beacon is not meant to illustrate the function
of images but to provide a case to illustrate the role of perception in
initiating actions (but what on earth is the action in question?); this
is to be compared with the role of images which is referred to next.
“There’ and ‘here’ in °g must mean in the case of perception and in the
case of thought respectively. (If the words 77} kow3 [‘by the common
sense’] are to be retained at P5, they will somehow have to have close
connexion with ‘seeing it moving’, since the common sense could not
be that by which one recognizes the hostility of the beacon. On the
other hand, it would be odd to speak of seeing the motion by the
common sense [at any rate without qualification]. It is therefore best
to treat the expression as a gloss and to delete it.)

To say that truth and falsity are in the same genus as the good and
the bad is but to say that they are parallel; they fall together in a
table of opposites. In saying that truth and falsity are not relative to
anyone, Aristotle is quite correct. Good and bad, at least in the sense
in question here, are (if they are to affect action) good and bad for the
person concerned, and thus relative.

431P12. This passage and the one that follows it are not connected with
what precedes them or indeed with anything else in the chapter.
They have more connexion with Chapter 6.

For the snub see on 42gP10. As far as concerns mathematical
entities which exist only in abstraction {cf. 42¢®18 and 403210),
Aristotle is simply saying here that while they are not really separately
existing entities one thinks of them as such.

(For ‘spoken of as in abstraction’ cf. 432%5; it is not that mathe-
matical entities are spoken of in abstraction, but that they exist in
abstraction and are so spoken of. See on 412222 for the type of ex-
pression.)

431P17. The promise made in the last sentence is, as far as can be
seen, not carried out. It is not altogether clear why the problem arises
in the form in which Aristotle expresses it here. The main problem is
rather one concerning the relation between the intellect which can
think immaterial entities and the body—a problem which was not
satisfactorily dealt with in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 8

This brief chapter has acquired a certain reputation as summing up
Aristotle’s views. On closer examination, however, it appears, like the
previous chapter, rather scrappy and perhaps crude. Certainly it is
too early in the book to sum up, since the treatment of movement is
still to come. It is reasonable to have doubts about its authenticity, at
any rate as a chapter in this book.

431%20. This merely sums up what has been said many times before
about perception, thought, and their objects.

431P24. This passage provides more details about the relation between
perception, thought, and their objects. But the division mentioned
in the first sentence seems unnecessarily geometrical. Why must the
potential correspond to the potential, and the actual to the actual,
in this way, and what is the significance of the correspondence?
However, what Aristotle goes on to say in the next sentence is cer-
tainly in conformity with his general doctrine.

The hand is a tool of tools in the sense that it is used in order to
use tools; but the parallel between this and a form of forms provides
more elegance than illumination. The point is presumably that the
intellect and sense are forms for the reason that the soul in general
was said to be at the beginning of Book I1, i.e. because itis the capacity
of a living thing for exercising its functions. But what is the sense of
‘form of forms’? The point is probably that since the intellect and
senses receive forms, they are potentially those forms and are thus a
potentiality for becoming forms. For this reason they are described
in this very abstract way as a form of forms and a form of objects of
perception respectively.

In *26 the use of the words ‘in the soul’ with ‘that which can per-
ceive’ and ‘that which can know’ indicates that here at least the
phrases refer to the faculty in question, and it is this which is said to
be potentially its objects. Thus this passage is the exception to the
rule given in the notes on 41823, where it was said that the formula
applies to the organ of the faculty. The snag, as has appeared since in
many places, is that the rule cannot apply to the intellect in any case,
however much it may apply to perception.

432%3. This paragraph encapsulates what is sometimes referred to as
Aristotle’s empiricism, and is the source of the dictum that there is
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nothing in the intellect that was not previously in the senses. The
initial statement may seem to contradict other statements elsewhere
concerning, e.g., God’s separate existence, not to speak of that of other
entities. In fact the passage has the same indefiniteness on this matter
as the attitude towards theology expressed in parts of Metaphysics E. 1.

For the role of images see on 43128 ff. and 4312 ff. Aristotle means
by ‘imagination’ here simply the having of images.

The passage tails off into a query about the relation between the
simplest thought and images, a query. prompted perhaps by the fact
that he has distinguished between imagination and discursive thought
by saying that the latter involves a combination of thoughts. His
answer is, rightly enough, that thought is always thought, even if
dependent on images.

CHAPTER 9

This chapter returns to the more systematic account of the faculties
of the soul which was abandoned after Chapter 6 according to our
present text and replaced by a series of fragmentary and often unre-
lated discussions which have something of the mark of an interpola-
tion. The opening section of this chapter merely sets the stage for a
discussion of the problem of locomotion.

432%22. Aristotle rightly objects to the kind of tripartite theory of
the soul put forward by Plato in the Republic 434 d ff. and also to the
division into rational and irrational parts, which the Magna Moralia
1182223 attributes to Plato but which is said at Nicomachean Ethics
1102226 ff. to be a popular distinction.

The status of the imagination has always been a problem for
Aristotle (cf. the discussion of I11. g). Here Aristotle agrees that it is
different from other faculties in ‘einat’, but is uncertain whether or not
it is coincident or numerically the same as any of them (this implies
the familiar distinction discussed under 424217ff.). His difficulties
on this and similar points might rightly provoke doubts on the whole
faculty approach to the soul.

For the distinction between kinds of desire see on 413°16 and
414232. Similar distinctions are made at Nicomachean Ethics 1111°10ff.,
Rhetoric 136921 fI., Politics 133422.

For breathing in and out see the De Respiratione and for sleep and
waking the De Somno.
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432P13 ff. Aristotle differentiates between that which is responsible
for movement and the faculties of nutrition, perception, and intellect
in characteristic ways—by appealing to counter-examples to the
thesis that they might be identified with each other.

The thesis that nature does nothing without reason is a common
expression of the teleological principle in Aristotle.

432P26. The suggestion that all animal movement is a function of
avoidance and pursuit is notable, although it is scarcely acceptable;
Aristotle’s account of the motivation of behaviour is on the whole
fairly simple-minded. It is also worth noting the suggestion that
mere contemplation of something frightening or pleasant may have
a physical effect, without calling out actual fear or pleasure. The
physical effect is presumably a form of excitement (cf. an analogous
statement about imagination at 427°16ff.).

433%1. The intellect mentioned here is presumably practical but is by
itself insufficient to produce movement. There must be wants which
in the incontinent man take possession of him. But wants too are not
sufficient by themselves, for continent people let reason guide them.

CHAPTER 10

433%9. To allow his account to cover animals, Aristotle has to extend
his usual notion of the intellect to cover the imagination, if it is to
be a candidate for being the cause of movement in animals. Any
intellect of this kind must be in any case practical in the sense that it
must consider matters in relation to an end. Hence the object of the
desire, the end, is what we start from in calculating means to it, and
we work back until we come to something which is immediately rele-
vant and is therefore the starting-point for action (cf. Nicomachean
Ethics 1112°111L).

433%17. Having been through these considerations, Aristotle now
gives prime importance to desire in the initiation of movement,
presumably on the dubiocus grounds that there has in the end to be
Jjust one cause. Intellect cannot function practically without desire,
while the latter can so function without reasoning, as in irrational
wants. It might be objected that this does not make desire sufficient
and necessary as the cause of movement since Aristotle has not
eliminated all forms of the intellect as part causes of movement (cf.
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the role given to the imagination earlier). Presumably even the
Incontinent must have some idea of what they want.

It is to be noted that here as at 4323 ff. desire (Spefis—orexis) is the
generic notion; wishing (BovAnois—boulésis) covers rational desires;
and wanting (émibvuia—epithumia) irrational ones.

433%26. That intellect is always right is a characteristic exaggeration.
Presumably Aristotle says this in order to differentiate the concept of
the good as an end from the concept of apparent good which might
be put down to the imagination. The good which is not practicable
probably includes things like God which might be called good in
some sense but are not possible ends of human action. The practicable
is something which is not necessarily so and hence cannot be an object
of science. This point is made frequently in the Nicomachean Ethics;
ethics is concerned with things that can be otherwise.

433%31. The reference here to wanting and passion suggests that this is
another side attack on Plato with exactly the same point as at 432222 ff.

433P5. Having claimed that desire is the cause of movement in animals,
Aristotle has to deal with the point that desires may conflict (rational
v. irrational—reason v. wants). He does this by means of the suggestion
that while there may be many desires responsible for any given move-
ment they will be all one in kind, and so the movement will be a
product of the faculty of desire as such. Hence they will have in a
sense one cause. Aristotle’s preoccupation with the problem of which
Sfaculty is paramount in movement, rather than with that of what
exactly is the cause of any given movement exemplifies his tendency
to think of the faculties as kinds of agency. He certainly speaks on
occasion of faculties doing things.

433P13 ff. Aristotle now sums up- the constituents in the production
of movement. (1) The practical good (something unmoved) produces
movement in (2) the faculty of desire, which itself moves (3) the animal
by (4) a means which is bodily. The last is discussed briefly in the next
section in terms of the mechanics of bodily movement through the
ball-and-socket joint (cf. De Motu Animalium 698214 1., 701°1 f1.). The
two parts of the joint meet at a point, so that they can be said to be
spatially inseparable, although the functions of the two parts are differ-
ent and so in consequence are their definitions (. again on 424*171f.
for the formula).

The analogy of the circle is to be explained by the consideration
that a circle is supposed to be produced by a movement round a fixed
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point, the centre. So in bodily movement one point must be fixed,
and 1in relation to it the rest moves.

The two kinds of imagination distinguished at the end are respec-
tively that which is a kind of thinking and that which is responsible for
perceptual illusions, etc. (cf. III. g and 43425 ff.).

Aristotle’s account of animal and human movement is vitiated by
a failure to make a proper distinction between action or behaviour
and the bodily movement which a physiologist might be concerned
with. In consequence, for a great deal of the time he appears to
be looking for the causes of movement, without making clear whether
this is action or mere bodily movement. At other times he seems to
be looking for the factors which will be necessary in any proper
account of behaviour, and to be asking what psychological faculties
are presupposed. But he also runs the two kinds of account together
on occasion, so that the faculties in question appear to function
as agencies of some kind. It is in general, however, the causal
account that is uppermost in Aristotle’s mind, and there is no
doubt that his thinking on the matter is relatively crude. This 1s
particularly so when it comes to establishing the connexion between
the psychological factors and the bodily mechanism. He thinks it
sufficient to say at the end of the section beginning 433b13 that it must
be investigated ‘among the functions common to body and soul’;
he is regrettably vague about the whole matter.

CHAPTER 11

433P31. Imperfect animals (here equivalent to the lowest forms of
animals) are not here denied imagination. Aristotle’s argument
entails that they have it but only in an indeterminate form.

434%5. The last words of this section are obscure but involve the
notion that one must be able to synthesize issues to have the idea of a
single standard in terms of which the action that one is to take must
be assessed.

434%10. That animals have beliefs is asserted here despite what is
implied by 428219 ff. The point that Aristotle is making is that they
have beliefs about the end to be pursued although the