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This book is about the dignity, utility and diffi-
culty of this science which is about the soul. The
opinions of the ancients on the essence of the soul

BOOK I

are referred to and evaluated. A doubt is proposed
about the unity of the soul.

LESSON I

He shows the dignity, utility, order and difficulty
of this science as compared to others.

1. As the Philosopher teaches in the eleventh book
of the Treatise om Animals, it is necessary in any
genus of things first to consider what is common
and different and afterwards what is proper to each
thing of that genus. This is what Aristotle does in
first philosophy. For, in the first book of the
Metaphysics he treats and considers the things com-
mon to being as being and afterwards he considers
the things proper to each being. The reason for this
is that, unless this is done, the same thing would
be said many times. All animated things belong to
a certain genus, and therefore in the consideration
of animated things we should first consider those
things which are common to all animated things
and afterwards those things which are proper to
any animated things. However, the soul is common
1o all animated- things; for it is in this that all
animated things agree. In order to set forth the
science of animated things, it is necessary first to
set forth the science of the soul as it'is common to
them. Aristotle, therefore, wishing to set forth the
science of animated things, first treats of the science
of the soul, and afterwards determines the things
proper to singular animated things in the books
that follow.

2. Moreover, in the treatise on the soul which we
have before us, he first gives an introduction in
which he makes three points that are necessary in
any introduction. For, anyone who makes an intro-

duction has three things in mind. First, he wants to -

make the reader well disposed; secondly, to make
him docile; and thirdly, to make him attentive.
He makes him well disposed by showing the utility
of this science; docile, by setting fortlgm the order
and distinction of this treatise; and attentive, by
pointing out the difficulty of this treatise. Aristotle
does all three in "thé introduction to this treatise.
First he shows the dignity of this science. Secondly,
he shows the order, namely, what is, and how we
must treat of the soul where he says, “Our aim is
to grasp. .. .” And thirdly, he shows the difficulty
of this science where he says, “To attain any as-
sured knowledge . . . etc.” In regard to the first
point he says two things. First, he shows the dignity
of this science and secondly, its utility where he
s:;;tys’, “The knowledge of the soul admittedly . .
ete.’ :

8. About the first point it must be known that
every science is good; and not only good but also
honorable. Still, one science may excell another in
this respect. That every science is good is evident,
because the good of a thing is that according to
which a thing has perfected existence; (esse perfec-
tum) for this is what every thing seeks and desires.
Since, therefore, science is the perfection of man as
man, science is the good of man. Among goods,
however, some are praiseworthy, namely, those
which are useful as a means to some end: as when

we praise the good horse because he runs well;
others are honorable as well, namely, those which
are sought on account of themselves, for we honos
ends. Moreover, in the sciences, some are practical
and others speculative; and these differ because
the practical are for some work, while the specula-
tive are for themselves. Therefore, of the sciences,
the speculative are both good and honorable, while
the practical are praiseworthy only. Therefore,
every speculative science is good and honorable.

4. But also in the speculative sciences themselves
we find grades of goodness and honorableness. For,
every science is praised from its act and every act
is praised for two reasons; for its object and for
its quality or mode. Thus, building is better than
making a bed because the object of building is
better than a bed. Considering the same thing in the
same respect, however, the quality itself has certain
grades, because insofar as the manner of the build-
ing is better, so also is the building better. Thus, if
we consider science or its act from the point of view
of the object, it is plain that that science is more
noble which is about better and more honorable
things. If we consider it from the point of view of
the quality or mode, then that science is more noble
which is more certain. Thus, one science is said to
be more noble than another either because it is
about better and more honorable things, or because
it is more certain.

5. But this is diverse in different sciences because
some are more certain than others while dealing
with things less honorable, while others are less
certain about more honorable things. Still, that
science is better which is about better and moré
honorable things, and the reason for this is that,
as the Philosopher says in his Treatise on Animals
(bk. 11), we would rather know something of hon-
orable and highest things even though we know
them sketchily and with probability than to know
a great deal about less noble things even if we
know these with certitude. The former is noble in
its substance, the latter only from its mode or
quality.

6. This science of the soul has both. It is certain,
for it is experienced in the man himself, namely,
that he has a .soul and that the soul vivifys. It is
also more noble because the soul, among inferior
creatures, is more noble. This is what he means
when he says, “knowledge of any kind,” i.e., specu-
lative science, belongs to the class of goods “and
honorable” things. But, one science is more good
and honorable than another in two ways: either
because it is more certain, as was said; hence he
says, “by reason of its greater certitude,” or from
the fact that it is about better things,” i.e., it belongs
to 'those which are in their nature good, and has
“a greater wonderfulness”, i.e, it is about those
things, the cause of which is unknown— “on both
accounts”, i.e., the study (“historia”) of the soul is
better because of these two reasons. He calls this
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a narrative because in this treatise he treats of the
soul in a rather general way, arriving at a final
examination of all the things which pertain to the
soul itself. For this is of the nature of a narrative
(historia). “In the front rank”: if this be taken
in respect to the whole of natural science, it does
not indicate the order but rather the dignity. If it
be taken in respect to the science of animated
things as such, then “in the front rank” means
order.

7. Following this, when he says, “The knowledge
of the soul . . .”, he makes the reader well disposed
from the viewpoint of the utility of the science; say-
ing that the cognition of the soul seems to help much
towards all trith, which is treated in’ the other
sciences. For it ‘gives extraordinary opportunities
to all parts of philosophy. If we consider first philo-
sophy, we cannot arrive at knowledge of divine and
highest causes except through that which we acquire
from the power of the possible intellect. If the
nature of the possible intellect were unknown to us
we could not know the order of separate sub-
stances, as the Commentator says in the eleventh
book of the Metaphysics. In regard to morals, we
cannot perfectly arrive at moral science unless we
know the potencies of the soul. Hence it is that the
Philosopher in the Ethics attributes whatever vir-
tues there are to the diverse potencies of the soul.
In natural science it is useful because a large part
of the natural order possesses a soul and the soul
itself is the source and principle of all motions in
animated things. The soul is “as a principle of ani-
mals,” not metaphorically but literally.

8. Following this, when he says, “Our aim is to
grasp . . .”, he shows the order followed in this
treatise saying that we intend “to consider” through
proofs and “to know” through demonstration what
the soul is, or its nature, and substance, and after
that “its properties”, that is, its passions. And in
this there is a certain diversity because certain
passions seem to belong to the soul only, as intel-
ligence and speculation; and certain ones through
the soul seem to. be in animals. generally, such as
pleasure and pain, sense and imagination.

9. Then, when he says, “To attain any assured
knowledge . . .”, he shows the difficulty of this
treatise. And this in two ways. First, insofar as
knowing the substance of the soul, and secondly,
insofar as knowing the accidents or proper pas-
sions, where he says, “A further problein is pre-
sented . . .” He brings out two difficulties in regard
to the first; one, dealing with the manner of defin-
ing, another, with those things which enter into
the definition, where he says, “First, no doubt . .".”
He says that while the science of the soul is useful,
still it is difficult to know what the soul is: this is
. difficult in any thing for it is one question common
_ to the soul and to many other things: about their
substance and about what they are (quod quid est)
This is the first difficulty because we do not know
in what way we must proceed to a definition be-
cause some say by demonstrating, others by divid-
ing, still others say we should proceed by com-
posing. Aristotle preferred to proceed by composing.

10. The second difficulty concerns those things
which are placed in the -definition. For the defini-
tion designates the essence of the thing which -can-
not be known unless the principles are known. But
there are diverse principles of diverse things. Like-
wise it is difficult -to know from what things 'the
principles are to be taken. Therefore, those things
which raise the difficulty in stating and seeking

the definition are reduced to three: first, about the
substance of the soul, secondly, about its parts,
and thirdly, about the aids which are necessary in
definitions which start from the accidents of the

~ soul.

11. With regard to the substance of the soul, there
is a doubt about the genus. In the definition of any
thing we first want to know the genus, and so we
must find out in what genus the soul is to be placed,
whether substance, quantity or quality. We must
not only get the supreme genus but also the proxi-
mate, for when we define man, we do not say
substance, but animal. And if. the soul is found to
be in the genus of substance, then, since a genus
can be spoken of in two ways, either potentially
or actually, we must find out whether it is potency
or act. Likewise, since some substances are com-
posite and others simple, we must find out whether
the soul is composite or simple, and whether it is
divisible or indivisible. Also there is the question
whether all souls belong to one species or not. And
if they do not belong to one species whether they
differ in genus or not. Likewise there is a doubt
about those things which participate in the defini-
tion. For, certain things are defined as genus others
as species. There seems to be also the question
whether the soul should be defined generically or
placed in the most proximate species.

12. For, some who inquired about the soul seem
to speak only of the human soul, and also because
among the ancient philosophers there were two
opinions about the soul. The Platonists, who posited
separated universals which were forms and ideas
and were causes for particular things of cognition
and existence, thought that there was a certain
separated soul (wer se) which would be the cause
and idea for particular souls, and that whatever
was found in these latter was derived from the
former. The Natural Philosophers, however, thought
that there were no universal but only particular
substances and that the universals corresponded to
nothing in the nature of things. On account of this,
there is the question whether we must seek only
one common definition (ratio) of the soul, as the
Platonists said, or whether we must seek the nature
of this or that soul, i.e. the soul of horse or of man
or of God, as the Natural Philosophers said. He
added “of God” because they believed that celes-
tialt %odies are gods and said that they were ani-
mated.

13. Aristotle, however, wants to find the defini-
tion (ratio) of both; the definition of soul in gen-
eral and of any species. What he says about this;
“the ‘universal’ animal is either nothing or it is pos-
terior”, must be understood in the sense that we can
speak of the ‘universal’ animal in two ways, either
as it is a universal, namely, as it is one found in
many, or as it is predicated of many, or as it is
animal, and this latter can again be considered
either as it is in the nature of things or as it is in
the intellect. Considered as it is in the nature of
things, Plato said the universal animal was a some-
thing and was prior to the particular, because, as
was said, he posited separated universals and ideas.
Aristotle says that, as such, there is nothing cor-
responding to it (universal animal) in the nature
of things. And if it is a something, he said it is
posterior: If, however, we take the nature of animal
not as it falls under the intention of universality,
then it is @ something and prior, just-as what is in
potency is prior to that which is in act.




14. Following this, when he says, “Further, if
what exists . . .”, he touches upon the difficulties
which arise about the potencies of the soul. For, in
the soul there are potential parts, namely, intel-
lective, sensitive and vegetative. There is, there-
fore, the question whether these are diverse souls
as the Platonists wished and posited them to be or
whether they are potential parts of the soul. And,
if they are potential parts of the soul, there is a
question also whether we should - first seek the
potencies themselves rather than the acts or first
the acts rather than the potencies as knowing be-
fore the intellect, and sensing, which is the act,
before the sense, which is the potency; and like-
wise in the other potencies and acts. And if we
should first seek the acts rather than the potencies
there will be a further question whether we should
first seek the objects of these acts rather than the
potencies as for example, we ought. first'to seek the
sensible object rather than the sense faculty or
the intelligibile object rather than the intellect.

15. Following this when he says, “It seems not
only useful . . .”, he poses difficulties which arise
in regard to those things which are of an aid in the
definition of the soul, because in the definition we
should not only know the essential principles but

also the accidental. For, if the essential principles
are rightly defined and can be known, the defini-
tion would not need the accidents. But because the
essential principles of things are unknown to us,
we must use the accidental differences in the desig-
nation of the essential differences: two-legged is
not essential but it is placed in the designation of
the essential. And through these, namely, through
the accidental differences, we will arrive at the
knowledge of the essential, And so it is difficult be-
cause we should first know the essence (quod
quid est) of the soul in order to know the accidents
of the soul more easily, just as in mathematics it
is very useful to take as accepted the definition of
straight, curved and plane in order to know that
the angles of a triangle are equal to two right
angles. On the other hand, the accidents also, if
they are previously determined, help a great deal
in knowing the definition, (quod quid erat esse)
as was said. If, therefore, anyone assigns a defini-
tion by means of which we cannot arrive at a know-
ledge of the accidents of the thing defined, that
definition is not real but remote and dialectical.
On the other hand, that definition through which
we do come to a knowledge of the accidents is real
and flows from the proper and essential parts of
the thing.

LESSON I

Having treated the difficulty of this science and
the various genera of defining and knowing, he
shows to what part of philosophy knowledge of the
soul belongs.

16. After this the Philosopher shows the difficulty
in the science of the soul from the point of view of
the substance and the essence (quod quid est) of
the soul; following this, he shows the difficulty
from the point of view of the passions and of the
accidents of the soul. About the first he says two
things. First he raises a doubt about the passions
of the soul and solves it. Secondly, from this solu-
tion he shows that knowledge about the soul be-
longs to the field of natural philosophy or physics,
where he says, “That is precisely why . ..” He says,
therefore, first that there is a doubt about the pas-
sions of the soul and the operations, namely
whether they are proper to the soul without com-
munication with the body, as the Platonists held,
or whether none is proper to the soul but all are
common to bodies and to composites.’

17, Then he says, “To determine this is indispens-
able . . .” About this he says two things. For first
he shows the difficulty of such a question; secondly,
the necessity, where he says, “If there is any
way . . .” He says first that to accept this, namely,
whether the passions and operations of the soul are
common or proper is necessary; and it is not trivial
but rather very difficult. He shows that it is difficult,
saying that the cause of the difficulty is that it
seems at a glance that many passions are common
and are not felt by the soul without a body as for
example, anger, sensation and such, the soul feels
none of these without the body. But if there is an
operation proper to the soul, it would seem to be
the operation of the intellect. For to know, which is
the operation of the intellect, seems more than any-
thing else to be proper to the soul.

18. Nevertheless, if one considers rightly, to know
does not seem to be proper to the soul. Since to
know either is imagining, as the Platonists said, or

is not without the imagination: (for there were
some, as the ancient Naturalists, who said that the
intellect does not differ from sense), and if this is
so, then the intellect differs in no way from the
jmagination—thus the Platonists were prompted to
say that the intellect is the imagination. Therefore,
since the phantasm needs the body, they said that
to know is not proper to the soul but common to
the soul and body. If, on the other hand, the intel-
lect is not the phantasm, still, to know does not
take place without the phantasm. It follows then,
that to know is not proper to the soul, since the
phantasm needs the body. Therefore, knowing does
not take place without the body.

19. Now, although Aristotle takes this up more
fully in the third part of this work, still we will
explain something further about this. For, knowing
is in a certain way proper to the soul and in a cer-
tain way proper to the composite. It must be under-
stood therefore, that there is one operation or pas-
sion of the soul which needs the body, both as an
instrument and as an object. Just as seeing needs a
body as an object, because color which is the object
of sight is in a body, likewise seeing needs a body
as an instrument because vision, even if it pro-
ceeds from the soul, takes place only through the
organ of sight, namely, the pupil which is an instru-
ment, and thus, seeing is not an operation of the
soul only, but also of the organ. There is another
operation which needs the body not as an instru-
ment but as an object only. For knowing does not
take place by means of a bodily organ, but needs
the body for an object. For thus the Philosopher
says in the third part of this work, that in this way
the phantasms are related to the intellect as the
colors are to sight. Moreover, the colors are related
to sight as objects, therefore the phantasms are
related to the intellect as objects. However, since
phantasms do not exist without the body it seems
that knowing does not take place without the body;
nevertheless, in such a way that the body is as an
object and not as an instrument.
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20. Two things follow from this: One is that
knowing is a proper operation of the soul and does
not need the body except as an object only, as was
. said; however, seeing and other operations and pas-
siong are not of the soul alone but of the composite.
The other is that that which has an operation pro-
per to it or per se has also existence and subsist-

ence proper to it or per se, and that which does not

have per se operation does not have per se exist-
ence. Therefore the intellect is a subsisting form,
other potencies are forms (rationes) in matter. This
is what made the question difficult, because all the
passions of the soul seemed to be of the composite.

21. Following this when he says, “If there is any
way of acting...”, he shows the cause of the neces-
sity of this question by showing what follows from
it, because everyone wants to know mostly about
the soul, whether it can be separated; and he says
that if there is some proper operation or passion
of the soul, certainly it will be possible for the soul
itself to be separated from the body, because, as
was said, that which has an operation per se has
also existence and subsistence per se. If, moreover,
there would not be some proper operation or pas-
sion of the soul, for the same reason it would not
be possible for the soul to be separated from the
body, but rather the case of the soul will be the
same as the case of the straight line. Although
many things are attributed to the straight line as a
straight line, namely, touching a bronze sphere at
a point, this is not attributed to it unless it is in
matter: for a straight line does not touch a bronze
sphere at a point unless the line is in some matter.
The same will be said about the soul if it does not
have a proper operation: many things will be at-
tributed to it, still they will not be attributed to it
unless the soul is in some matter.

22. Further, when he says, “It therefore seems
that all . . .” he demonstrates what he had pre-
supposed above, namely that certain passions of
the soul belong to the composite and not to the
soul alone. He demonstrates this from one thing
which is really made up of two elements. The rea-
son is that everything for which the complex of
the body operates is not of the soul only but the
body also: but the complex of the body operates for
all the passions of the soul, as for example, anger,
gentleness, fear, confidence, pity and the like, there-
fore, it seems that all the passions of the soul exist
with the body. And he proves that the complex
of the body operates for such passions in two ways;
first, because we see that sometimes strong and
obvious passions arise unexpectedly and the man is
not disturbed nor does he fear, but if he is aroused
by fury or by the complex, the body is moved by
small and weak things and is in the same state as in
the state of anger, He proves the second, saying,
“Here is a still clearer case,” that the complex of
the body operates for such passions. For we see
also that even if there is no danger imminent, pas-~
sions arise in some similar to these passions which
accompany the soul, as for example, meloncholics
frequently, if there is no danger imminent, become
fearful from the unordered complex itself. There-
fore, because it so happens, namely, that the com-
plex operates for such passions, it is evident
that such passions are rationes in materia, i. e,
having existence in matter. And because of this,
such terms, i.e., the definitions of these passions,
are not described without matter; so that if anger
is defined it would be called a motion of “such a
body”, or of the heart, “or the part or of the pot-
ency.” And this he says with reference to the sub-

stance or material cause: he says, “by this or that
agent” with reference to the efficient cause: he says,
“for this or that end” with reference to the final
cause.

23. Following this, when he says, “That is pre-
cisely why...”, he concludes from what he has
said that the consideration of the soul belongs to
Natural philosophy ,and this he concludes from
the manner of defining. And here he makes two
points: first he proves the proposition, and secondly
he insists upon definitions. He proves the proposi-
tion in this way: The operations and passions of
the soul are operations and passions of the body,
as is shown. Moreover, every passion, when it is
defined, should have in its definition that of which
it is the passion: for the subject always falls with-
in the definition of the passion. If therefore, such
passions are not only of the soul but also of the
body, body should be placed in their definition. But
everything in which there is body or matter per-
tains to Natural philosophy. Therefore, such pas-
sions also pertain to Natural philosophy. But that
field which considers the passions also considers -
their subject. Therefore, it belongs to the physi-
cist to consider the soul, either all simply or that
which is attached to the body. He says this because
he left unresolved the question whether the intel-
lect is a potency attached to the body.

24. TFollowing this when he says, “Hence a physi-
cist would define...”, he emphasizes the question of
definitions. Because he shows that in the defini-
tions of the passions of the soul there are some in
which matter and body are posited and others in
which matter is not posited but form alone, he
shows that such definitions are insufficient. And
here he investigates the difference which is found
in those definitions. For sometimes a definition is
given in which there is nothing on the part of the
body as saying that anger is an appetite for ven-
geance, sometimes a definition is given in which
there is something on the part of the body or matter
as saying that anger is a rising of the blood around
the heart. The first is dialectical, the second, phy-
sical since it has something in it on the part of the
matter, and therefore pertains to natural philoso-
phy. The latter, namely the physicist, designates the
matter when he says that it is a rising of the blood
around the heart: the other, namely the dialectician
gives the species and the reason. For, this, namely
the appetite of vengeance, is the reason of anger.

25. That the first definition is insufficient is plain,
For of every form which is in determined matter,
unless matter is placed in the definition, the defini-
tion is insufficient. But this form, namely, the appe-
tite of vengeance, is a form in determined matter;
whence, since there is no matter in its definition,
it is obvious that the definition itself is insufficient.
And it is likewise necessary for the definition that
this be placed in the definition, namely, the form
exists in such matter, viz., determined.

26. Thus we have three definitions, because one
designates the species and the reason of the species
and is formal only, as if a house be defined as a
shelter keeping out wind, rain and the elements.
Another designates the matter as if it were said
that - a house is a certain shelter made of stones,
bricks and wood. Another definition designates, that
is, places in the definition, both, namely matter
and form, saying that a house is such a shelter con-
sisting of such and for such and such a purpose,
namely, that it keeps out the wind, etc., and so he
says that the “other” definition places three things:




“in these things”, the wood and stones which are
from the part of matter, the “species”, i.e,, the form,
and “that by reason of which”, namely that it keep
out wind. Thus, it embraces the matter when he
says “in these things” and the form when he says
“species” and the final cause when he says “that
by reason of which”: which three are required for
a perfect definition. : :

27. But if we ask which of those definitions be-
longs to Natural philosophy and which not, it must
be said that that which considers the form only is
not natural philosophy but logic. That one which
is about the matter but ignores the form belongs
to no science if not to natural philosophy. For no
one considers matter except the natural philoso-
pher. Still, that one which is composed of both,
namely matter and form, is more truly natural
philosophy, Thus, two of these definitions pertain
to natural philosophy, but one is imperfect, namely
that which includes matter alone; the other is per-
fect, namely that which includes both. For there
is .no one who considers the inseparable passions
_of matter unless it is the physicist.

28. But because there are some who consider the
passions of matter in another way, he shows who
they might be and how they would consider them.
He says there are three groups, One group is that
which differs from natural philosophy as to the
principle, even though it considers the passions
as they are in matter; as the artist who considers
the form in matter, but the two differ because the
principle of such a one is art, but for the physicist
the principle is nature. Another group is that which
~ considers those things which have existence in sen~
sible matter but do not contain sensible matter in
the -definition, as curved, straight, and the like.
Although these have their being in matter and are

not of the number of separable things as to their
existence, nevertheless, the mathematician does not
himself deal with sensible matter, The reason for
this is that some things are sensible through a qual-
ity; however, quantities exist before qualities,
whence the mathematician is concerned only with
that which is of the quantity absolutely, without de-
termining this or that matter. Another considers
those things the existence of which either is not
entirely in matter or the existence of which can be
without matter and this is the first Philosopher.

. 29, Thus, it must be noted that the whole reason

of the division of philosophy is taken according to
the definition and the manner of defining, This is
because the definition is the principle of the demon-~
stration of things, moreover, the things are defined
through their essentials, Whence diverse definitions
of things demonstrate diverse essential principles,
from which one science differs from another,

80. Because he seems to have made certain digres-
sions from where he started on an examination of
the definition, he now goes back to his subject say-
ing that he must return to the subject dealt with,
namely, that the passions of the soul as love, fear,
and the like are not separable from the physical
matter of animals in as much as these exist, namely,
in as much as they are passions which are not with-
out the body and are not as the line and plane, ie,
surface which can be separated from natural mat-
ter by the reason. Therefore, if this is so, the con-
sideration of these belongs to natural philosophy
and also of the soul as was said above (n. 23). Com-
ing back to the consideration of the soul, it is neces-
sary to accept the opinions of the ancients whoever
of them say something about it. This will be useful
in two ways. First, where they have spoken well
we will accept their help, and secondly, where
they have made mistakes we will be careful.




BOOK II

About the definition of the soul, the potencies,
the order and nature. About the vegetative power.

The sensitive potency of the soul. The number of

the senses. The senses in particular. The common

sense and its distinction from the proper senses.
Tasting and feeling and their discrimination. The
imagination,

LESSON I

He proposes the things to be said; then, having
proposed some divisions, he gives a definition of
the soul; and finally he explains how it is united
to the body.

211. After Aristotle has stated the opinion of
others about the soul in the first book, here in the
second he comes to a determination of the soul
according to his own opinion and truth. He divides
this into two parts. First, he states his intention,
forming a continuity with what has preceded. Sec-
ondly, he follows out his intention where he says,
“We are in the habit of recognizing . ..” He says
first that in the first book those things which were
treated by the earlier writers about the soul were
discussed. But now we should, as if starting from
the beginning again, determine the truth. Because
of its difficulty, we should rather prove than pre-
sume the security of the truth to be found. And,
since there was in the introduction above a ques-
tion whether there must first be a determination
of the soul itself or of its parts, he determines this
question in a way and says that in the beginning
we must first say what the soul is, in which deter-
mination the essence itself of the soul is made
known. Afterwards (bk. II, ch. 3, to the end of the
work) its parts or potencies will be determined.
Also, as if assigning a reason for this, he adds, “to
formulate the most general possible definition of it.”
For, when it is shown what the soul is, that which
is common is treated. But, when each of its parts or
potencies is determined, that which is specific about
the soul is treated. Besides, this is the order of
teaching so that one proceeds from the common to
the less common, as the Philosopher shows in the
beginning of the Physics.

212, Then, when he says, “We are in the
habit . . .”, he follows out his intention as proposed.
He divides this into two parts. In the first he shows
what the soul is. In the second he investigates its
parts or potencies, where he says, “Of the psychic
powers above enumerated . . .” The first of these is
divided into two. In the first he gives a definition
of the soul which is as a conclusion of a demon-
stration. In the second he gives a definition of the
soul which is as a principle of demonstration, where
he says, “Since what is’ clear or logically more
evident . . .” For it must be known that, as was
said in the first book of the Posterior Analytics,
every definition is either a conclusion of a demon-
stration, as saying that thunder is a continuous
sound in the clouds, or a principle of a demonstra-
tion, as saying that thunder is the extinction of fire
in a cloud, or it is a demonstration in a position,
i.e., differing by order, as saying that thunder
is a continuous sound in the clouds caused by the
extinction of fire in a cloud. For in this is posited
both the conclusion of the demonstration and the
principle, although not in the order of the syllogism.
Moreover, the first part is again divided into two.
In the first he states the first definition of the soul.

In the second he manifests it, where he says, “We
have now given an answer to the question . . .”
The first of these is divided into two. In the first he
sets forth certain preliminary divisions from which
he draws a way of investigating the definition of
the soul. In the second he investigates the defini-
tion, where he says, “It follows that every natural
body which .. .?

213. Moreover, it must be known that, as the
Philosopher says in the seventh book of the Met~
aphysics, there is this difference in the definition of
substance and accident; in the definition of sub-
stance nothing is posited that is outside the sub-
stance of the thing defined; for each substance is
defined - through its principles, either formal or
material. However, in the definition of an accident
something is posited that is outside the essence of
the thing defined, and this is the subject; for the
subject should be posited in the definition of the
accident; as when it is said that snubness is curva-
ture of the nose. The reason for this is that the
definition signifies what a thing is; and, while the
substance is a complete nature in its being and in
its species, the accident does not have complete
existence but one dependent on a substance. Like-
wise, also no form is a complete nature in species,
but the composite substance is a complete nature
in species. Thus a composite substance is so defined
that in its definition nothing is posited that is out-
side its essence. However, in every definition of a
form there is something posited that is outside the
essence of the form, which something is the proper
subject of it or the matter. Whence, since the soul
is a form, in its definition matter, or its subject
should be posited.

214. Therefore, in the first part he makes two
divisions; the first of which is necessary for investi-
gating that which is posited in the definition of the
soul for expressing its essence; the second of which
is necessary for investigating that which is posited
in the definition of the soul for expressing its sub-
ject, where he says, “ Among substances are by
general consent . . .” About the first of these he
indicates three divisions; the first of which is ac-
cording as being is divided into ten predicaments.
He indicates this by the fact that he says that sub-
stance is said to be one genus of beings.

215. The second division is according as substance
is divided into matter, form and composite. Matter
is that which according to itself is not a deter-
mined thing (hoc aliquid), but is only in potency
to being a determined thing. Form is that accord-
ing to which it already is a determined thing in act.
Composite substance is that which is a determined
thing. For that is said to be determined thing, i.e.,
something which can be pointed out, which is com-~
plete in existence and species; and this belongs
only to composite substances in material things, For
separated substances, although they are not com-




posed of matter and form, are nevertheless deter-
mined things since they are subsistent beings in
act and complete in their nature. However, the
rational soul in some respect can be called a deter-
mined thing insofar as it can be a thing subsisting
by itself. But because it does not have a complete
species but is rather a part of a species, it does not
belong to it entirely to be a determined thing. There
is, therefore, a difference between matter and form,
because matter is being in potency while form is en-
telechy or act by which matter becomes actual,
whence the composite itself is an actual being.

216. The third division is that act is spoken of in
two ways; in one way as science is an act, in another
way as considering is an act. The difference of these
acts can be examined from the potencies. For some-
* one is called a grammarian in potency before he
acquires the habit of grammar by learning and
finding out; which potency is reduced to act when he
already has the habit of science. But he then is
likewise in potency to the use of the habit when he
does not actually consider; and this potency is re-
duced to act when he actually considers. Thus,

act.

217. Then, when he says, ‘“Among. substances
are .. .”, he gives the divisions by which that which
is placed in the definition of the soul pertaining to
its subject is investigated. He indicates three divi-
sions. The first of which is that of the substances;
certain ones are bodies and others are not bodies.
Among those substances, visible, corporeal sub-
stances are’ especially substances. For incorporeal
substances, whatever they are, are not visible by
the fact that they are removed from sensible things
and can only be investigated by reason. This is
what he means when he says, “Among substances
are by general consent reckoned . . . especially
natural bodies.”

218. The second division is that of bodies, cer-
tain ones are physical bodies, i.e., natural things;
others are not natural but artificial. For man, wood
and stone are natural bodies, house and ax are arti-
ficial. Natural bodies seem more to be substances
than artificial bodies, because natural bodies are
the principles of the artificial. For art works from
matter which nature provides; moreover, the form
which is introduced by art is an accidental form,
as shape or the like. Whence artificial bodies are
not in the genus of substance by reason of their
form but only by reason of their matter which is
natural. They are substances by reason of the fact
that they are from natural bodies. Whence, natural
bodies are more of the nature of substances than
are artificial bodies; for they are substances not
only on the part of matter but also on the part of
form.

219. The third division is that of natural bodies,
certain ones have life and others do not. Moreover,
that is said to have life which by itself has main-
tenance, growth and diminution. However, it must
be known that this explanation is more in the nature
of an example than in the nature of a definition.
For it is not alone from the fact that something
has growth and diminution that it lives, but also
from the fact that it feels and knows and can exer-
cise other vital operations. Whence, there is life in
separated substances from the fact that they have
intellect and will, as is evident in the eleventh
book of the Metaphysics, even though they do not
have growth and diminution, But, because in those
generable and corruptible things the soul which is

therefore, science is an act and considering is an

in plants, to which growth and diminution per-
tains, as was said at.the end of the first book, is
the principle of life; therefore, here, as an example,
he explains “having life” as that which has growth
and diminution. However, the proper reason of life
is taken from the fact that something is naturally
constituted to move ifself, taking motion in the
broadest sense so that even the intellectual opera-
tion is called a certain motion. For we say those
things are without life which. can be moved only
by an exterior principle.

220. Then, when he says, “It follows that every
natural body . . .”, he investigates the definition of
the soul, supposing the preceding divisions. About
this he does three things. First, he investigates the
parts of the definition; then he states the definition,
where he says, “If, then, we have to give a general
formula . . .”; and thirdly, he excludes a certain
doubt from the definition given, where he says,
“That is why we can wholly dismiss as . . .” The

first of these is divided into two. First, he inves-

tigates the part of the definition which pertains to
the essence of the soul; and secondly, that which
pertains to the essence of the subject, where he
says, “The body so described is a body which is
organized.” The first of these is again divided into
two parts. First, he investigates this part, that the
soul is an act; secondly, that it is the first act
(primus actus), where he says, “Now the word
actuality has two senses . . .” Therefore, first he
concludes from what has been said since physical
bodies seem more to be substances, and every body
having life is a physical body, it is necessary to say
that every body having life is a substance. And
since it is an actual being, it is necessary that it be
a composite substance. Because when I say a body
having life I really say two things; namely, that
there is a body and that it is such a body, i.e., having
life; it cannot be said that that part of the body
having life which is called body is a soul. For by
soul we understand that by which that which has
life lives; whence it should be understood as some-
thing “existing in a subject. Here subject is taken
in a broader sense, not only as some actual being
is called a subject by which means an accident is
said to exist in a subject, but also as prime matter,
which is being in potency, is called a subject. The
body, moveover, which receives life is as a subject
ang._ méatter rather than as something existing in a
subject.

221. Thus. therefore, since substance is three-
fold, namely, composite, matter and form, and the
soul is not the composite itself, which is the body
having life; nor is it the matter which is the body,
the subject of life; it remains then, from the divi-
sion, that the soul is a substance as the form or
species of a certain kind of body, namely, of a
physical body having life in potency.

222. Moreover. he said “having life potentially”
and not simply having life. For the body having
life means a living composite substance. However,
composite is not posited in the definition of the
form. Moreover, the matter of a live body is that
which is compared to life as potency to act; and
this is the soul, the act, according to which the body
lives. Just ag if I said that the shape is the act, not,
certainly, of the shaped body in act, for this is com-
posed of shape and body, but of the body which
is the subject of shape, which is compared to shape
as potency to act.

2238. And, lest anyone believe that the soul is an
act in the way that some accidental form is an act,




he adds, to prevent this, that the soul is an act in
the way that substance is an act, that is as a form.
And because every form 1is in determined matter,
it follows that it is the form of a certain kind of
body, in the way stated.

224. It must be known that there is this differ-
ence between substantial form and accidental form;

i that the accidental form does not cause an actual

' being simply speaking, but a certain kind, or so

much of actual being, as, for example, large, white
or something else like this. Substantial form, how-
ever, causes actual existence simply speaking.
Whence the accidental form comes to a subject al-
ready actually pre-existing. The substantial form
does not come to a subject already pre-existing in
act, but to one existing in potency only, namely,
prime matter, From this it is evident that it is im-
possible that there be many substantial forms of
one thing: because the first would cause it to be an
actual being simply speaking, and all the others
would come t0 a subject already existing in act,
whence they would come accidentally to a subject
already existing in act, for they would not cause
it to be an actual being simply but only in some
way (secundum quid).

225. This destroys the position of Avicebron in
his book Fons Vitae, where he said that there is an
order of many' substantial forms in one and the
same thing according to the order of genus and
species; as, for example, in this individual man
there is one form by which he is a substance, an-
other by which he is a body, and a third by which
he is an animated body, and thus of the others.

. For he should say, according to what was said

above, that it is one and the same substantial form
by which this individual is a determined thing or
substance, and by which he is a body and an ani-
mated body, and thus of the others. For the more
perfect form gives to matter that which the less
perfect form gives, and more. Whence the soul not
only causes it to be substance and body. which
even the form of the stone causes, but it also causes
it to be an animated body. Therefore, it must not be
understood that the soul is the act of the body and
that the body is its matter and subject as if the
body were constituted by one form which causes
it to be a body, and that the soul comes to it over
and above this causing it to be a living body; but
that it is by the soul that it both is and is a living
body. But the fact that it is an existing body, which
is more imperfect, is something material with re-
spect to life.

228. Hence it is that when the soul leaves, the
body does not remain the same species; for the eye
and flesh in a dead person are not so-called except
equivocally, as is evident by what the Philosopher
says in the seventh book of the Metaphysics. For
when the soul leaves, another substantial form
takes its place which gives another specific exist-
ence, since the corruption of one thing does not
take place without the generation of another.

227%7. Then, when he says. “Now the word actu-
ality has two . . .”, he comes to the second part of
the definition: and he says that act is spoken of in
two ways; one as science and another as considering,
as was explained above. And it is evident that the
soul is an act as science, because the soul is in the
animal both when it is asleep and awake. And the
state of being awake is like consideration; because
just as consideration is the use of science, so wak-
ing is the use of the senses; but sleep is like the
habit of science, when someone is not operating
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according to the habit, for in sleep the animal
powers are at rest.

228. Of thése two acts, science is prior in genera-
tion in the same individual. For consideration is
compared to science as an act to a potency. Act,
howex{er, as is stated in the ninth book of the Met-
qphysu:s, is by nature prior to the potency, For it
is the end and completion of the potency. But in
‘phe order of generation and time, universally speak-
ing, act iﬁ prior to potency. For that which is in
potency is reduced to act by some actual being.
But in one and the same individual potency is
prior to act. For something is first in potency and
afterwards becomes actual. And for this reason
he says, “in the history of the individual, know-
ledge comes before its employment or exercise.”

229. Whence he concludes that since the soul is
an act as science is, it is the first act of a physical
body having life in potency. Moreover, it must be
known that the Philosopher says that the soul is
the first act, not only to distinguish the soul from
the act which is operation, but also to distinguish
it from the forms of elements which always have
their own action unless they are impeded.

230. Then, when he says, “The body so described
is . . .”, he comes to the part which is from the
part of the subject; and because hesaid that the soul

.is the act of a physical body having life in potency,

he also says that every organized body is such. And
that is called an organized body which has a diver-
sity of organs. Moreover, diversity of organs is nec-
essary in a body receiving life because of the
diverse operations of the soul. For the soul, since
it is the most perfect form among the forms of
corporeal things, is the principle of diverse opera-
tions: and it therefore requires a diversity of organs
in its own perfectibility. On the other hand, the
forms of inanimate things, because of their imper--
fection, are the principles of a few operations;
whence they do not need a diversity of organs in
their perfections. )

231. Moreover, among souls, the soul of plants is
found to be more imperfect; whence in plants there
is less diversity of organs than in animals. There-
fore, to show that every body receiving life is
organized, he takes his argument from plants in
which there is less diversity of organs. This.is why
he. says that even the parts of plants are diverse
organs. But the parts of plants are thoroughly sim-
ple, i.e., like each other; for there is not as much
diversity in them as there is in the parts of animals.
Tor the foot of an animal is composed of diverse
parts, as flesh, sinew, bone and the like. But the
organic parts of plants do not have such diversity
of parts of which they are composed.

232. And he shows that the parts of plants are
organic by the fact that the diverse parts are for
diverse operations. As the leaf is for sheltering the
bark or the part bearing fruit, ie., of that part in
which the fruit is produced. The bark or the part
bearing fruit shelters the fruit. Moreover, the roots
in plants can be compared to the mouths of ani~
mals, because both attract food, the root in plants,
the mouth in animals.

233. Then, when he says. “If, then, we have to
give a general . . .”, he collects from all the pre-
ceding the definition of the soul; and says that if
some common definition must be assigned which
would fit every soul, it will be this, the soul is “the
first grade of actuality of a natural organized body.”




Moreover, he should not add, having life in pot-
ency; because in place of this he says organized, as
is plain from what was said.

234. Then, when he says, “That is why we can
wholly dismiss . . .”, he solves a certain doubt from
the definition given. For many doubted how the
one thing would result from the soul and body. And
some said that there was some mean by which the
soul is united to the body and joined together in a

certain way. But this doubt is already taken care:

‘of since it was shown that the soul is the form of
the body. This is why he says that one should not
ask if one thing results from the soul and body,
just as one should not doubt about the wax and the
shape, nor of some matter and the form of which
it is the matter. For it was shown in the eighth
book of the Metaphysics that the form is per se

united to the matter as its act; and likewise the
matter is united to the form, so that the matter is
in act, And this is also what he means when he says
here that since one and being are spoken of in
many ways, namely, of being in potency, and be-
ing in act, that which is properly being and one is
the act. For just as a being in potency is not being
simply speaking, but only in some way, so also it
is not one simply speaking but only in some way;
for anything is said to be one in so far as it is
being. Therefore, just as the body has existence
through the soul as through the form, so also it is
united to the soul immediately, in as much as the
soul is the form of the body. But in as much as it is
the mover, there is nothing to prevent there being
a medium, insofar as one part is moved by the
soul by means of another paI{‘t.

LESSON II

Having explained the definition of the soul, he
shows how it is not separable from the body.

235. Having given the definition of the soul, the
Philosopher here explains it. He divides this into
two parts. First, he explains the preceding defini-
tion; secondly, from the definition explained, he
draws certain truths, where he says, “From this it
indybitably follows that . ., .” The first of these is
divided into two parts. First he explains the defini-
tion of the soul as to that which in the preceding
.definition was posited on the part of the soul itself.
Secondly, as to that which was posited there on the
part of the subject, where he says, “We must not
understand by that which . . .” The first of these is
again divided into two parts. First he explains the
definition of the soul from a similitude to artificial
things; secondly, from its parts, where he says,
“Next apply the doctrine in the case of ...” For,
because artificial forms are accidents which are
more known as far as we are concerned than sub-
stantial forms, inasmuch as these former are nearer
to the senses; therefore, he suitably explains -the
definition of the soul which is a substantial form, by
‘comparison to accidental forms. Likewise, the parts
of the soul also, or its potencies, are more evident
as far as we are concerned than the soul itself; for
in the knowledge of the soul we proceed from the
objects to the acts, from the acts to the potencies.
and through the last the soul itself is known to
us; ,whence the definition is explained suitably by
the parts. .

238. Therefore, he says first that it was stated
what the soul is in general, since the preceding
definition fits all souls. For it was stated that the
soul is a substance which is a form from which
the definition of a thing is taken, However, there
is a difference between a form which is a substance
~and a form which is not a substance. For the acci-
dental form which is not in the genus of substance
does not pertain to the essence or quiddity of the
subject; for whiteness is not of'the essence of a
white body. But the substantial form is of the es-
sence or of the quiddity of the subject. Thus, there-
fore, the soul is called the substantial form because
it is of the essence or of the quiddity of the ani-
mated body. And this is why he adds, “this”, name-
ly, the substance which is according to the defini-
tion, “is the ‘essential whatness’ of a body of the
character just assigned.” i.e., of a body constituted
in a species by such a form. For the form itself per-
tains to the essence of a thing, which is signified
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by the definition signifying about the thing, what
it is.

237. And because the substantial forms, such as
the forms of natural bodies, are latent, he explains
these through artificial forms which are accidental.
And this why he adds, “Suppose that what is
literally an organ,” i.e., belongs to the class of
artificial instruments, for example, an ax, “were
a natural body”, i.e., physical, its form would be
related to it in this way, as was said. Therefore,
he adds, “its ‘essential whatness’, would have been
its essence,” i.e., the form of the ax, according to
which the definition of the ax is taken; he calls
this definition “being an ax” from the fact that
it is according to this that an ax is said to be an
ax; this form, I say, is the substance of the ax.
And he says this also because the forms of natural
bodies are in the genus of substance. And further,
if the ax were not only a natural body but also an
animated body, the form of the ax would be the
soul, and if it were separated, the thing would no
longer be an ax, except equivocally, as, when the
soul is separated, the flesh and eye are no longer
such except equivocally. But, because the ax is
not a natural body, nor is its form the essential
whatness of such a body, in removing the form of
the ax, the ax still exists, i.e., the substance of the
ax. For the substance of artificial bodies is their
matter, which remains when the artificial form is
removed, although the artificial body itself does
not remain in act.

238. And because he said that it is now other-
wise in the ax, and that it could be still different
if it were an animated physical body, he assigns
the reason of this, saying that it is, therefore, be-
cause the soul is not the essential whatness and
definition, i.e., the form of such a body, namely,
artificial, but of “a natural body of a particular
kind”, namely, one having life. And in order that
he might show what an existing physical body is,
he adds, “one having in itself the power of setting
itself in motion and stopping itself.” For natural
bodle_s are those which have in themselves the
principle of motion and rest. For such a principle is
called nature, as you have it used in the second
book of the Physics.

239. Then, when he says, “Next apply this doc-
trine . . .”, he explains the definition of the soul
from the parts, saying we must consider that which
was sdid about the whole soul and the whole living




body, in the parts of both; because if the eye were
an animal, sight would be its soul because sight is
the substantial form of the eye and the eye is the
matter of sight, as the organic body is the matter
of the soul. However, when sight fails, the eye
does not remain an eye except equivocally, as the
eye of a statue or of a picture is called an eye
equivocally. And this is so, therefore, because those
things are equivocal the name of which alone is
common and the definition of the substance is di-
verse; and therefore, when the form by which the
definition of the substance of the eye exists, is
removed, nothing remains except the name of eye
used equivocally.  Therefore, what is found in the
part of the living body, should be accepted in the
whole living body, namely, that just as sight is
the substantial form of the eye and when that is
removed the eye does not remain except equiv-
ocally, so also the soul is the substantial form
of the living body and when it is removed the liv-
ing body does not remain except equivocally. For
just as one part of the sensitive soul is related_to
one part of the sensitive body, so the whole of
perception is related to the whole sensitive body as
such.

240. Then, when he says, “We must not under-
stand by that which . . .” He explains the posited
definition of the soul as to that which he had said
that it is the act of a body having life in potency.
For a thing is said to exist in potency in two ways;
in one way when it does not have a principle of

operation, in another way when it does have itf.

but does not operate according to it. The body,
moreover, whose act is the soul, has life in po-
tency, not in the first way but in the second. And
this is why he says the body is “ ‘potentially ca-
pable of living’”, ie., something having life in
potency, whose act is the soul; it is not said to
be in potency to life is such a way that it “has lost
the soul it had”, i.e. as lacking the principle of
life which is the soul, but that it is something hav-
ing such @ principle. But it is true that the seed
and the fruit in which the seed of a plant is con-
served, is in potency to such a living body.which
has a soul; for the seed does.not yet have a soul.
Whence it is in potency just as that. which has
lost its soul. ) :

241. And in order to show how the body whose
act is the soul is in potency to life, he adds that
being awake is the act of the sensitive soul just
as cutting is the act of @ knife and vision is the
act of the eye. For each of these is the operation
and use of the principle possessed. But the soul
is the first act just as is sight and any other po-
tency of an organ; for each of these is the prin-
ciple of operation. But the body that is perfected
by the soul is a potency having a first act, but is
sometimes lacking a second act. But just as the
eye is something composed of the pupil as matter
and sight as form, so the animal is composed of
the soul as form and the body as matter.

242. Then, when he says, “From this it indub-
itably follows . . .”, he concludes a certain truth
from the preceding; for, because it was shown that
the soul is the act of the whole body and that the
parts of the soul are the acts of the parts of the
body; further, that the act and form are not sep-
arated from that of which it is the act or .form;
it is evident that the soul cannot be separated from
the body, either the whole or any of the parts of
the soul, if it is innately apt to have parts in some

‘way. For it is evident that some parts of the soul

are the acts of some parts of the body, as it was
said that sight is the act of the eye. But according
to certain parts there is nothing to prevent the
soul from being separated, because certain parts
of the soul are the acts of no body, as will be
proved below (671-699) in those arguments which
are about the intellect.

243. And because Plato said that the soul is the
act of the body not as the form but as the mover,
he adds that it is not yet evident whether the soul
is the act of the body as the sailor is the act of
the ship, namely, as a mover only.

244. Then, summing up, he gathers together
what has been said; and he says that according to
what has been said a description of the soul must
be determined of the soul and posited as a “sketch”
in an extrinsic, superficial and incomplete way:
For the determination of the soul will be completed
when it extends to the inner part so that the na-
ture of each part of the soul will be determined.

LESSON III

He gives a twofold way of demonstrating, one
a priori and another a posteriori; by which he con-
cludes that the soul is the first principle of living
in three essentially ordered genera of living things.

245. After the Philosopher has posited the defi-
nition of the soul, he here intends to demonstrate
it. First he tells what his intention is. Secondly
he follows out his intention, where he says, “We
resume our inquiry from a fresh . . .” The. first
is divided into two. First, he determines the mode
of demonstration which he intends to wuse in
demonstrating. Secondly, he shows in what way
certain definitions are demonstrable, where he says,
“Tor it is not enough for a definitive . . .” About
the first it must be known that since we should
arrive at knowledge of the unknown from the
known; moreover, as every demonstration is gd—
duced for the sake of making known something
else, it is necessary that every demonstration pro-
ceed from thing things more known to us by
which, through demonstration, something known
results. However, in certain things, the same things
are more known to us and according to nature, as
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in mathematics which are abstracted from matter;
and in these, demonstration proceeds from things
more known simply speaking and more known
according to nature, namely, from causes to effects;
whence this is called causal demonstration
(demonstration propter quid). But in certain
things, the same things are not more known simply
and more known to us, namely, in natural things,
in which most of the sensible effects are more
known than their causees; therefore, in natural
things, as in many others, demonstration proceeds
from those which are less known according to na-
ture and more known to us, as is said in tHe first
book of the Physics.

246. Also, he intends to use here this way of
demonstration. This is why he says that because
that which is certain according to nature and is
more known according to reason becomes more
certain to us from those things which are uncer-
tain according to nature, but which are more cer-
tain to us; we must therefore attempt to gather
together those things about-the soul by means of




this method, by demonstrating the definition of
it which was posited above.

24%7. Then, when he says, “For it is not enough
for a definitive . . .”, he gives the reason for the
preceding intention, by showing that some defini-
tions are demonstrable. And this is why he says
that we should likewise approach the things about
‘the soul, because the definitive reason should not
only say of this that it is a fact (quod est quia),
as many terms, i.e., definitions, state; but the
cause should also be mentioned in the definition,
“and the definition which only states that the thing
is (quia) should be demonstrated through the
definition stating the cause (propter quid). For
many reasons of terms, i.e., definitions, are found
which are as conclusions. And he gives an example
in geometric things. .

248. In order to understand this it must be
known that of quadrilateral figures, certain ones
have four angles of ninety degrees and are called
rectangles, i.e., surfaces of right angles; certain
ones do not have four angles of ninety degrees,
however, and are called rhomboids. Moreover, cer-
tain rectangles have gll four sides equal and are
called squares or te’gﬁa’gons; others do-npot have
all four sides equal, dlthough in these the opposite
sides are equal, and such are called oblong rec-
tangles, as is plain in the following figures: [Here
St. Thomas draws examples. ] :

249. Likewise it must be known that in any

surface composed of right angles the two straight

lines which include the right angle are said to
contain the whole surface, because since the other
two sides are equal to these, each to its opposite,
it is necessary that one of the aforementioned lines
including the right angle measures the length of
the rectangular surface, and the other the width;
whence the whole rectangular surface arises from
extending one to the other. Whence, if we were to
imagine' that one of these is moved- through the
other, such a surface would result.

250. Also, it must be known that since in the
oblong rectangle the two lines containing it are
unequal, if we take a line that is a mean pro-
portion between these and extend it in itself, it
becomes a square equal to the first figure. And
because this would take up too much space to show
it by geometrical demonstrations, it suffices in
presenting this to explain it in numbers. There
fore, let there be an oblong rectangle whose length
is nine and whose width is four. Moreover, let us
take a line which is a mean between these two,
namely, six, because six is to nine as four is to
six. Moreover, the square of this line will be equal
to the above mentioned oblong rectangle. Which is
plain also in the numbers; for nine times four is
thirty-six and also six times six is thirty-six.

251, This, therefore, is why he says that if any-
one wants to know what squaring, i.e. a square
which is equal to an oblong rectangle, is, such a
definition will be assigned: “The construction of
as equilateral rectangle equal to a given oblong
rectangle.” “Such a definition is in form equivalent
to a conclusion,” i.e., concluded through a demon-
stration. If, however, someone defines.it as saying
that “squaring is the discovery of a line which is
a mean proportional between the two unequal sides
of the given rectangle,” i.e., constructing a square
from such a found line; he who defines in this
way, he says, “discloses the ground (cause) of
what is defined.” :

A
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252. However, it must be noticed, that this ex-
ample which is given is like that which he intends
about the soul in some respects, namely, in so far
as the definition of the soul is demonstrated, but
not in so far as it is demonstrated by a demonstra-
tion stating the cause.

253. Then, when he says, “We resume our in-
quiry . . .”, he begins to demonstrate the definition
of the soul posited above, in the aforementioned
manner, namely, through the effects. And he uses
this demonstration: That which is the first prin-
ciple of living is the act and form of living bodies;
but the soul is the first principle of living in those
things which live; therefore, it is the act and
form of the living body. Moreover, it is evident
that this demonstration is a posteriori. For from
the fact that the soul is the form of the living body,
it is the principle. of the works of life, and not
conversely. Therefore, he divides this into two
parts. First he shows that the soul is the principle
of living; and secondly, thet the first principle of
living is the form of the living body, where he says,
“Since the expression ‘that whereby we .. .”” The
first of these is divided into three parts. First he
distinguishes the modes of living. Secondly, he
shows that the soul is the principle of living, where
he says, “Hence we think of plants also as . . .”
Thirdly, he explains how the parts of the soul are
related among themselves, according to which parts
it is the principle of the works of life, where he
says, “Is each of these a soul or a . ..”

254. He says first, therefore, that in order to
follow out our intention by which we intend to
demonstrate the definition of the soul, we should
accept this as a principle, that animate things are
distinguished from inanimaté in living. For ani-
mate things live, but inanimate things do not live.
But since the manner of living is manifold, if
only one of these is in something, that thing is
called living or animate.

255. Moreover, he gives W of
which one is through thé i " e second
through the sense, the third through local motion
and stability, the fourth through the motion of food,
both of decrease and augmentation. Moreover, he
gives only four modes of living when above (n.
201) he had given f‘l%q_fggﬁ&_p%gpﬂaﬁmg of the
soul, because he infends here to distinguish the
modes of living according to the grades of living
things; which are distinguished according to these
four. 1For in certain {living \things, namely, in
plants, only being nourished, augmented and de-
creased are found. However, in certain others, as
in imperfect animals like the oysters, sense is found
without -local motion, Moreover, in certain others,
as in the perfect animals which are moved by a
progressive motion like the cow and the horse,
motion according to place is found also. In still
others, namely, in men, intellect is found in addi-
tion to these. However, the appetitive which is a
fifth operation besides these four, does not cause
any diversity in the grades of living things. For,
wherever there is-senseythere is also appetite.

256. Then, when he says, “Hence we think of
plants also as . . .”, he shows that the soul is the
principle of living according to wll the aforemen-
tioned modes. He divides this into three parts.
First, he shows how the soul is the principle of
living in plants; secondly, in animals, where he
says, “but it is the possession of sensation . . .”
Thirdly, he shows what has been said and what
remains to be said, saying, “What the explanation
of these two . ..” The first of these is divided into




two parts. First he shows that the soul is the prin-
ciple of living in plants; and he says that, since
it was said that whatever has one of the four pre-
viously mentioned modes of living things is called
living, it follows that all vegetative things live. For
all these have in themselves a certain potency and
principle by which they receive the motion of aug-
mentation and decline.

257. And that this principle is not the nature but
the soul is evident. For nature does not move any-
thing to contrary places; however, the motion of
augmentation and decline is according to contrary
places. For all vegetative things are augmented
not only up and down but also to both sides. It
is evident, therefore, that the principle of these
motions is not nature but the soul. Not only do
vegetative things live while they are augmented
and decline, but whatever is nourished, lives as
long as it can take food by which it becomes aug-
mented. :

258. Secondly, where he says, “This power of
self-nutrition can be isolated . . .”, he shows that
the aforementioned principle of living is first and
is separable from the others. And he says that the
principle of augmentation and nutrition -can be
separated from the other principles of living,
but the others cannot -be separated from it in
mortal things. He says this because in immortal
things as the separated substances and celestial
bodies are, if they are at all animated, the in-
tellective power is found without the nutritive.
That this principle is separated from the others
is evident in vegetative things, 1. e, in plants,
in which there is no other potency of the soul
except this. From which it is evident that that
on account of which life is first found in mortal
things is the principle of augmentation and nutri-
tion which is called the vegetative soul.

259. Then, when he says, “but it is in the pos~
session of . ..”, he shows how the soul is the prin-
ciple of living in animals. This is divided “into
two parts. First, he says that something is primarily
called an animal because of sense, even though cer-

tain' animals both feel and are moved. For we call
those things animals, and not only living, which
even though they cannot change place, neverthe-
less, have sense. For there are many such animals

. which remain naturally in the same place and still

have sense, as the oysters which are not moved by
a progressive motion, .

260. Secondly, where he says, “The primary
form of sense is touch, . . .”, he shows that among
the other senses in animals the primary sense is
touch. This he proves from the fact that just as
the vegetative power can be separated from touch
and all the senses, so touch can be separated from
the other senses. For there are many animals
which have only the sense of touch, as the imper-
fect animals. Moreover, all animals have the sense
of touch. However, we call that part of the soul
the vegetative principle in which also the vege-
tative things, ie., plants, participate. Therefore,
from what has been said, three grades of living

things are evident. The first is that of plants. The

second is that of imperfect, immobile animals
which have only the sense of touch. The third is
that of perfect animals which are moved by a
progressive motion and which also have other
senses. However, it is evident that there is a fourth
grade of those which have, along with these, intel-
lect also.

261. Then, when he says, “What the explanation
of these two facts . . .” he shows what has been
said and what remeins to be said. And he says
that it must be stated later why it is that both of
these happen, namely, that the vegetative can ex-
ist without sense and that touch can exist without
the other senses. For he takes this up at the end
of the treatise (nn. 847-874). For the present it
is sufficient to say only that the soul is the principle
of living according to the aforementioned modes
and that the soul is distinguished by these four,
namely, the yegetative which is in plants and in
all living things, the sensitive which is in all ani-
mals, the intellective which is in all men, and
progressive motion which is in all animals per-

fected by sense or intellect.

LESSON 1V

Having agreed upon this, he distinguishes the
potencies from the soul itself and from each other
in animated things: deducing from this that the
soul is that primarily by which we live, feel, are
moved and know.

262{ The Philosopher showed above that the
soul is the principle of living according to the di-
verse. genera of life. Therefore, now he inquires
in what way the principles of living according to
diverse genera of life are related to the soul and
to each other. He divides this into two parts. First,
he asks two questions. The first is, since the soul
which is the principle of living is determined by
the vegetative, sensitive, motive according to place,
and intellective; whether each of these is the soul
in itself or is a part of the soul. And it is evident
that in those which are only augmented and nour-
ished, as in plants, the vegetative potency is the
soul. In those, however, which grow and feel, it
is part of the soul, and likewise with the others.
The second question is, if each of the preceding
is part of the soul, for example, when all are found
in one soul as in the human soul; whether the parts
exist in such a way that they are separated among
themselves only according to definition so that they
are diverse potencies, or whether they are also
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separated by place and subject, so that the sensi-
tive is in one part of the body, the appetitive in
another, the motive in still another, and so of the
others, as certain ones think.

263. Secondly, when he says, “In the case of
certain of these powers . . .” he solves the pro-
posed questions, and the second one first. Sec-
only, he solves the first, where he says, “Further,
some animals possess all these parts . . .” The first
of these is divided into two parts. First, he solves
the second question as to the second part, showing
whether the parts of the soul are separable in place.
Secondly, as to the first part, namely, whether
they are separable by definition, where he says, “If
opining is distinct from perceiving .. .” Therefore,
he says first that with certain parts of the soul
it is not difficult to see whether they are separable
by place, i.e.,, by subject; but with certain others
there is a doubt.

264.And in order to show that in certain ones it
is easy to see this, he gives a similitude from plants,
where he says, “Just as in the case of plants . . .”,
saying that when certain parts of these are divid-
ed and separated from the other parts, they seem
to live. And this is evident from the fact that




when twigs that are cut off are grafted or planted,
they also grow; this would not happen unless life
remained in them, and consequently the soul which
is the principle of living; this happens as if in each
plant the soul is actually one and potentially many.
For just as in the forms of inanimate natural
bodies, so also in those which on account of their
imperfection do not require diversity in the parts,
it seems to be that in any one whole the soul is
actually one and potentially many, as also the body
itself is actually one and potentially many. For
each of these can be divided into diverse parts alike
" in species, gs is evident in air, water and mineral
bodies. Whence it should be that if the parts are
alike in species to one another and to the whole,
the specific form after division is in both of the
parts. And for the same reason, Pecause the soul
of plants is imperfect in the order of souls, it does
not require great diversity in the parts, whence
the soul of the whole can be better preserved in
any of the parts.

265. And so, also, we see in other kinds of soul,
as in severed insects, i.e., in animals which, when
cut in two, live, because both parts have sensation.
Which is plain from the fact that if they are
pricked they draw back. It also has local motion,
as appears to the sense. Thus, therefore, in one
and the same part there appears both the sensi-
tive and motive principle. And if there is sensa-
tion there, it is necessary that imagination be there
also. Moreover, imagination is nothing other than
a motion made by the sense according to act, as
will be said below (nn. 632; 659; 666; 792.). And
likewise, if the cut off part has sensation, it is nec-
essary that it have appetite; for joy and sorrow or
pleasure and pain of necessity follow sensation.
For it is necessary, if the sensible percept is agree-
able, that it is pleasurable; but, if it is harmful,
it is painful. However, where there is pain and
pleasure, there should be desire and ‘appetite;
whence it is necessary that, if the cut off part feels,
it also has appetite.

266. Thus, therefore, it is evident that the vege-
tative, sensitive, appetitive and motive powers are
found in the one part which is cut off; from which
it is evidént that they are not distinguished by
place in the body of the animal. But of certain
particular potencies it is evident that they are dis-
tinguished by place. For sight manifestly is no-
where except in the eye, hearing in the ear, smell-
ing in the nostrils and taste in the tongue and
palate. But the primary sense, which is touch and
is the ohe necessary for the animal, is in the whole.

267. But because he says that imagination is in
the cut off part, there seems to be a doubt. For
certain ones attribute a certain organ in the body
to imagination. But it must be known that the
imagination is found indeterminate in imperfect
animals, but determinate in perfect animals, as
will be said below in the third part (nn. 643;839.).
Therefore, some determined organ is attributed to
imagination for greater perfection and determina-
t@on of its act, without which the act of imagina-
tion can in no way exist; just as the act of sight
can in no way exist without the eye. Thus, there-
fore, he showed that in certain potencies of the
goul it is not difficult to see whether they are
separable by place.

268. Then, when he says, “We have no evidence
as yet about mind . . .” he shows in what part of
the soul there can be a doubt about this. And he
says that about the intellect, by whatever name
the perspective, i.e., speculative, potency is called,
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. is different from being opinionative, ie.,

there is nothing evident as yet. For it does not
yet appear from those things which were said,
Whether it has some organ in the body distinct by
place from the other organs or not. But still, as
it appears on the surface, it seems that it is a genus
of soul different from the other parts of the soul,
i.e., of another nature and one existing in another
way; and that this genus of soul alone can be sep-
arated from the other parts of the soul, or even
that it is separated from a corporeal organ, as the
perpetual from the corruptible. But, that the re-
maining parts of the soul are not separable by
place among themselves is evident from what has
been said.

269. Then, when he says, “If opining is distinct
from . . .”, he shows that they are separable by
definition. For the definition of each potency is
according to an ordination to act; whence it is
necessary, if the acts are diverse according to
species, that the potencies have a definition diverse
in species. This is why he says that being sen.siﬁ;cixie
intel-
lective; i.e., if feeling is different than opining,
the definitions of both potencies are different; and
it is the same with the other aforementioned
potencies. ‘

270. Then, when he says, “Further some animals
possess . . .”, he resolves the first quetion; and he
says that this makes the difference in animals, that
all the aforementioned are in certain animals, some
of these are in certain other animals, but only one
in still other animals. However, in whatever ones
there is only one of the aforementioned, that one
should be the soul. But in those animals in which
there are many potencies, each is part of the soul;
but this soul is denominated by the more principle
one, either by the sensitive or intellective. Why
this is so, moreover, that some animals have one,
others many and still others have all, will be said
later (n.n. 288-294). And -as it is with the po-
tencies of the soul, so it is with the senses. For
certain ones have all the senses, as the perfect ani-
mals; others have some of the senses but not all,
as the mole; and still others have the one most
necessary, namely, touch, as the imperfect animals.
However, this portion also can be understood in
another way, so that it might be said that because
the Philosopher showed above (266) that the parts
of the soul are not separable among themselves
by place or subject in the gnimal in which. they
are, that because of this also they are not separated
in diverse animals, but in whatever one one of
these exists, all would be in it. Therefore, he re-
moves this in this portion.

271, Then, when he says, “Since the expression
‘that whereby we .. .”, having shown that the soul
is the first principle of living, he concludes from
this the definition previously assigned. He divides
this into two parts. First, he demonstrates the
thing proposed. Secondly, he draws out from the
truth demonstrated certain further conclusions,
where he says, “Hence the rightness of the view
that the soul cannot be without a body .. .” For
the first he gives this demonstration. Of two things,
by both of which we are said to be something or
to operate, one, namely, that which is first, is as
the form, and the other is as the matter. But the
soul is the first thing by which we live, although,
nevertheless, we live by soul and body; therefore,
the soul is the form of the living body. And this
is the definition posited above of the soul (n. 233),
that the soul is the first act of a physical body
having life in potency. Moreover, it is evident that
the middle term of this demonstration is'a certain




definition of the soul, namely, the soul is that by
which we first live.

272. Moreover, about this demonstration he says
four things. First, he states the major premiss;
saying that that by which we live and feel is
spoken of in two ways; namely, one as form, and
another as matter. As also that by which we know
is spoken of in two ways. For we say that we
know by two things, one of which is science, and
the other is the soul. And likewise, that by which
we are healed is said of two things; one of which
is health, and the other is some part of the body
or even the whole body.- However, in both of these
one is as the form, and the other, as the matter.
For science and health are forms and, as it were,
the acts of those receiving them; for science is the
form of that whieh is scientific, i.e., of the part
of the soul in which science is; likewise, health is
the form of the body that is curable. And he says
curable and scientific in order to show the aptitude
in the subject for such forms. For always the acts
of active things, i.e.,, the forms, which are induced
in matter by the agents, seem to exist in the thing
acted upon and in the thing disposed, i.e., in that
which is innately apt to be acted upon by the ac-
tions of an agent by such an agent, and which is
disposed to follow the end of the passion, namely,
the form to which it is led by being acted upon.

273. Secondly, where he says, “further, since it
is the soul by or with which .. .”, he gives the
minor premiss; and says, that the soul is the first
thing by which we live, feel, are moved and know.
And these four are referred.to the four genera of
life about which he spoke above. For living refers
to the vegetative principle, because he said above
that living is in all living things because of this
principle. However, it must be known that al-
though we are said to be healthy by health and
by the body, still health is that primarily by which
we are said to be healthy. For we are not called
healthy in body except in so far as it has health.
And likewise, science is the first thing by which
we are said to be knowing, because we are not said
to be knowing in soul except in so far as it has
science. Similarly, we are not said to be living in
the body, except in so far as it has a soul: and
because of this, it is said here that “the soul” is
the first thing by which we live, feel, etc.

274. Thirdly, where he says, “it follows that the
soul must be a . ..” he states the conclusion, and
the construction up to this point depends on that
part where he says, “Since the expression ‘that
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whereby . . .” Therefore he concludes from the
preceding that the soul is as a form (ratio) and
species, and not as matter and subject.

275. Fourthly, where he says, “For, as was said, -
the word substance has three . . ,”, he shows that
the conclusion follows from the premisses. For it
did not seem to follow, in speaking of the soul,
that it is the form rather than the body, since we
are said to live by both; whence, in order to per-
fect the demonstration given, he adds that since
substance is spoken of in three ways, as was said
above, namely, of matter, form and that composed
of both, of which three matter is the potency, the
species or form is the act, the composite of these
two is the animated thing. it is evident that the
body is not the act of the soul, but rather, the soul
is the act of some body; for the body is in potency
with respect to the soul. And therefore, since it
follows from the preceding demonstration that
either the body or the soul is the species; and that
the body, as was said, is not the species of the soul,
it follows that the soul is the species of the body.

276. Then, when he says, “Hence the rightness
of the view that the .. .”, he draws out certain
conclusions from the premisses; of which the first
is that those were of the right opinion to whom it
seemed that the soul does not exist without the
body, nor is it the body. For, it is not the body
because it is not matter; but it is something of
the body, because it is the act of the body. And
because every act is in that of which it is the act,
consequently, he infers this where he says, “That is
why it is in a body.”

277. This second conclusion is that the soul is
in a body and in a determined kind of body,
namely, one which is physical and organized, and
this is not in the way in which the earlier physi-
cists spoke of the soul and its union to the body,
who in no way determined which and what kind
of body it would be in. And this is right, as we
now say, that the soul is in a determined body
since it does not seem that the soul takes whatever
body that happens to be, but a determined body.
This is reasonable; because each act is innately
apt to take place in a proper and determined mat-
ter; whence also the soul should be received in a
determined body.

278. Finally, summing up, he concludes that the
soul is an act and form (ratio) of that having such
1e;qstence, namely, of that having the potency of
iving.

: LESSON V

He explains the number and nature of the pow-
ers of the soul and in what way and in what order
they follow one another, and, that having been
agreed upon, that the definition of soul which he
explained above applies to each one of these.

279. After Aristotle has defined the soul in com-
mon, he now proceeds to explain its parts. How-
ever, the soul has parts only according as its po-
tencies are said to be its parts, according as the
many things of any one potency can be called po-
tential parts with reference to the particular things.
Whence, to determine its parts is to determine its
perticular potencies. This part is divided into two.
In the first he determines the potencies of the soul
in common by distinguishing them from each other.
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In the second he determines each one of
them, where he says, “It follows that first of all
we must treat of nutrition and reproduction . . .»
The first part is divided into two. In the first he
distinguishes the potencies of the soul from one
another. In the second he shows what and how
and in what order we must determine the potencies
of the soul, where he says, “Hence we must ask
in the case of each order of living things . . .” The
first of these is again divided into two. First, he
distinguishes the potencies of the soul from each
other. Secondly, he shows how the common defi-
nition of the soul is related to the preceding parts,
where he says, “It is now evident that a single
definition can be given of soul only in . . .” The
first of these is divided into two. First, he




enumerates the potencies of the soul. Secondly,
he shows in what way they follow one another,
where he says, “Plants have none but the first .

He says first, therefore, that, of the potencies of
the soul named above, all are in certain things,
as in men; some of them are in other things, as
in the other animals; only one is in still other
things, as in plants. And because above he did not
call these potencies, but parts of the soul; there-
fore, he shows that by potencies he means the
same as he meant above by parts. There are five
genera of these; namely, the vegetative, sensitive,
appetitive, motive according to place and intel-
lective.

280. However, we should notice two things.
First, why five genera of the potencies of the soul
are given here; especially since he customarily
says the soul is threefold: vegetative, sensitive
and rational. Secondly, we should consider why
he here gives five when above he gave only four.

281. About the first, it must be known thaf, since
every potency is denominated by its own act, an
operative potency is denominated by the act which
is an operation. Moreover, the potencies of the
soul are operative, for such is the potency of form;
whence it is necessary to take the diversity of the
potencies from the diverse operations of the soul.
Moreover, the operation of the soul is the operation
of a living thing. Since, therefore, there is a proper
operation for each thing according es it has ex-
1stence, by the fact that each operates in so far
as it is a being; we should consider the operatlons
of the soul as it is found in living things.

282. Moreover, these inferior living things,
whose act is the soul, which is now treated, have
a twofold existence: one, material in which they
agree with other material things; another, however,
immaterial in which they have something in com-
mon with superior substances in some way.

283. However, there is a difference between each
of the two existences; because according to material
existence, which is limited by matter, each thing
is only what it is, as this stone which is not other
than this stone; but according to immaterial ex-
istence, which is large and in a certain way in-
finite, in as much as it is not terminated by mat-
ter, the thing is not only what it is but it is also
in a certain way other thmgs Whence, in a cer-
tain way, all things exist in the superior imma-
terial substances, as in universal causes.

Z284. Moreover, such immaterial existence has
two grades in these inferior things. For, one is
entirely immaterial, namely, intelligible existence.
For things have e,x1stence in the intellect both
without matter and without individuating material
conditions, and also without a corporeal organ.
For, sense deals with particulars; intellect, wifth
universals. And in respect to this twofold exist-
ence, the Philosopher says in the third book that
the soul, in a certain way, is all things.

285. The operations, therefore, which belong to
living things according to matemal existence, are
operations which are attributed to the vegetative
soul; and, although they are ordered to that fo-
wards Which the actions in inanimated things are
also ordered, namely, towards attaining and con-
serving existence, still, in living things, this takes
place in a higher and more noble way. For, inani-
mate bodies are generated and conserved in ex-
istence by an extrinsic motive principle; animate
things, on the other hand, are generated by an in-
trinsic principle which is in the seed; they are even
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conserved by an intrinsic nutritive principle. For,
it seems to be a property of living things that they
operate as being moved by themselves. Moreover,
the operations which are attributed to living things
according to entirely immaterial existence, pertain
to the intellective part of the soul; but those which
are attributed to them according to a middle ex-
istence pertain to the sensitive part of the soul.
And according to this threefold existence we com=-
monly distinguish a threefold soul: namely, vege-
tative, sensitive and rational.

288. But because every existence is according to
~some form, sensible existence should be according
to sensible form, and intelligible existence accord-
ing to intelligible form. Moreover, from each form
some inclination follows, and from the inclination
an operation; just as from the natural form of fire
there follows an inclination to a place which is
above, according to which fire is called light; and
from this inclination an operation follows, namely,
motion which is upwards. Therefore, upon form,
both sensible and intelligible, a certain inclination
follows which is called sensible or intellectual
appetlte, just as the inclination following a natural
form is called natural appetite. Moreover, an ope-
ration follows from appetite, which operation is
local motion. Therefore, this is the reason why
there should be five genera of the potencies of the
soul, which was the question first asked.

287. About the second it must be known that
above (nn. 253-260) Aristotle, mtendmg to show
thgt the soul 1s the pr1n01ple of 11v1ng‘ in all living

~ing to.the
in to the operations..of life.

~of potencies

are.distinguished. More-
over, the appetitive does not constitute a diverse
grade in living things; because all things which

have sensation have appetite; and thus only four
grades of living things remain, as was shown above.

Z88. Then, when he says, “Plants have none but
the first . . .”, he shows in what ‘way the preceding
potencies follow one another; showing what he said
above that all of the potencies are in certain
things, some of them are in other things, and only
one in still others. Here, it must be considered
that, from the fact that the universe is perfect, no
grade of perfection in things is left out, but nature
proceeds little by little from imperfect to perfect
things. For the same reason Aristotle also, in the
eighth book of the Metaphysics, likens the species
of things to numbers, which grow in size liftle by
little. Whence in living things, some have only one
of the preceding potencies, namely, plants, in which
there is only the vegetative, which is necessary in
all material living things, because the operations
pertaining to material existence are attributed to
this potency. In others, however, namely, in ani-
mals, there is the vegetative and sensitive. More-
over, if the sensitive is there, there should
also be a third, namely, the appetitive. This last
is divided into three parts; namely, desire which
is according to the concupiscible power, and anger
which is according to the irascible power; these
two pertain to the sensitive part, for they follow
the sense apprehension. Moreover, the third is the
will which is an intellective appetite, following the
apprehension of the intellect.

289. He proves in two ways that the appetitive
power is in all animals. The first of which is that
all animals have at least one sense; touch; how-
ever, in those in which there is sense, there is
joy and sorrow, pleasure and pain. For joy and




sorrow seem rather to follow an interior appre-
hension. But pleasure and pain follow the appre-
hension of sense, and principally the sense of touch.
And if there is joy and sorrow, it is necessary that
there be something sorrowful and sweet, ie.,
pleasurable and painful; for everything that is felt

by touch should be either agreeable and thus it is -

pleasurable, or harmful and then it is painful.
However, in whatever things there is something
pleasurable and sorrowful, in these there is also
concupiscence which is the pleasurable appetite;
therefore, from first to last, in all animals in
which the sense of touch exists, there is appetite.

2390. He gives the second reason to bring out the
same thing where he says, “Further, all animals
have the sense for food . ..” For, all animals have
a sense by which they know their own food; name-
ly, the sense of touch which is the sense of food.
And because it is necessary that all animals use
food, as was said; therefore, it is necessary that
they have the sense of touch by which they per-
ceive the food agreeable to themselves. Moreover,
that touch is the sense of food is evident; for just
as living bodies are made up of hot, moist, cold
and dry things, so also they are nourished by these;
moreover, touch is the sense that discerns these.
Living beings are not nourished by other sensibles
except incidentally, namely, in so far as these are
joined to tangibles. For sound, odor and color con-
tribute nothing to food as such, but only in so far
as the colored, odorous and sounding thing happens
to be hot or cold, moist or dry; however, moisture,
i.e., taste, belongs in a certain way to the number
of tangible qualities, as taste is also a certain kind
of touch. It is thus plain, therefore, that all ani-
mals have the sense of food.

Z291. Moreover, in whatever things there is the
sense of food, there is also hunger and thirst; each
of these is a desire (concupiscentia) for food;
hunger is the desire for the hot and dry, which has
the nature (ratio) of meat; thirst, however, is the
desire for the cold and moist, which has the nature
of drink. Taste, however, is a certain delight with
these; for a delightful taste indicates an agreeable
proportion of hot and cold, moist and dry in food.
Whence taste -pertains more to the delight with
food than to the necessity for it. Thus, therefore,
wherever there is the sense of touch, there is also
appetite. o

282. In what way the imagination is related to
the appetitive and the sensitive, is taken up later.
(nn. 637-654)

Z93. However, there is, also, in certain animals,
a power of motion according to place, besides
these three, namely, the vegetative, sensitive and
eppetitive. In others, namely, in men and if
there is any other genus of things like men or
even more honorable than men, there is also, be-
sides these four, the intellective power and the
intellect itself. Moreover, we find something more
honorable than men, in which there is intellect;
for it exists in the separated substances, and in the
celestial bodies if, moreover, they are animated;
although in mortal, living things there is no
genus of living things having the intellective pow-
er except the human species.

294. Yor, since the intellect does not have a
corporeal organ, those things that have an intellect
cannot be diversified according to a diverse com-
plex of organs, as the species of sensitive things
are diversified according to diverse complexes by
which they are related in various ways to the
operations of sense.

295. Then, when he says, “It is now evident
that a single definition...” he shows how the pre-
ceding definition of the soul is related to the enu-
merated parts. And in order to understand this it
must be known that Plato said that universals
were separated according to existence; still, in
those which are related serially, as in numbers
and figures, he did not posit one common idea;
for he did not posit one idea of number besides
all the numbers, as he posited one idea of man
besides all men, from the fact that the species of
numbers are related serially in the natural order.
And thus the first of these, namely, the duality, is
the cause of all that follow. Whence, it was not
necessary to posit a common idea- for numbers in
order to cause the species of numbers. And there
is a similar reason for figures. For their species
are related serially, as are the species of numbers;
for the triangle is before the square, and the square
before the pentagon.

296. He says, therefore, that it is evident that
in the same way the nature (ratio) of the soul is
one just as the nature (ratio) of figure is one.
For just as among figures there is no figure which
is outside the triangle and the other species fol-
lowing, as something which is common to all fig-
ures, so neither is there, in what has been propos-
ed, some soul existing separately, as it were, be-
sides all the aforementioned parts.

297. But even though there is not one figure
separated in existence besides all figures even ac-
cording to the Platonists who posited common sep-
arated species; still one common nature (ratio) is
found which fits all figures and is not proper to
any one of these; thus it is also in animals. And
therefore it is ridiculous that a man should seek
one common nature (ratio) both in animals and
in other things which does not fit any of the souls,
which exist in the nature of things, individually.
Nor is it even logical that man seek a definition of
the soul according to each species of soul and dis-
miss a common definition for all. Therefore, nei-
ther should a common definition of the soul be neg-
lected; nor should a common definition of the soul
be thus assigned which does not fit each soul

298. And because he said that the nature (ratio)
of soul is related in the same way as the nature
(ratio) of figure, he shows the agreement between
both; and he says that figures and souls are re-
lated to each other similarly; for in both that
which is first exists in potency in that which fol-
lows. For it is evident in figures that the triangle,
which is first, exists in potency in the square. For
the square can be divided into two triangles. And
likewise in the sensitive soul, the vegetative is, as
it were, a certain potency of it, and, as it were, a
soul in itself. And it is the same with the other
figures and the other parts of the soul.

LESSON VI

He proposes what must be said about each of
the powers of the soul; and that we must start
from the objects from which the acts themselves
will be explained.

299. After the Philosopher has ehumerated the
genera of the potencies of the soul, and how the
common definition of the soul above posited is
related to its parts, he here shows what other




things must be determined and in what order.
This . is divided into two parts. In the first he
shows what remains to be determined about the
soul. Secondly, he shows in what order we should
investigate these, where he says, “It is necessary
for the student of these forms of soul...” About
the first he shows that two things remain to be
determined; one of which he concludes from what
was said before. It was said above that just as
we should not seek such a common definition of
the soul that it fits no part of the soul, so we ought
not to be contented with @ common definition, but
we should seek a proper definition of every part
of the soul. And from this he concludes that ac-
cording to each animated thing we must find out
what the soul of each is; so that, namely, we know
what the soul of plant is, and what the soul of man
is, and what the soul of brute is; and this is to
know of each part of the soul, what it is.

300. Secondly, where he says, “Why the terms
are related in this...” he gives another thing which
remains to be investigated. For, it was said above
that the parts of the soul are related among them-
selves serially, as are the species of figure. But
we must consider the cause by reason of which
the parts of the soul are related serially in this
way. For, he will assign such a. cause in the last
book. Moreover, he explains how they are re-
lated serially; because the sensitive cannot exist
without the vegetative, but the vegetative is sep-
arated from the sensitive in plants. Nor is this
to be wondered at; because it was said above that
the works of the vegetative are ordained to obtain-
ing and conserving existence which is beneath, as
a foundation. Likewise a kind of proof of this is
found in the senses themselves; because without
the sense of touch, none of the other senses can
exist; moreover, touch is found without the other
senses. For, many animals have neither sight,
smell nor hearing, but only touch. And this is also
reasonable. For, touch is the sense which per-
ceives those things which pertain to the funda-
mental make-up of animal, by which the animal
is constituted and nourished. But the other sensi-
bles contribute nothing in this respect, except in-
cidentally. Whence, the other senses are not nec-
essary for animals, and for this reason they are
not found in all animals but only in the perfect
ones.

2301. Also we must consider how the sensitive
and motive potencies follow one another. For the
motive cannot exist without the sensitive; how-
ever, the sensitive can exist without the motive;
for some of those having sensation, also have mo-
tion according to place, but others do not. Pro-
gressive motion of animals must be understood to
mean that animals are moved from place to place.
For this motion does not exist in all animals. But
those which lack this motion have some kind of lo-
cal motion, namely, dilation and contraction, as ap-
pears in the oyster. That, however, which is ulti-
mate among all parts of the soul and smallest, be-
cause it is not divided in things diverse according
to species, is that part which has reason and in-
tellect, because in whatever corruptible things we
find reason, we also find, in these, all the othérs
mentioned. . Moreover, he says this in order to pro-
tect himself from an objection from separated sub-
stances and celestial bodies, if they are animated;
because, since they are without generation and
corruption they do not need the vegetative. Like-
wise their intellect observes through itself those
things which are intelligible in'themselves; whence
they do not need the senses for obtaining intellec-
tive cognition. But in mortal things having an in-

" tellect, it is necessary that all the other potencies
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preexist, as certain instruments and preparatory
things for understanding which is the ultimate per-
fection intended in the operation of nature. How-
ever, reason does not exist in all those in which
some . of the aforementioned exist. And because
the imagination seems to have a certain affinity to
the intellect, since it was said above that the in-
tellect either is a kind of phantasy, or does not
exist without phantasy; he adds something about
the imagination; -and he says that in certain ani- -
mals not only is there no intellect but they are
even without imagination.

802. Nevertheless, this seems to be contrary to

what he said above; because if a part cut off has

sense and appetitite, it also has phantasy; provid-

ed that phantasy is the same as imagination, as it

seems. It must be said, therefore, that imperfect -
animals, as is said in the third book, do really have

phantasy, but it is one which is indeterminate be-

cause the motion of phantasy does not remain in

them after the apprehension of the sense; how-

ever, in perfect animals the motion of phantasy re-

mains even after the sensible thing is gone. And

according to this it is said here that imagination -
is not the same for all animals. But there are cer-
tain animals which live by this alone, lacking the
intellect and being directed in their operations by
imagination, just as we are directed by the intel-
lect. And even though the imagination does not
exist in all animals, as the intellect does not exist
in all, still the speculative intellect is of another
nature (ratio) than the imagination. For they
differ from one another as will be plain below, (n.
793). It is evident, therefore, that this definition
which was assigned of the soul, is most properly
used for each part of the soul.

303. Then, when he says, “It is necessary for
the student of these...” he shows in what order
we must inquire about the parts of the soul. And
he designates the order in two ways. First, that
he who would study the parts of the soul should
find out about each of these, what it is; and after-
wards he ought to consider the habits, i. e., the
parts following, and the other things which must
be considered about the parts of the soul and about
animated things themselves, as the organs and
other things of like nature. And this order is
necessary because if he were to discuss all these at
the same time, the teaching would be confused.

304.He mentions the second where he says, “But
if we are to express...” saying that if we should
want to say, of any part of the soul, what it is,
namely, what the intellective, sensitive or vegeta-
tive is, we should first talk about the acts, namely,
what knowing is and what feeling is. And we
must do this because according to the definitive
reason the acts and operations are prior to the po-
tencies. For potency, as potency, implies a certain
habitude to act; for it is a kind of principle of
acting or of being acted upon; whence acts should
be posited in the definitions of potencies. And, if
this is so with respect to the order of act and po-
tency, there are also things prior to the acts, i. e,
the objects. :

305. For the species of acts and operations are
taken from their order to the objects. For every
operation of the soul is the act either of an active
potency or of a passive potency . For the objects
of the passive potencies are compared to their
operations as active because they reduce the po-
tencies to act, just as the visible does the sight,
and every sensible, the sense. But the objects of
the active potencies are compared to their oper-
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ations as ends. For the objects of the active po-
tencies are their works. Moreover, it is evident
that in whatever things there are any works be-
sides the operations, the works are the ends of the
operations, as is said in the first book of the Ethics;
just as the house which is built is the end of the
act of building. It is evident, therefore, that every
object is compared to the operation of the soul
either as the active thing or as the end. Moreover,
the operation is specified by both. For it is evi-
dent that active things diverse according to spe-~
cies have specifically different operations, as heat-
ing is different from heat and refrigeration from
cold. Likewise, also, the operation is specified
from the term and end; just as becoming healthy
and becoming sick differ specifically according to
the difference of health and sickness. Thus, there-
fore, the objects are prior to the operatlons of the
soul in the method of defining.

306. Whence also we should investigate the ob-
jects before the acts, for the same reason that we
determined the acts before the potencies. More-
over, the objects are food in respect to the vege-
tative, the sensible in respect to the sense, and the
intelligible in respect to the intellect.

307. But it must be known that the acts and
potencies of the soul are not diversified by diverse
objects, except when there has been a difference of
the objects, inasmuch as they are objects, i.e., accord-

ing to the formal reason of the object, as the vis~
ible from the audible. However, if the formality
(natio) of the object remains the same, no other
dlver31ty brings about a diversity accordlng to spe-
cies of the acts and potencies. For it belongs to
the same potency to see the colored man and the
colored stone; because this diversity exists only
accidentally in the object, as object.

308. It must be known also that our possible in-
tellect is in potency only in the order of intelligi-
ble things; moreover, it is reduced to act by the
form abstracted from phantasms. Moreover, noth-
ing is known except as it is actually; whence our
possible intellect knows itself through an intelligi-
ble species, as will be explained in the third book
(nn. 724-726); not, moreover, by intuiting its own
essence directly., Therefore, we should proceed
in the cognition of the soul from those things which
are more extrinsie, from which we abstract the
intelligible species by means of which the intellect
knows itself; so that we know the acts through
the objects, the potencies through the acts and the
essence of the soul through the potencies. More-
over, if the soul were to know its own essence di-
rectly through itself, there would be a contrary
order to be observed in the cognition of the soul;
because the closer anything were to the essence
of the soul, so much more would 1t be known an-
tecedently bv the soul.

LESSON VII

He shows what must be said about food itself
and generation which are directed to the vegeta-
tive part of the soul as its object and work; he
proves that this soul itself of all living things is
a'cause in a threefold genus of causes, formal,
final and efficient.

309. After the Philosopher has distinguished the
potencies of the soul among themselves and has
shown what they are and in what order we must
treat them, here he takes them up according to
the order previously mentioned. And this is di-
vided into two parts. In the first he determines
the nature of each single part of the soul. In the
second he gives the cause for their having such
a serial ordination among themselves, where he
says, “The nutritive soul then must be possess-
ed...”, in the next to the last chapter of the third
book. The first is divided into four parts. In the

first he treats of the vegetative soul. In the second .

he treats of the sensitive, where he says, “Having
made these distinctions let us now speak of sen-
sation in the widest sense...” 1In the third he
treats of the intellective, where he says, “Turning
now to that part of the soul with which the soul
knows and thinks...” In the fourth he treats of
that part which moves the being from place to
place, where he says, “Let us next consider what
it is in the soul which originates movement...”
Moreover, he does not give a special treatise on
the appetitive, because the appetitive does not con-
stitute any special grade of living things, and be-
cause it is taken up along with the motive part in
the third book. Moreover, the first part is divided
into two. In the first he sets forth certain things

which are necessary for the knowledge of the vege-

tative part. In the second he treats of the vegeta-
tive part, where he says, “Nutrition and reproduc-
tion are due to one and the same. .»” The first
of these is divided into two parts "In the first
he states his intention. In the second he points
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out certain things which are needed first for an
understanding of the vegetative part, where he
says, “...reproduction, I say, because for any liv-
ing thing that has...”

310. He concludes first, therefore, from what was
said, that, since we must first speak of the objects
and acts rather than .of the potencies; and first of
the primary potency rather than those following;
it follows that we must first speak about fooa
which is the object of the vegetative soul, and
about generation which is its act. Likewise we
must first speak of the object and the act of this
part rather than of the others; because this part
is primary among the other parts of the soul, in the
subjects in which it is found with the others; for
it is, as it were, the foundation of the others, just
as natural existence, to which its operations per-
tain, is the foundation of sensible existence and
intelligible existence. And there is another rea-
son why we must first speak of this soul; because
this one is common to all living things; for it is
separated from the others, but the others are not
separated from it, and we should first treat of the
common things. However, the works of this part
are reproduction and the use of food; therefore,
we must first treat of these.

311. Then, when he says, “...reproduction, I
say, because...” he treats of certain things which
are needed first for the knowledge of the vegeta-
tive part. This is divided into two parts. In the
first he shows that to reproduce pertains to the
vegetative part; this was necessary because above
he did not attribute generation to -this part, but
only growth and decline, In the second he shows
that the works of the vegetative potency come from
the soul; this also was necessary because since
active and passive qualities are devoted to these
works, one could think that they were from nature
and not from the soul; -and especially because in
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plants life is hidden and concealed, and he says
this where he says, ‘“The soul is the cause or source
of the living body...”

312. The first is explained by the following ar-

gument. Every operation which is found natural-
Iy in all livine things, pertains to the vegetative
potency according to which the act of living is
primarily in all, as was said; but the act of repro-
duction exists naturally in all living things; there-
fore, that reproduction is likewise the work of the
vegetative soul because among the other works it
is the more natural for all living things. And it
is called the most natural because in this respect
it agrees with' other inanimate things also which
have generation, even though in another way;
for inanimate things have generation by an extrin-
sic generator; but living things, by an intrinsic
principle inasmuch as they are generated from a
seed which develops into a live thing.

313. But there are three exceptions to this gen-
erality of living things, to which this work does
not apply; first, those which are imperfect, just
as boys do not reproduce. For that which can
make another like to itself, is, in each genus, that
which is perfect. Secondly, he ‘excludes those
which suffer some defect of the natural principle,
as eunuchs and those who are frigid. And thirdly,
there are the animals and plants which are gen-
erated without a seed from putrefaction. For in
these, because of their own imperfection, a univer-
sal agent, namely, the power of the celestial bodies,
and the disposed matter suffice for their produc-
tion. However, in perfect animals many principles
are required; for the universal agent does not
suffice, but a proper univocal agent is required.

314. He says, therefore, that living things that
can make another like itself are whatever “has
reached its normal development”, in order to ex-
clude boys; “and which is unmutilated”, to ex-
clude eunuchs and those having similar defects;
“and whose mode of generation is not spontane-
ous”, to exclude those which are generated from
putrefaction, which are said to be born, as it were,
of their own accord, because they are produced
from the earth without seed, through that simili-
tude by which something is said to cause this of
its own accord, to. which it was not led by an ex-
trinsic thing. 'Thus, moreover, it is understood that
a living thing makes another like itself, that the
animal makes. an animal and the plant a plant.

And further, an animal of this kind makes an an-.

imal of this kind, as man generates man and the
olive an olive. Likewise, moreover, it is natural
for living things to make another of a kind like
itself, so that they always participate, according
to their ability, in the divine and the immortal, i.

.e., that they are made like it, 'as much as possible,

815. For it must be considered that just as there
are diverse grades of perfection in some one and
the same thing which goes from potency to act,
so also there are diverse grades of perfection in
diverse beings; Whence, in so far as anything is
more perfect it will be made more like the more
perfect things. Therefore, just as each thing when
it was passing from potency to act, when it was
in potency, was ordered to act and desired this
naturally, and when it was in act less perfectly, it
desired a2 more perfect act; so each thing that ex-
ists in an inferior grade of things desires to be
made like the superior things as much as it can.
And this is why he adds, “that... towards which
all things strive,” namely, to be made like the di-
vine and immortal, and “that for the sake of which
they do whatsoever their nature renders possible.”
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- first is divided into two parts.
his intention; and he says that the soul is the

316. But it must be understood that that for the
sake of which a thing is done can mean two things.
In one way that for the sake of which it is done
directly, as the doctor acts for the sake of health;
in another way, that by which a thing is done.
This can be understood in two ways. In one way
so that we know that the end is meant, and the
subject having that for the sake of which it is
done, as if we were to say that the end of the art
of healing is not only health but also the body hav-
ing health; in another way as if we were to say
that the end is not only the thing principally in-
tended, but also that by which we obtain this, as
if we were to say that the end of the art of heal-
ing is to heat the body, because an equality of
the composite which is health is obtained by heat.
Thus, therefore, it can be said that perpetual ex-
istence itself is that for the sake of which it acts,
or the thing having perpetuity, which natural
things intend to be made like through generation,
in which there is perpetuity; or also generation
itself by which they obtain perpetuity.

817. Therefore, because inferior living things
cannot communicate with the divine and eternal
existence itself through the mode of continuation,
i. e.,, so that they remain the same in number, by
the fact that nothing corruptible can remain al-
ways one and the same in number, since the ne-
cessity of corruption is an absolute necessity, inas-
much as it comes from' matter itself and not from

-the end; it follows that each partakes of perpe-

tuity as it can; this more, which has a longer du-
ration, that less, which has a lesser duration, and
still it always contiues through generation not
the same simply, but “like itself”, i. e., it exists in
something similar according to species. Whence,
explaining what he said, he adds that it does not
remsain one in number, which is to be one simply;
but it continues the same in species, because each
generates something like to itself in species.

318. 'Then, when he says, “The soul is the cause
or source...”, he shows that the works that are
attributed to the vegetative potency are from. the
goul. This is divided into two parts. First he sets
forth the truth. Secondly, he excludes error, where
he says, “Empedocles is wrong in adding...” The
First, he proposes

principle and cause of the living body. And, since
principle and cause are used in many ways, the
soul is called a principle and cause of the living
body in three ways; in one way as it is the source
of the principle of motion, in another way as it is
that for the sake of which, i. e, the end, and
thirdly, as it is the substance, i. e., the form of an-
imated bodies.

319. Secondly, where he- says, “That it is the
last, is clear; for...” he proves what he had sup-
posed, And first that the soul is the cause of the
living body, as the form; and he proves this by
two arguments. First, that is the cause of any-
thing as the substance, i. e., as the form, which
is the cause of being. For each thing is actual
through the form. But the soul is the cause of
being in living things; for they live by means of
the soul, and the act of living itself is their exist-
ence; therefore, the soul is the cause of the living
body, as. the form.

320. He gives the second reason where he says,
“Further the actuality of whatever it...” This is
that that which is the act of enything is the nature
(ratio) and form of that which is in potency; but
the soul is the act of the living body, as was evi-
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dent above; theretore the soul is the nature (ratio)
and form of the living body.

321. Secondly, where he says, “It is manifest
that the soul is...” he shows that the soul is the
cause as the end. And he shows that it is the
cause as end of living bodies, in this way. For
just as the intellect operates for an end, so also
nature, as is proved in the second book of the
Physics. But the intellect, in those things which
are made by art, orders and disposes matter for
the form; therefore, nature does likewise, There-,
fore, since the soul is the form of the living body,
it follows that it is its end. :

822. And further, not only is the soul the end

of living bodies, but also of all natural bodies in .

those inferior things; which he proves thus. For
we see that all natural bodies are, as it were, in-
struments of the soul, not only in animals but also
in plants. For we see that men use animals and
inanimate things for their own use; and animals
use plants and inanimate things; moreover, plants
use inanimate things inasmuch as they take food
and assistance from them. However, according

as each is treated in the nature of things, so it is
innately apt to be treated. Whence it seems that all
inanimate bodies are instruments of animated
things and exist for these. And also the less per-
fect animated things exist for the more perfect.
And consequently he distinguishes that for whose
sake it is, as also above.

323. Thirdly, where he says, “We must maintain,
further, that the soul is also...” he shows that the
soul is the principle of the moving body, as that
whence motion comes; and he uses, as it were, this
sort of argument. Every form of a natural body
is the principle of a proper motion of that body,
as the form of fire is the principle of its motion.
But certain motions are proper to living things;
namely, local motion by which animals move
themselves by progressive motion according to
place, although this is not in all living things; and
likewise feeling is a certain alteration, and this
exists in none except those having a soul. Like-
wise, the motion of growth and decline exists in
none except those which are nourished, and noth-
ing is nourished except that which has soul; there-
fore, the. soul should be the principle of all these
motions.

LESSON VIII

He refutes two opinions of those who philoso-
phized less rightly; one by which Empedocles at-
tributed the growth and decline of living things
to earth and fire; another by which he thought that
this insofar as it was even, must be attributed only
to fire, not, however, to the soul. .

324. Above the Philosopher showed that the
works which are attributed to the vegetative po-
tency are from the soul. Now he excludes cer-
tain errors against the truth determined. And
this is divided into two parts according to the two
errors which he removes. The second part be-
gins where he says, “By some the element of fire
is held to be the cause...” The first is again di-
vided into two parts. First he states the error.
Secondly, he disproves it, where he says, “For he
misinterprets up and down; up and...” About
the first it must be known that just as Empedocles
did not say that other utilities which arise in liv-
ing things, proceed from the intention of nature
but from the necessity of matter, for example, that
the feet of animals are so disposed, not that they
might be useful for walking, but because it so
happens that the matter was disposed in respect
to the feet; so also he did not attribute the growth
of living things to the soul, but to the motion of
heavy and light things. For he saw that living
things grew in diverse parts, for example upwards
and downwards; which seems plain in plants
which send roots downwards and the branches are
raised upwards. Therefore, he said that the growth
of plants downward is caused by the motion of the
earth, which is in the composition of the plant,
and would naturally bring it downward because
of its weight. Moreover, growth would be caused
by the motion of fire which, on account of its
lightness, is naturally carried upwards.

325. Then, when he says, “For he misinter-
prets...”, he disproves the preceding opinion in
two ways. And first from the fact that he does
not interpret up and down very well. In order to
see this it must be known that up and down and
other different positions, before and behind, right
and left, are distinguished according to nature in
certain things, in other things they are only dis-
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tinguished by position according to ourselves. For
in certain things there are determinate parts which
are naturally the principles of some motions, in
these the preceding differences of positions are dis-
tinguished according to nature; as in thé universe,
to the middle of which heavy things are carried
naturally, light things are naturally carried to the
circumference. Whence in the universe, up and
down are distinguished naturally. And up is call-
ed the place to which the light things are carried;
and down or the middle is that to which heavy
things are carried naturally, In living and also
mortal things, up and down are determined accord-
ing to the motion of growth and decline, For that
part is called up whence the living things take
food; moreover, the opposite part is down whence
the superfluities are thrown off.

326. Before and behind are determined in cer-
tain animals or in living things according to sense;
right and left according to local motion. On the
other hand, in those in which there is not some
determined part, the principle or term of some mo-
tion, the differences of positions are not determin-
ed in these according to nature, but only by po-
sition according to us, as in inanimated things.
Whence the same pillar is called right and left ac-
cording as it is right or left to a man. However,
in certain living things in which up and down are
determined according t9 nature, these are deter-
mined in the same way as in the universe; as in
man whose superior part, the head, is turned up
to the universe, the inferior part, however, is turn-
ed downwards. In plants, however, the converse
is true; for the roots of plants are comparable to
the head; for they are ordained to the same act;
for just as animals take food by the mouth which
is in the head, so plants do so by the roots. More-
over, instruments are said to be the same or differ-
ent, and similar and dissimilar from the works
which are their ends; Whence the roots of plants
are similar to the heads of animals, and still they
are turned downward. Whence up and down exist
in a contrary way in plants and in the universe.
In brute animals, however, the relation is not the
same; because their heads are not turned up to
the universe, nor down. Therefore, this is why he




‘says that up and down is not the same for all,
namely, living things, and for everything, i. e, the
universe.

32%. But Empedocles takes up and down as if it
were the same in all living things and in the uni-
verse. For if the motion of growth, according to
which up and down are determined in living
things is according to the motion of heavy and
light according to which up and down are deter-
mined in the universe, it follows that up and down
exists in the same way in all living things and in
the universe. And therefore, also, he says that the
growth of roots in plants is down.

228. Secondly, where he says, “Further, we must
ask what is the force...” he disproves the pre-
ceding . position in another way. In order to see
this it must be known that since the elements do
not exist actually in a mixture, but virtually, it
does not have in it any element properly moved
separately, but the whole mixture is moved by the
motion of the. element predominating in it. If,
however, any element had a proper motion as Em-
pedocles seems to posit; since the natural motion
of the elements would be to a contrary place, it
would follow that they would be totally separated
from each other, unless there would be some con-
taining element which would not allow the ele-
ments to totally separate from each other. But
growth according to the diverse parts takes place
from the diverse motions of the elements. For it
.could not be imagined how there would be growth
by elements in contrary motions except by the
fact that they remained joined to each other; be-
cause if they were totally separated, there would
be division, not growth. Therefore, that princi-
pally is the cause of growth which contains the
elements, lest they be totally separated from each
other; however, this is the soul in living things;
therefore, the soul is the principle of growth.

329. Then, when he says, “By some the element
of fire is held to...” he states another position.
This is divided into two parts. First he states it
and secondly he disproves it, where he says, “A
concurrent cause in a sense it certainly is...”
However, it must be known that this opinion dif-

fers from the first by the fact that the first attrib- |

uted the cause of growth and food to diverse ele-
ments, fire and earth; this one, however, attributes
their cause to fire alone.

320, They held this position for the following
reason. Because that seemed to be the principle
of any passion or motion in something which had
in itself that passion or motion; as fire which in
itself is heat is the cause of heat in mixed things;
and earth which in itself is heavy is the cause of
weight in these. However, among the elements it
seems that fire alone is nourished and augmented,

if we speak superficially of nutriment and growth.
Therefore, fire alone seemed to be;causing growth
and food in plants and animals. But, whether
fire is nourished and grows will be shown below,
(nn. 341-342). :

831. Then, when  he says, “A_ concurrent
cause...”, he disproves the preceding position.
Still it must be known that the preceding position
has some truth in it. For it is necessary that every
food be boiled; which takes place by fire; whence
fire in some way operates for food, and conse-
quently for growth; not as a principle agent, for
this belongs to the soul; but as a secondary and
instrumental agent. Therefore, to say that fire in
a certain way is a concurrent cause of growth and
food, as the instrument is the concurrent cause of
the principle agent, is true; still it is not prinei-
pally the cause as the principle agent, but the soul
is the cause in this way; which he thus proves.

232. That is the principle in any action by which
the term and nature (ratio) are imposed on that
which results; as is plain in artificial things, that
the term or nature (ratio) of box or a house is not
imposed from the instruments but from the art
itself. For the instruments are related indiffer-
ently so that they might cooperate for this form
or quality or another, For the saw in as much as
it is a saw, is apt for sawing wood, according to
which it is suitable for a door, a stool, a house, and
in any quantity whatever; but that the wood is
sawed thus that it is apt for such a form and such
a quantity is due to the virtue of the art. More-

over, it is evident that in all things which exist

according to nature, there is a definite term and
a determined nature (ratio) bf magnitude and
growth; for just as there ought to be some proper
accidents for any species, so also a proper quantity,
although with some latitude on account of diversity
of matter and other individual causes; for not all
men are of one quantity. But still there is some
quantity so great, beyond which the human spe-
cies does not extend; and another quantity so
small, beyond which man is not found. There-
fore, that which is the cause of the determination
of magnitude and growth is the principle cause of
growth. However, this is not fire. For it is evi-
dent that the growth of fire does not stop at a
determinate quantity, but is extended to_infinity,
if combustible matter is found to infinity. It is evi-
dent, therefore, that fire is not the principle agent
in growth and food, but rather the soul. And this
is reasonable, because the determination of quan-
tity in natural things is from the form which is
the principle of species, rather than from matier.
However, the.soul is compared to the elements
which are in the living body, as form to matter.
Therefore, the term and nature (ratio) of magni-
tude and growth is from the soul rather than from
fire.

LESSON IX

He shows how food is contrary to that which is
nourished, and what it is; likewise, having settled
this, he explains that it is suitable to the nutrition,
growth and generation of animated things, from
which he deduces the definition of the vegetative
soul: by the same argument, he declares that food
is the instrument of nutrition.

333. After the Philosopher shows that the soul
is the principle of the operations which are at-
tributed to the vegetative potency, here he intends
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to investigate these. He divides this into three
parts. First, he investigates the object itself, food.
Secondly, he treats it as it fits in with the opera-
tions of the vegetative soul, where he says, “Since
nothing except what is alive can be fed, what . ..”
Thirdly, he defines the potencies which are the
principles of these operations, where he says,
“Hence the psychic power which we are .. .” The
first of these has three parts. First, he states his
intention. Secondly, he proposes that which ap-
pears at first glance about food, where he says,

]




‘“The current view is that what serves as . . .”
Thirdly, he proposes a doubt about this, where he
says, “But there is g difficulty here. One set .

He says first, therefore, that since the vegetative
and the generative powers are contained in the
same common potency of the soul, even though the
vegetative, i.e,, the nutritive, is a certain special
potency distinct from the generative, we should
first investigate food which is the object of the gen-
erative or of the nutritive. For this part of the
soul is distinguished by this work, nutrition, from
the others, namely, the intellective, sensitive, ete.
For, the other operations of this part, i.e., of the
soul, presuppose this.

334. Then, when he says, “The current view is
that what serves . . .” he sets forth that which
appears about food at the first glance; and he pro-
poses three things. The first of these is that food
seems to be the contrary of that which is fed; and
this, because nutriment is changed into that which
is nourished; moreover, generation results from
contraries. However, the sécond is that it does not
seem that just any contrary suffices for the nature
of food, but it is necessary that it be of those con-
traries which have generation from each other.
For, food is converted into the substance of the
thing nourished; whence whatever contraries exist
in a substance, from which alterations and not
generations result, do not pertain to the nature of
food. For we do not say that sickness is the food
of health, or white of black, or others like this,
Moreover, how any contrariety exists in substances
“is another question.

335. Thirdly, food should be of the nature of
those contraries which receive growth from each
other, because food seems to follow growth.
Whence, even though water is generated by fire,
and conversely, still, it is not said that water is
nourished by fire; but that fire might be nourished
from water in as much as humid liquors change
into the nutriment of fire; because while fire is
converted into water, a new generation of water
does not appear; but preexisting fire, for its own
conservation and growth, seems to convert humor
into itself. And therefore, in the elements, only
fire seems to be nourished, and only water seems
to be its nourishment according as all humors and
liquors pertain to water. .

336. Then, when he says, “But there is a diffi-
culty here. One . . .” he states a certain doubt
about the preceding. And first he objects to each
of the two parts. Secondly, he solves it where he
says, “In answering this problem it makes all the
difference . . .” However, a doubt arises about
what was said above, that food should be of the
nature of contraries. However, certain ones thought
that food should be like that which is fed. For
food is the cause of growth; moreover, like should
be augmented by like. For, if something diverse
is added to anything, it would not be growth of
the same, but the addition of an extraneous na-
ture. Therefore, it seems that .like should be fed
by like.

337. To others, however,
should be contrary to that which is nourished,
according to what was said above. And they are
led to this by two arguments. One of which is that
food is boiled and changed into that which is nour-
ished. Moreover, nothing is changed except into
a contrary or a mean; as white is changed into
black or gray. Moreover, the mean is in a certain
way a contrary. For, gray, compared to white, is
black; but compared to black, it is white; for it is

it seems that food .

24

composed of both. Therefore, food is contrary to
that which is fed and into which it is changed.

338. The second argument is that the agent is
the contrary of that which is acted upon; for like
is not acted upon by like. Moreover, food is acted
upon by that which is fed; for, it is altered by it
and digested. Moreover, that which is fed is not
acted upon by food just as neither is the artificier
acted upon by the matter, but conversely; for the
matter is changed, but not the artificier, except
perhaps accidentally, as he goes from potency to
act. Therefore, it seems that food is the contrary
of that which is fed. Therefare, the first of these
arguments is taken from the contrariety which
should exist between the terms of change. But the
second is taken from the contrariety which should
exist between the agent and the thing acted upon.
For that which is fed, and that which acts in food,
is the term into which food is changed.

339. Then, when he says,
problem it makes all . . .” he solves the proposed
doubt; saying that it makes a difference in the
proposed question whether that is called food to
which it ultimately comes, namely, after boiling
and digestion, or whether it is that which is first
taken, namely, before digestion and boiling. And
if both of these could be called food; one of these
as boiled food, the other as unboxled food, any-
thing could be thought to be food according to both
parts of the question. Because inasmuch as the
unboiled is called food, thus the contrary is fed by
the contrary, for it is this which is acted upon and
changed. But inasmuch as it is boiled, like is fed
by like; for the agent  assimilates the thing acted
upon; whence in the end of the process the thing
acted upon should be like the agent and by this
way it can augment that which is fed. And thus
it is plain that both of the preceding opinions are
in some way right and in some way wrong.

“In. answering this

340. Then, when he says, “Since nothing except
what is alive‘can . . .” he treats of food as it fits
the operations of the vegetative soul. First, he
treats it as it fits nutrition; and secondly, as it
fits growth, where he says, “Food has a power
which is other than the . ..”; and thirdly, as it fits
generation, where he says, “Further, it is the agent
in generation . . .” He says, first, therefore, that
nothing is nourished that does not participate in
life; however, everything participating in life is
animated; therefore, it follows that the body which
is fed is animated. Moreover, food is in potency
to that which is fed, for it is converted into it;
therefore, it remains that food, inasmuch as it is
the object of nutrition, is something existing in
potency with respect to a thing animated per se
and not per accidens.

341. Moreover, it must be considered that noth-
ing is properly nourished except animated things;
although fire seems, through a certain similtude,
to .be nourished, still it is not properly nourished;
which is evident in this way. We say that that is
properly nourished which receives something in
itself for its own conservation; however, this seems
to happen in fire, but still it does not happen. For

-when fire is enkindled when some combustible

matter is added, a. new fire is generated in that

- combustible matter, not, however, in such a way

that that combustible added results in the conser-
vation of fire in the other matter previously en-
kindled. For example, if any wood is ignited for
the first time, by this ignition the ignition of the
other wood previously ignited is mnot conserved;
for the whole fire which is made up of the union




of many ignited things, is not one thing simply,
but seems to be a unity of aggregation, just as a
heap of stones is one; and on account of such
unity we have here a certain similitude of nu-
trition.

342. But animated bodies are truly nourished,
because by means of food, life is conserved in the
very same part in which it was before. For this
reason also only animated things truly grow, be-
cause each part of these is nourished and aug-
mented; which is not true of inanimate things
which seem to increase through addition. For that
which first existed does not increase, but from the
addition of another a certain other greater whole
is. made up. Likewise, moreover, the similitude of
growth and nutrition appears principally in fire
because fire has more form than the other elements
and is more potent in active power; whence from
the fact that it evidently converts others into it-
self, it seems to be nourished and augmented.

'8343. Then, when he says,. “Food has a power
which is other than . . .” he shows how food fits
growth. And he says that although it is the same
subject which is the object of nutrition insofar
as it is called food, and which is the object of
growth insofar as it is called augmentative, still
there is a rational distinction. For, it was said that
food is in potency to the animated body. However,
the animated body also is a certain guantum and
is a determined thing and a substance. Therefore,
according as there is a certain quantum, food
coming to it “which is also a quantum” causes
growth, and is called augmentative; however, in-
sofar as the animated body is a determined thing
and a substance, it thus has the nature of food.
For, the nature of food is such that it conserves
the substance of that which is fed. Which con-
servation is necessary on account of the continuous
consumption of moisture by natural heat; and
therefore, the substance of that which is nourished
lasts as long as it is nourished.

344. Then, when he says, “Further, it is the
agent in generation . . .” he shows how food fits
in with generation. And he says that food is also
productive of -generation. For, the seed which is
the principle of generation is an overflowing of
food. Still, food is not the principle of generation
of that which is fed, but of another which is in
species like that which is fed; because the sub-
stance which is fed already exists and that which
is, is not generated, and nothing generates itself;
because what generates already exists, what is
generated does not exist as yet. But something can
act to conserve itself.

345. Then, when he says, “Hense the psychic
power...”, from the foregoing he takes the defini-
tion of the powers of the vegetative soul. And first of
the nutritive power. Secondly, of the whole vege-
tative soul, where he says, “But since it is right...”
With regard to the first, from the premises he
first concludes the definition of the nutritive poten-
cy, and he says that, as has been said (331), since
nutriment, insofar as it is this kind, preserves
the nourished, it is clear that this principle of the
soul which, namely, is the principle of nutrition,
is nothing other than a power capable of main-
taining that which is capable of sustaining itself
insofar as it is of this kind. Indeed nourishment
is that which prepares for the operation of a power
of this sort insofar as through the mediation of
nourishment such a power maintains that which
is capable of sustaining itself. And because of this,
that which is deprived of food cannot be preserved.

Ccall...”,
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346. And because he had said (323) that the
principle of nutrition is a power of the soul, the
principle of which is also nourishment, as is clear
from the foregoing (331), therefore, secondly, where
he says, “The process of nutrition involves...”, he
shows how in different ways the power of the soul
and nourishment are principles of nutrition. He
says, therefore, that three things are involved in
nutrition: that which is nourished, that by which
it is nourished, and the primary thing nourishing.
The primary thing nourishing is indeed the first
soul, namely the vegetative. But that which is
nourished is the body having this soul; that by
which it is nourished is food. Thus therefore the
potency of the soul is the principle of nutrition, as
the principle agent; food, however, acts as the
instrument.

34%7. Next, when he says, “But since it is right to
he defines the first soul itself, which is
called the vegetative soul, and is the soul in plants;
but in animals it is part of the soul. About this he
does two things. First, he defines this kind of soul.
In order to understand this definition it must be
known that there is a certain order in the three
operations of the. vegetative soul. For the first of
its operations is nutrition by which something is
preserved as it is. But the second, more perfect, is
growth by which something attains a greater per-
fection both according to quantity and according to
power. However, the third, the most perfect and
final, is generation by which something which al-
ready exists, as it were, perfect in itself, passes on
its perfection and being to another. For each thing
is. most perfect, as is said in the fourth book of the
treatise Orn Meteors, when it can make another
like: itself. Therefore, because it is fitting that all
things be defined and denominated from the end,
and because the end of the works of the vegetative
soul is to generate another of the same sort as it-
self, it follows that this is a fitting definition of the
first soul, namely of the vegetative soul, that it is
generative of another like itself according to species.

348. And because he said that food is the instru-
ment of the soul, lest anyone believe that it has no
other. instrument, therefore, secondly, where he
says, “The expression (b) ‘wherewith it is fed’
is...”, he shows that it has another instrument;
and he says that that by which it is nourished is a
twofold instrument, as the instrument of steering is
twofold; for the helmsman steers by hand and by
rudder; for the hand is a .conjoined instrument
whose form is the soul. Whence the rudder is an
instrument moving the boat and moved by the
hand; but the hand is not an instrument moved by
some exterior thing, but only by an intrinsic prin-
ciple; for it is a part of the man moving himself.
Thus therefore the instrument of nutrition is also
twofold. And as that which is separated and whose
form is not yet the soul, it is nutriment. But it is
necessary that food be digested; but that which
effects digestion is something warm. Therefore just
as the helmsman moves the rudder by his hand,
but the boat by the rudder, so the soul moves food
by heat and by food nourishes. Thus, therefore,
something hot is the conjoined instrument of this

soul, in which, namely, there is radically natural
heat digesting; because of this it is necessary that
every animated thing which is mnourished have
natural heat, which is the principle of digestion.
But if this soul did not have a conjoined instrment,
it would not be the act of some part of the body,
which belongs to the intellect alone.




349. Finally, gathering together what he had
said, he concludes that in rough outline, i. e., uni-
versally, he has treated the nature of food; but
later there must be a more definite treatment of

food in the proper place. For he wrote a special
book on food, just as he did on the generation of
animals and on the motion of animals.

LESSON X

How like is acted upon by .like; from which he
deduces that the sense is the sensible itself, not in
act, but in potency; it is in act in that it performs
its own work; it is the sensible itself by knowing.

350. After having treated of the vegetative part,
the Philosopher here begins to treat of the sensitive
part. And this is divided into two parts; in the
first he treats of that which appears in this part,
namely, of the exterior senses. In the second he
treats of that which lies hidden in the sensitive
part, where he says, “That there is no sixth sense

..” (b64). The first part is divided into two parts.
In the first he shows how the sense is related to
the sensible. In the second he treats of the sensible
and senses, where he says, “In dealing with each
of the senses we...” (3885). With regard to the
first he does two things. First he makes a resume
of what has been said before. Secondly, he investi-
gates the proposition, where he says, “Here arises
a problem...” He says first, therefore, that having
determined those things which pertain to the vege-
tative soul, we must treat of those which pertain
to sense in general. For he will treat afterwards of
those which pertain to each of the senses in partic-
ular. Moreover, he makes a resume of two things
which have been said about sense; one of which is
that to sense consists in being moved and being
acted upon. For sense in act is a certain alteration;
but to be altered is to be acted upon and moved.
The other thing that he restates is that some say
that like is acted upon by like, and for this reason
te sense is to be acted upon. :

351. Certain ancient philosophers assert that like
is known and sensed by like; as Empedocles heid
that earth is known by earth, fire by fire; and thus
of the others. But how this can be or not, namely,
that like be acted upon by like, has been treated in
the general treatise on acting and being acted upon,
i. e., in the book On Generation (bk. I, ch. 8), where
he treated of action and passion in general. For it
is said there that that which is acted upon in the
beginnig, while it is being acted upon, is contrary
to the agent, but in the end, when it has already
been acted upon, it is like. For the agent by acting
assimilated the patient to itself.

352. Then, when he says, “Here arises a problem
...”, he determines the truth about what has been
proposed. And about this he does three things.
First he shows that sense is in potency. Secondly,
‘that sometimes it is in act, where he says, “In
reply we must recall that we use...” Thirdly, he
shows how sense is reduced from potency to act,
where he says, “But we must now distinguish...”
With respect to the first it must be understood that
Empedocles, and whatever others asserted that like
was known by like, held that sense was actually the
sensibles themselves. For as it knew all sensibles,
they assertd that the sensitive soul was composed,
in a certain way, of all sensibles, insofar as it
consisted, according to them, of the elements of the
sensibles. :

353. There were two consequences of this position:
The first of these is that sense is the sensible itself
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in act, namely, as being composed of these; and
since the sensibles themselves in act can be senses,
it follows that the senses themselves can be sensed.
The second is that since the sense can sense present
sensibles, if the sensibles are actually in the sense,
namely, as composed of them, it follows that sense
can sense without the exterior sensibles. But both
of these are false. And therefore, he propoeses
under the question these two illogical conclusions
which follow the position of the ancients, as if they
could not be solved by the ancients. Therefore, this
is what he means when he says, “Here arises a
problem: why do we not perceive the senses them-
selves,” i. e, why are the senses themselves not
sensed; for, this seems to follow if the senses are
like the sensibles.

854. He also has a difficulty as to “why...do
they not produce sensation”, i, e, why do not the
senses actually sense “without the stimulation of
external objects”, i. e., without external sensibles,
since there exists within the senses themselves
according to the ancients, fire, earth and the other
elements which are sensibles either in themselves,
i. e., according to their own substance, as those who
do not distinguish between sense and intellect; for,
the intellect is properly cognitive of substance; or
according to the proper accidents, namely, hot and
cold, and others of this sort which are sensible per se.
Since, therefore, these difficulties cannot be solved
in themselves, if the sense has the sensibles in act,
as the ancients held, he concludes, as evident, that
the sensitive soul is not actually sensible, but poten-
tially only. And because of this, the senses do not
sense without exterior sensibles, just as the com-
bustible, which is only potentially ignited, is not
burned by itself without an exterior combustive
agent. For if it were actually ignited, it would burn
jtself and would not need an exterior fire in order
that it be burned. '

355. Next, when he says, “In reply we must re-
call that...”, he shows that sense is also sometimes
in act. And about this he does three things. First
he shows that sense is sometimes in act through the
fact that we say that something senses in two ways;
for, sometimes we say that something sees and hears
which sees and hears in potency; for example, when
someone is sleeping; but sometimes we say that
something sees and hears from the fact that it is in
the very operation of seeing or hearing. And from
this it is clear that sense and to sense are said in
two ways, namely, in act and in potency.

356. Secondly, where he says, “To begin with, for
a time, let us...”, he makes clear how what has
been said is to be understood. For, it seems repug-
nant that to sense be said in act, as it has been said
that to sense is to be acted upon and moved. For, to
be in act seems to pertain more to action. And
therefore in order to explain this he says that we
say sense in act just as we say that to be acted
upon and moved are acts of a certain kind, i. e., a
certain existence in act. For motion is a kind of
act, but imperfect, as is said in the third book of
the Physics (ch. 1). For it is the act of something
existing in potency, namely of the mobile. Therefore,
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just as motion is an act, so to be moved and to
sense are acts of a certain kind, or existing accord-
ing to act. Moreover, by the fact that he says “for
a time”, he signifies that he will add certain other
things afterwards to show how sense is made actual.

357%7. Thirdly, where he says, “Everything that
is acted upon...”, he shows according to the fore-
going how the position of the ancients canmot be
true, namely, that like is sensed by like. He says,
therefore, that all things which are in potency are
acted up