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Book I

The Traditional Background

Chapter One: The Scope of the Work

Aristotle opens the work by setting the study of the soul in its scientific context. It merits our attention for the accuracy of which it is susceptible, which it has in common with the general study of the sub-lunary world, and for the superior value of its object, which it shares, for instance, with the study of the stars. Indeed, it enjoys a key position within the whole study of reality (aletheia) and especially within that of the province nature (physis), as soul stands in the position of principle (arche) of all living things. These opening remarks make clear the general meta-biological standpoint of the work.

Aristotle then passes to a preliminary discussion of how the soul is to be fitted into the general conceptual and taxonomic framework of the Categories and the Posterior Analytics. It is here that the question of the soul’s substantiality is first raised. It is to be answered in a clear affirmative at the opening of the second Book. Connected with the task of conceptually locating the soul is the need to uphold or repudiate its purported unity. This comes under strain, if, in a way that Aristotle rightly implies to be new, we avoid the temptation to think in effect only of the human soul. If the soul does indeed turn out not to be a single thing – and at this stage Aristotle leaves the question firmly open – we must try to find the differentiating criteria either for the parts of a single soul or for the species of a genus.1 In any case, the eventual definition of soul must be such that the attributes and the substance (ousia) are mutually illuminative. This is clearly a feature that Aristotle holds to distinguish his own account from that of his predecessors.

In the second part of this opening chapter, Aristotle passes to the pathe of the soul. This word admits of a vexatiously wide range of possible translations. It can mean, widely, ‘properties’, more narrowly, ‘passive properties’, or, most narrowly, ‘emotions’.2 The standard translation of pathe, here adopted, is ‘affections’, in the sense of those things that something undergoes, the things that are done to it, as opposed to the things that it does. Aristotle’s general position is that these pathe are features common to both body and soul, and his illustration of this doctrine with the case of anger has recently been thought to bring him close to modern physicalist accounts of mental states. Even here, however, it should be noted that Aristotle suggests that the general account of the pathe may not cover the problematic case of thinking. It is this general account, however, that leads to a digression on the relative competences of the sciences which comes towards the end of this chapter. Finally, in a difficult sentence, Aristotle restates his claim that the pathe of the soul are inseparable affections common to both body and soul.

Chapter One

Supposing that knowledge is one of the things that is fine [402a] and valuable, and one kind rather so than another either for its accuracy or by its being of better or more wonderful things, on both these grounds we would be right to place the inquiry into the soul among the first kinds of knowledge. But knowledge of the soul is also held to make a great contribution to the complete understanding of the truth and especially towards that of nature. For the soul is, so to speak, the first principle of living things. We seek to contemplate and know its nature and substance and then the things that are accidental to it. Of these some are held to be affections peculiar to the soul itself, others belong to the animal as well in virtue of the soul. In general, and in all ways, it is one of the hardest of things to gain any conviction about the soul.

Now, since the inquiry is one that is common to many other subjects as well – the inquiry, that is, about substance and what a thing is – perhaps someone might think that there is some one method for application to all subjects whose substance we wish to know, similar to the demonstration of individual accidental characteristics, so that it would be this method that we would have to seek out. But if there is not some single common method for the investigation of particulars, then putting our inquiry into practice becomes still more difficult. For we will have to grasp in each case what the method of inquiry is to be. But even if it is clear whether our method is to be demonstration or division or some other, there remain many problems and confusions as to the starting-points of the inquiry. For the starting-points of different subjects are different, for instance those of numbers and plane figures.

But perhaps it is necessary first to distinguish in which of the kinds it is and what it is, that is to say whether it is a particular and substance, or a quantity or quality or some other of the categories that we have distinguished, and again whether it is one of the things that are in potentiality or rather some actuality. For this makes no little difference. [402b] We must also consider whether or not it is with parts, and whether or not every soul is of the same character; and if not, whether they differ in species or in genus. For at the moment those who talk or inquire about the soul seem to consider only the human case. But we must be very careful not to overlook the question whether there is a single account to be given of soul, as that of an animal in general, or a different one to be given in each case, for instance those of the horse, dog, man and god, there being either no such thing as the animal in general or only in a secondary way. In the latter case the situation would be the same as for any other common predicate. But further, if there are not so much many kinds as many parts of the soul, then we must decide whether we should first investigate the soul as a whole or its parts. But with these too it is hard to determine which of them are by nature different from each other. And it is hard to know whether we should investigate the parts of the soul first or their functions, for instance thinking first or the intellect, perceiving first or the perceptive faculty, and so with all the other parts and functions. But if it is the functions that we should look at first, someone might again question whether it is the objects of these functions that we should first look into, for instance the object of perception before the perceptive faculty and the object of thought before the intellect. But it would seem that not only is knowledge of what a thing is useful for the contemplation of the causes of those things that are attributes of the substances – just as in mathematics, knowledge of what the straight and the curved are, or the line and plane figure, are useful for seeing to how many right angles the angles of a triangle are equal – but conversely knowledge of the attributes contributes a great deal to knowledge of what the particular is. For when we can give a demonstration, in accordance with the appearance of the attributes, either all or most, then will we also be in the best position to talk about the substance in question. What a thing is is the starting-point for any demonstration. Thus all those definitions from which we do not get to know the accidental [403a] properties of the thing, and in fact not even to guess easily about them, are obviously all given quite vacuously as mere debating points.

The affections of the soul also present a difficulty. It is unclear whether all these are shared also with the ensouled thing or whether some one of them is peculiar to the soul itself. This we must decide, but it is not easy. It seems indeed to be the case that with most affections the soul undergoes or produces none of them without the body – being angry, for instance, hoping, desiring and perceiving in general. But thinking particularly is like a peculiar affection of the soul. If, however, this too turns out either to be imagination or to be impossible without imagination, then not even this would admit of occurring without body. But if there is some one of the functions or affections of the soul that is peculiar to it, then the soul would admit of being separable, whereas if there is not one that is peculiar to it, it will not be separable, but there will be a parallel with the way in which a straight line has, in virtue of its straightness, many attributes, such as that of touching a bronze sphere at only one point, while the straightness itself, if separated, would not so touch the sphere. For straightness is inseparable if indeed it is impossible without a body. But in the case of the soul too it seems that all its affections are of it with body, as anger, mildness, fear, pity, hope and even joy and loving and hating. For in all these cases the body is affected in some way. A clear indication of this is the fact that sometimes when strong and marked afflictions occur men are not at all exasperated or cowed, while they are on occasion moved by small and slight sufferings, when the body is in a state of rage and in the same physical condition as when the man is angry. But there is an even clearer sign in that when nothing frightening at all happens men find themselves among the affections characteristic of one who is afraid. But if this is the case, it is clear that the affections are formulae in matter. Definitions, therefore, of the affections will be of the following kind: ‘Anger is a kind of movement of a body of the given kind or of a part or capacity of such a body because of one thing and for the sake of another.’ Thus it is already within the province of the natural philosopher to have a theory about the soul, either quite generally or about the given kind of soul. But the natural philosopher and the dialectician would give a different definition of each of the affections, for instance in answer to the question ‘What is anger?’ For the dialectician will say that it is a desire for revenge or something like that, while the natural philosopher will say that it is a boiling of the blood and hot stuff about the heart. And of these the one will [403b] be expounding the matter, the other the form and rationale. For the rationale of the thing is indeed the one given, but it is necessary that this be in matter of the appropriate kind if it is to occur. It is the same as is the case with a house; the rationale will be something like ‘A covering preventative of destruction by wind, rain and sun’. But while one philosopher will say that the house is composed of stones, bricks and beams, another will say that it is the form in these things for the given purposes. Who, then, is the natural philosopher among these? Is he the one who defines the house in terms of its matter and knows nothing of its rationale, or the one who defines it only in terms of its rationale? Or is he rather the one who defines it on the basis of both? In which case how should we label each of the other two? Or is it rather that it is the province of no philosopher to treat exclusively either of those affections of the matter in question that are inseparable or of the others insofar as they are so, but that the natural philosopher treats of all the functions and affections of the appropriate body and matter, while someone else treats of all things that are not of this kind, in some cases, it may be, a craftsman, such as a carpenter or doctor, but in the case of those things that are inseparable but which are treated as the affections of no particular kind of body, but in abstraction, it is the mathematician, while in that of those treated as actually separated it is the first philosopher?3 But we must return to where we left the argument. We were saying, then, that the affections of the soul, insofar at least as they are such things as anger and fear, are in this way inseparable from the natural matter of living things, rather than inseparable only in the way that a line or surface are.

Chapter Two: Some Earlier Theories

It is characteristic of Aristotle to preface the exposition of his own view on a subject with a survey of the positions of his predecessors.4 So he does here, opening with the remark that all have been agreed that the things with soul are distinguished from those without it by two capacities, that of instigating movement and that of sense-perception. Starting from this common ground, philosophers have arrived at various theories, which Aristotle here presents, mainly without comment, and in a slightly confusing order. A feature of all the views mentioned that at once strikes a modern reader is that they are all what can broadly be labelled ‘substantialist accounts’; that is, accounts that seek to explain the special capacities attributed to the soul in terms of its composition from some appropriate substance. Since all the substances here mentioned, with perhaps one exception, are material, the views can all be called ‘materially substantialist’, as opposed to the positions of Plato and Descartes, and, more shadowily, the Pythagoreans. These thinkers, while agreeing that the soul is a substance, have felt that its properties could only be explained by supposing it to be none of the material substances, nor any compound of them, but rather a substance of a non-material kind, such as is usually dubbed ‘spiritual’. It is significant that Aristotle does not draw attention to this fact, however obliquely, given that, as we shall see, there is a temptation to ascribe to him the first full-blooded non-substantialist account of the soul. The first views discussed are those of the atomists Democritus and the earlier Leucippus. They held that the atomic composition of the soul was the same as that of fire, and that it was in virtue of this fact that the soul was productive of movement in the animal. Tantalizingly, Aristotle connects this idea with two schools of thought within Pythagoreanism, but without giving us either position in any detail. Anaxagoras is also credited with the view that the soul is the source of movement, but in his case no attempt is made to explain this in terms of the material composition of the soul. With this exception, however, these theories are all materially substantialist. They take the soul’s capacity to produce movement as that which is chiefly to be explained, and simply explain it by supposing that the soul is the most mobile substance. Aristotle then turns to those theories whose target is the other main traditional feature of the soul, its responsibility for perception. The theories considered all assume that perception is of like by like. This thought combines the reasonable idea that perception must occur in virtue of some common feature of both object and subject with the much less evident claim that the common feature must be their material composition.5 Aristotle has little difficulty in raising serious doubts about the second part of the assumption later in this Book. Here, however, the universal assent to the assumption by all the thinkers considered means that these theories too are materially substantialist, with the exception of the difficult view put forward in Plato’s Timaeus and in Aristotle’s own early work On Philosophy. The Timaeus tries to account for the phenomena associated with the soul in terms of numbers and their properties. Interest in the magical or mystical properties of numbers had been inherited by the Academy from the Pythagoreans, and is perhaps the area of Academic thought least attractive to modern readers and indeed least attractive to Aristotle. Although he may have dabbled in number theories himself in his youth and although he is respectful to the Timaeus, Aristotle reveals his contempt for this approach in his treatment of the theory of Xenocrates, third head of the Academy, that the soul is a moving number.6 In this chapter, he includes the Timaeus view amongst those that aim to explain the soul as a producer of perception.7 He is not, however, trying to be very consistently systematic, as he returns rather confusingly to the theories of Democritus and Anaxagoras, which are at least in part aimed at the explanation of the soul’s production of movement. He then gives without much comment a very heterogeneous list of the other views that have been put forward. It is interesting that he does not remark on the rather different character of Alcmaeon’s view of the soul. It is fairly clear that he considers the Atomists and Academicians his real rivals among the theorists here referred to by name or otherwise, and it is interesting that he does not introduce the Harmony Theory at this stage.8

Nor is consistency greatly helped when Aristotle announces at 405b11–12 that the fundamental features of the soul are not in fact two but three, the third, in addition to those of movement and perception, being that of ‘bodilessness’ (to asomaton). This term is suggestive and might prompt the supposition that Aristotle is about to consider views that are either not materially substantialist or not substantialist at all. This supposition, however, is disappointed, as asomaton turns out to mean little more than ‘particularly fine-grained’ for which Aristotle already has a word, leptomeres. In any case, at the end of the chapter he concentrates on the close connection between the thought that the soul is material and the thought that perception is of like by like, and, consistently, takes Anaxagoras to task for supposing the mind to be unaffected (apathes) and thus excluding the only explanation of its cognition that Aristotle here considers, its affection by its like in external objects. The concluding etymological remarks are a fair sample of Aristotle’s usually unhappy excursions into this science.

Chapter Two

Now in our investigation of the soul, if we are in doubt about those things of which we should gain clear knowledge as we proceed, it is necessary that we collate the opinions of as many of our predecessors as have given a view about the soul with the aim of adopting all sensible proposals and of guarding against anything that may have been not so sensibly suggested. And the beginning of the inquiry is to put forward the most widely held beliefs as to what pertains to the soul by its nature. Well then, that which is ensouled is held to be different from that which is unsouled above all in two ways, in producing movement and in perceiving. These two are pretty much the things that we have received from earlier thinkers as main characteristics of the soul. For some hold that especially and primarily the soul is that which produces movement. And thinking that what is not itself moved does not admit of moving something else, they have supposed the soul to be one of those things that is moved. On this basis Democritus asserted it to be a kind of fire and hot stuff. Given an unlimited range of atomic shapes he says that [404a] the spherical atoms are fire and soul (like the things in the air called ‘motes’ which can be seen in rays of light through windows). The mixture of all the atoms forms the elements of the whole of nature (and here Leucippus agrees), while it is the spherical ones among them that make up soul for the reasons that this sort of shape is particularly able to permeate through everything and move the rest, being themselves moved, and this is on the supposition that it is the soul that produces movement for animals. For this reason, too, they say that respiration is the mark of life. For the surrounding atmosphere compresses bodies and squeezes out of them those of the atoms that produce movement for animals by never being at rest themselves, and then in breathing assistance comes from without through the entry into the body of other atoms of the same kind. These in fact even prevent the ones in the animal from being forced out by joint resistance to the compressive and constrictive force. And the animal’s life lasts just as long as it is capable of this. And it seems also that the view expressed by the Pythagoreans reflects the same thinking, as some of these said that the soul was the motes in the air and others that which produces their movement. The reason why the motes are chosen is that they appear to be in constant motion even if there is a complete calm. And the same tendency of thought is shown by those who say that the soul is that which moves itself. For a feature of all these theories is the supposition that the production of movement is the most characteristic feature of the soul and that while it is through the soul that all other things are moved the soul’s movement is produced by itself. And this is based on our seeing nothing move that is not itself moved.9

In the same way Anaxagoras too says the soul is what produces movement, as must anybody else who has said that mind moves the universe. But he is saying this in a different way from Democritus. For Democritus simply asserted the identity of soul and mind. For he equated the true with the apparent and for that reason approved of Homer’s expression ‘Hector, as he lay there, grasped different thoughts’.10 So that it is indeed clear that he did not treat the mind as a kind of faculty to do with truth, but rather asserted the identity of [404b] soul and mind. Anaxagoras, on the other hand, is much less clear about these points. In many places he says that the mind is the cause of fine acting and correct thinking, but then says elsewhere that this is the soul. For it is indeed his view that mind is present in animals great and small, noble and less so. But the mind in the sense of intelligence at least would not seem to be present in the same way in all the animals – nor even in all men.

All those, then, who have looked on the ensouled thing from the point of view of its moving have supposed the soul to be that which is most productive of motion. But all those who have looked on it from the point of view of its knowing and perceiving entities say that the soul is the principles.11 Those who hold there to be many of these claim the soul to be them; those who hold there to be one say that it is that. Accordingly, Empedocles composes the soul out of all the elements, though he also says that each one of them is soul. He puts it thus:


‘For Earth we see by Earth, Water by Water,

By Air the holy Air, pernicious Fire

By Fire, and Love by Love, Strife by harsh Strife.’



And in the same way Plato in the Timaeus also composes the soul out of the elements. For he holds that knowledge is of like by like and that things are composed from the principles. And the same definition is given in the book About Philosophy, that is, that the World-Animal comes from the form of Unity and the primitive length, breadth and depth, and that the other things arise in a similar way. Still another version of his, however, is that mind is the One, knowledge the Two (there being only a single line between single points), opinion the number of the plane figure and perception that of the solid body.12 For it is the numbers that are said by him to be the forms themselves and the first principles, though they are in fact made from the elements. And some things are judged by intuition, some by knowledge, some by opinion and some by perception, and it is the corresponding numbers that are the forms of the respective things.

But since in this way the soul is held to be something both productive of movement and cognitive, some have combined it from the two features, declaring the soul to be a self-moving number. Yet they differ on the subject of the first principles, both as to what they are and as to how many, especially as between those who hold that the first principles are embodied and those who hold that they are not, and as between these and those who admit both and declare the [405a] first principles to be of both kinds. There are also the differences as to the number of them. For some say that there is only one first principle, others that there is a plurality. And in conformity with these positions are their views on the soul, as they have assumed, and not unreasonably, that productivity of motion is the nature of the primary bodies. And this has been the ground for the view of some of them that the soul is fire. For indeed this is the most fine-grained and disembodied of the atoms and it is also in a primary way that it both is itself moved and moves other things.

But Democritus has asserted the reason for each of these two things rather more perspicuously. Soul and mind are the same. And mind is composed of the primary and indivisible bodies and is productive of motion through the smallness of these parts and their shape. The spherical is the most mobile of shapes. Mind, then, as well as fire, is composed of spherical atoms. Anaxagoras, however, seems to be saying, as we remarked earlier, that the soul is different from the mind, and yet he treats both as of one nature, except when he says that when it really comes down to it mind is the first principle. For he does say that mind is the only one of the existing things that is simple and unmixed and pure. Yet he expounds from the same first principle both cognition and the production of motion, in saying that it is mind that moves the universe. (And even Thales seems, from what is recorded of him, to have supposed that the soul is something productive of movement, if he really said that the magnet has a soul because it produces movement in iron.) Now Diogenes and some others say that the soul is air, thinking that this is the most fine-grained thing of all and the first principle. And he holds that this is why the soul both has cognition and produces movement, having cognition by virtue of its being the first thing and everything else’s coming from it, and being productive of motion by being the most delicate and fine thing. But in fact Heraclitus also holds that soul is the first principle, if indeed this is the same as his emanation, from which he constructs everything else. This is also something very much disembodied and in continual flow and knowledge is for that which moves by that which moves. For he shared with the common man the thought that the things that exist are in motion.13 Alcmaeon’s supposition about the soul seems also to have been similar to these. For he says that it is immortal through its resemblance to the immortals, which comes from its being always in motion. For the divine bodies also are in continuous everlasting motion, the moon, the sun, [405b] the stars, and the heaven as a whole. Now from among the bulky elements there are also some who have declared the soul to be water, such as Hippo. They seem to have been so persuaded by considering sperm as this is wet in all cases. Indeed, Hippo actually takes to task those who assert that the soul is blood, on the grounds that the sperm is not blood and that it is sperm that is the primary soul. Still others, for instance Critias, have said that the soul is blood, on the assumption that it is perception that is the most peculiar characteristic of soul and that this belongs to it through the nature of blood. All the elements have found their advocate then, except earth; no one has actually claimed this to be soul, except insofar as some have said that the soul is composed out of all the elements or is all of them.

The soul seems to be universally defined by three features, so to speak, the production of movement, perception and incorporeality, and a connection is made between each of these and the first principles. Accordingly, those who define the soul by cognition make it out to be an element or composed from the elements. They all argue in much the same way as each other except one of them,14 that is they hold that cognition is of like by like; for it is because the soul has cognition of all things that they compose it from all the elementary principles. All those then that say that there is one cause of things and one element also posit the soul to be one thing, such as fire or air, while those who admit a plurality of first principles compose the soul too of many things. But Anaxagoras is alone in claiming the mind to be unaffected and to have nothing in common with any of the other things. But as to how and through what cause, if it is so constituted, it comes to know things, neither has he himself vouchsafed nor is it clear from his remarks. All those, too, that hold there to be oppositions among the first principles compose the soul out of opposing pairs as well, while those who say that it is one of a pair of opposites that is the first principle, such as the hot or the cold or some other such, consistently enough assert the soul too to be one of these. In the same spirit, they follow out the names of the principles, so that those who say that the soul is the hot will say that it is also for this reason that life is so called, while those who say that it is the cold derive the word ‘soul’ from the cooling effect of respiration.15 Such then are the views that have come down to us about the soul and the reasons for which they have been held.

Chapter Three: Comments on Earlier Views (I)

After completing his survey, Aristotle turns to critical assessment. He begins by attacking the ascription to the soul of the property of causing motion in itself, from its constitution. His argument is, first, that if the causation of movement is an essential property of the soul then the soul must be a spatial item, and, secondly, that, in addition to other difficulties, the picture of animal movement offered by theories of a spatially extended soul is absurdly like the comic idea of a playwright, that Daedalus made a statue move by the infusion into it of a particularly mobile substance, molten silver.16 (The force of this point he turns specifically against Democritus, and it is not hard to see how it could be adjusted to fit the views of his modern descendants.) As against that picture, animal movement seems to come about as the result of some kind of thought or at least choice. This is a good example of Aristotle’s pioneering approach to conceptual clarification. However, the present work does not develop this point, and Aristotle’s other discussions of action all seem to skirt the difficulty at least apparently involved in the causation of physical by mental states.17

After his general discussion of the soul’s production of movement, Aristotle turns to the psychology of the Timaeus. In that work the word ‘soul’ is used very generally to mean both the world soul and that of men, and it is in this wide sense that Aristotle here criticizes the Platonic view.18 After extensive discussion of the Timaeus theory, a short paragraph makes the important and characteristic point that all the theories so far discussed have supposed that the connection of soul and body is contingent. This, says Aristotle, is not correct. For this claim he here gives no grounds, but since exhibiting the necessary connection between soul and body is to be a conspicuous feature of his own view, giving grounds for the necessary connection will be part of the general defence of Entelechism in Books II and III. Its mention here, in any case, paves the way for the discussion of the last two theories of the soul to be considered and rejected.

Chapter Three

Let us first, then, look at the soul’s production of movement. For perhaps it is not merely not the case that the soul’s [406a] substance is as those suggest who say that it is that which produces its own movement or that which can set other things in motion, but in fact an impossibility that it should be characterized by the production of movement. It has already been remarked that that which produces movement need not be itself moved. Now everything that is moved is so in one of two ways, either, that is, in connection with something else or in itself. (Something is said to be moved ‘in connection with something else’ just when its being moved is occasioned by its being in something else that is moved. Oarsmen are an example – they are clearly not in motion in the same way as the boat is. The boat is in motion ‘in itself’, they by virtue of being in that moving thing. Consider the parts of their bodies. It is the peculiar motion of the feet, namely walking, that is the intrinsic way for men to move, and clearly the oarsmen are not walking as they move in the boat.) Motion, then, is spoken of in two ways. So let us now take up the case of soul and ask whether it is in itself that it is moved and participates in the production of motion.

There are four types of movement – locomotion, alteration, decay and growth.19 If, then, it has motion, the soul will move either in one of these ways, or several, or all of them. Also its movement, if not accidental, will belong to it by nature, and in this case it will have a spatial location, as all the types of movement we have listed occur in space. But if the substance of the soul just consists in moving itself, then its being moved will not be an accidental feature of it, as it is of whiteness or being three cubits long, which also come to be moved but only accidentally, i.e. by the movement of that to which they pertain, the body. Thus while they do not have spatiality, the soul will have it, if it is of its nature that it partakes of movement. And in this case it will also be movable by force, and vice versa. And it will be in the same situation as regards its being at rest – it will be at rest of its nature at that very point to which it is moved of its nature and in just the same way it will come to rest by force at the point to which it is moved by force. However, just what these force-produced movements and states of rest of the soul will turn out to be, it is not easy to say, even if we are happy to conjecture. Again the soul’s moving upwards will indicate its being fire, downwards its being earth, such being the characteristic movements of these bodies, and the same argument applies to the intermediate movements.

Since, then, it is clear that the soul does move the body, it seems reasonable that it should produce in it just those types of movement through which it itself moves. And if this is so, it will be no less true conversely to say that the type of movement through which the body is moved will also be that through which the soul is moved. But since the body is moved [406b] through locomotion, it would follow that the soul too, either all of it or by a rearrangement of its parts, would change place. And if it admits of this, it would also admit of departure from, and re-entry into, the body, from which the return to life of dead animals would follow.

Now while accidental movement can be produced by something else, as when the animal is moved by a force, it is not possible for that whose substance comprises self-movement to be moved by anything else, except accidentally. There is a parallel with the way that what is good in itself cannot be so because of anything else and what is good for its own sake cannot be so for the sake of anything else. But the most obvious way in which one might say that the soul is moved, if one accepts that it is, would be by the objects of perception. But also, plainly, if it produces its own movement, then it comes to be moved, and so, if we take all movement to be a displacement of what is moved, insofar as it is moved, and if it is not accidentally that the soul moves itself, if this movement is of the substance of the soul in itself, then the soul too would, of its substance, come to be displaced. And some thinkers do in fact say that the soul moves the body in which it is in exactly the way that it is itself moved. The position of Democritus, for instance, bears a curious resemblance to that of the comic poet Philippus. Philippus has Daedalus make the wooden statue of Aphrodite move by pouring molten silver into it. But Democritus hardly seems to be saying anything different when he asserts that spherical atoms, through their naturally being never at rest, pull the body along with them and thus produce its movement. But our question will be whether this same effect brings the body to rest. How indeed it should do this it is hard, perhaps impossible, to say. But quite generally, this does not seem to be the way in which the soul moves the body. Rather it produces the motion through some kind of choice and thought process.

In the same way the Timaeus too puts it forward as a physical theory that the soul produces the body’s motion. For it claims that it is by its being moved itself and by its being connected with the body that the soul moves the body as well. For according to this view, God made the soul out of the elements and then divided it according to the harmonic numbers, so that it may have a perception that is of the same nature with harmony and that the universe be moved in harmonious motions, and then bent the straight line into a circle. He then took from the single circle two circles that touched at two points and again divided one of them into [407a] seven circles, on the grounds that the travels of the heaven were the same as the motions of the soul.20 But, to begin with, it is not right to say that the soul is a quantity. For Plato is clearly wanting his ‘world soul’ to be of the same kind as that which is ordinarily called the intellect. (At least, he cannot be wanting it to be like the perceptive or desiderative faculties, as their movement is certainly not circular.) But the intellect is a single and continuous thing as is thinking, and thinking just consists of thoughts. But these are one by being in sequence, as is the case with numbers, and not in the way that a quantity is one thing. Thus it cannot be in this latter way that the mind is continuous; rather it must either be without parts or continuous but not in the way that a quantity is. In any case, how is it to think, if it is a quantity? Perhaps we would say that it is by each of its own parts. But will it have parts in the quantitative sense, or only as points? (To assume that we can talk about parts in the latter sense.) But if it is with the parts in the sense of points, and if there is an infinity of these, then the mind will never complete its thought. If on the other hand we mean parts in the quantitative sense, then the mind will think the same thoughts many times, perhaps an infinite number of times. Yet it would seem possible for the mind also to think something only once. In any case, if it is enough that the mind make contact with some one of its parts, what need is there for it to be moved in a circle, or in general to have quantity? If, on the other hand, thinking requires contact with the whole circle, to what does contact by the parts correspond? There is a further puzzle as to how, if the mind is without parts, it will think that which has parts, and vice versa. Yet, says Plato, it must be the case that the mind is this circle. For the movement of the mind is thinking, and that of the circle is circular motion, so that, if thinking is a circular motion, mind would then surely be the circle of which the appropriate kind of motion is thinking. But, then, does that mean it will always be thinking (as it should, if, as we assume, circular motion is eternal)? Yet all practical thought processes have termini – they are all for some purpose – and all contemplative thought processes are similarly limited by their arguments.21 Now every argument is either a definition or a demonstration, and of these a demonstration is both from a starting-point and in a way has an end in the syllogism or rather its conclusion (and even if they do not reach a conclusion they certainly do not bend back again towards their starting-point, but at each stage take a new middle or final term and carry on in a straight line, while bending back on its starting-point is just what circular motion does do), and all definitions are obviously limited. Another objection is that if the same rotation occurs many times, then the mind will have to think the same thought many times, and another is that thinking is more like a kind of rest and standing still than a movement, and the same goes for the syllogism. [407b] Furthermore, something that happens not easily but perforce can hardly be blissful, and the soul would be moved against its nature, unless its movement belonged to it of its substance. And a further source of hardship for the soul would be its indissoluble admixture with the body; and indeed we must actually avoid this, if it really is better for the mind to be without the body, in the popular cliché. Finally, the reason for the heaven’s rotation is obscure. It is not the substance of the soul that is the cause of this rotation, as the soul is moved by accident in this way. But neither can the body be the cause, as the soul must rather be a cause for it. Nor is this motion argued for on the grounds that it is better than any other, yet surely this would be a suitable reason for God to make the soul rotate, on the grounds that motion is better for it than rest and motion in this way than in any other.

However, this inquiry is really part of another subject-matter, so let us leave it for now. But there is one absurdity that this argument has in common with most theories about the soul. The soul is connected with the body, and inserted into it, but no further account is given of the reason for this nor of the condition that the body is in. Yet this would seem to
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