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Preface

Richard Sorabji

The commentary by Philoponus on Aristotle On the Soul is taken from
the seminars of his teacher, Ammonius, with additions of his own. This
opening volume contains an important overview in the Prooemium,
which first distinguishes the different faculties of the soul and then
argues for the soul’s incorporeality, but also analyses its relation to
fleshly and non-fleshly bodies. I shall concentrate on the Prooemium,
because it makes a number of striking points.

At 4,22, Philoponus explains Aristotle’s idea at An. Post. 1.31, 88al12-
17; 2.2, 90a26, that one might be able to recognise from a single observation
that all lunar eclipse is due to the earth’s shadow, or that all glass is
transparent because it contains pores. Philoponus takes the example of
inferring from the sphericity of the moon that all heavenly bodies are
spherical. But what he adds is that it requires knowing that they all have
the same essence and then using discursive reason (dianoia).

At 5,16, it is no accident that Philoponus talks in a commentary on
Aristotle of opinion being reminded (anamnésthénai) by seeing a single
instance that all members of a given species have two feet. For he
ascribes to Aristotle Plato’s theory that we are reminded, or recollect,
what we knew before birth, when he says in De Intellectu p. 40,36
Verbeke, that the child’s potential intellect has innate knowledge sup-
pressed by the process of birth.

At 5,3, Philoponus makes opinion (doxa) project concepts (proballein
logous) that it retains within of perceptible objects. This was already
postulated by Proclus as the method by which opinion recognises the
essences of sensible things, in Tim. 1, 251,4-9, a reference I owe to Matthias
Perkams. Elsewhere Proclus describes the projection of concepts onto the
screen of imagination as like projection of images onto a mirror, rather in
the manner of the modern cinema, in Eucl. 1, 121,1-7; 141,2-19.

In Philoponus, we find the Platonist tendency to blur Aristotle’s
sharp distinction between intellectual and perceptual functions. At
5,34-6,10, he equates imagination, which receives impressions (fupot)
from the senses, and which Aristotle treats as a perceptual faculty, with
passive intellect. This blurring of the perceptual and intellectual was
already present in an earlier commentator Themistius, who at in DA
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98,35-99,10, made potential intellect into a storehouse of impressions
from perception. And Proclus already reports that passive intellect and
imagination had been equated, in Eucl. 1, 51,10-52,20.

Turning to the practical faculties, at 5,24-33, Philoponus evinces an
attitude to deliberate choice (proairesis) closer to that of the Neoplaton-
ist ITamblichus than to Aristotle’s. For Aristotle, deliberate choice had
been the centrepiece of his ethics. The human being had been equated
with this faculty, EN, 6.2, 1139b5. By Iamblichus, by contrast, deliber-
ate choice is criticised precisely because it can turn either way (rhepein
pros amphotera is like Philoponus’ epamphoterizein), and so side
against reason. It is useful only in the world of becoming, and, unlike
the wish for the good (boulésis), of which Philoponus also speaks, it
would be shed by the purified soul, lamblichus On the Mysteries of the
Egyptians, 1.10, 36,1-5; 1.12, 41,3-4.

The incorporeality of soul is argued partly on the basis that sight has
to receive opposite qualities, both black and white, and no physical
object can at the same time receive opposites in the same place, 12,34-
13,20. The gradual dematerialisation of the senses by Aristotle’s
commentators, because of the need to avoid collision of opposites like
black and white, started with an earlier commentator, Alexander, and
has been traced in my ‘From Aristotle to Brentano: The Development of
the Concept of Intentionality’.!

Self-awareness also depends on the incorporeality of some faculties.
At 14,31-2, Philoponus uses a term for self-awareness that is already
found in the Stoic Epictetus, epistrephesthai, to turn in on oneself, and
he refers to the point made by the Neoplatonist Porphyry, Sentences 41,
52,7-53,5, that a body cannot engage in this self-penetration. The only
faculties which can do so are rational faculties, because they can operate
independently of body. At 14,36ff., Philoponus gives as a reason for
believing that rational faculties are self-aware the same reason as was
given by Aristotle DA 3.4, 430a2-4; Metaph. 12.7, 1072b19-21, and
repeated by Alexander DA 86,14-23 and Plotinus 5.3 [49] 5 (42-8).
According to Aristotle, the thinking intellect is identical with the objects
of its thought as they act upon it. So the objects which it thinks are, in
a way, itself. Hence it is self-thinking.

Philoponus says in 14,33-5 that it is the rational soul that is aware of
our perception, whereas Aristotle had said it was the central perceptual
faculty, On Sleep 2, 455a15-22, called by the commentators the common
sense. The preference for reason had started among Platonists before
Philoponus. It is found in Plutarch of Athens ap. ‘Philoponus’ in DA 3,
464,24-465,31 (I have sought to explain divergent reports in The Phi-
losophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD, vol. 1, Psychology, 4(c)
[London & Ithaca, NY 2004]); Proclus in Tim. 1, 254,31-255,20. In a final
twist, Philoponus’ contemporaries in Athens combine the idea that the
common sense 1s responsible with the idea that a rational faculty is
responsible for self-awareness, by blurring Aristotle’s distinction of the
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perceptual and the intellectual further, and making Aristotle’s common
sense into a rational faculty; Priscian, On Theophrastus 21,32-22,23,;
‘Simplicius’ (who I now incline to think was Priscian) in DA 187,27-
188,35; 173,3-7.

Philoponus tells us in 17,19ff. about the Platonist theory that the soul
is housed not only in our fleshly body, but also in two finer bodies, called
vehicles, which interpenetrate the fleshly body and outlast it. The idea
of a vehicle for the soul comes from Plato, Phaedrus 247B, Phaedo 113D,
and Timaeus 41D-E. A vehicle for the soul is needed, according to
Philoponus, to permit punishment after death (a problem for Christian
accounts of Purgatory), and to permit the materialisation of ghosts and
demons. The coarser pneumatic vehicle could be shed by a purified soul,
but not the luminous vehicle, as Proclus had already said, in Tim. 3,
236,311f.; 298,12ff.; ET 196; 207-9; PT 3.5. Proclus reports, however,
that there had been other views on the impermanence of the pneumatic
vehicle, in Tim. 3, 234,8-235,9. Our need to keep our soul vehicles
healthy is said by Philoponus at 19,27 to have implications for diet.

Philoponus shows himself aware of medical developments since Aris-
totle. In 19,19ff., unlike Aristotle, he is aware that the brain, not the
heart, is the seat of consciousness, and he knows about its membranes
and about the suppression of consciousness by pressure on the mem-
branes, and about the optic nerve. He may have known about this
through the works of the great doctor, Galen, but later in the commen-
tary he opposes some of Galen’s physicalistic conclusions. Galen has a
treatise called That mental states follow the states of the body. Philo-
ponus, like Alexander before him, objects to the talk of following
(hepesthai) and of being a result (apotelesma). Borrowing a word used
by Alexander he says that mental states merely supervene (epigines-
thai) on bodily states, 51,13-52,1.

Philoponus finishes the Prooemium by saying that Aristotle in On the
Soul, just as in the Physics and Metaphysics, concludes his treatise by
moving to the highest principles, in this case to the immortal rational
soul, 20,31ff.

Philoponus was a Platonist, but also a Christian and an expounder of
Aristotle. What strikes me about this Prooemium is how much it is the
Platonism that comes to the fore, including the repeated Platonist
reinterpretation of Aristotle. One would not predict from reading this
Prooemium on its own that Philoponus would later launch a whole book
attacking the pagan Platonist, Proclus, on behalf of Christianity. This
may reflect the extent to which the Prooemium represents the views of
Philoponus’ teacher Ammonius.

Note
1. Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, supp. vol. 1991, 227-59.
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Introduction

Philip J. van der Eijk

The present commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul is attributed to John
Philoponus, or John the Grammarian, the Christian Neoplatonist
thinker and polymath who worked in Alexandria in the sixth century
AD,' and who also wrote commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics, Prior and
Posterior Analytics, Meteorologica, On Coming-to-be and Perishing, and
the Categories.? His authorship of Books 1 and 2 of the present commen-
tary, and of the very substantial Prooemium that precedes it, has to my
knowledge never been questioned — and indeed, they present striking
connections with Philoponus’ famous and influential commentary on
Chapters 4-8 of Book 3 of Aristotle’s DA dealing with the highest soul
faculty, the Intellect.?

The commentary is presented as being ‘based on the seminars of
Ammonius, son of Hermeias, with some additions of his own’. Other
commentaries by Philoponus have similar headings.*This suggests that
what we have here is Philoponus’ written account of Ammonius’ exege-
sis based on the latter’s oral teaching,® supplemented with observations
by Philoponus himself. There has been considerable scholarly discus-
sion about what Philoponus’ ‘own additions’ consisted of,® whether they
are especially to be found in the Prooemium or in other sections,
whether there were differences of opinion between teacher and pupil,
and to what extent in the commentary (and the Prooemium) Philoponus
has actually and in all respects ‘appropriated’ Ammonius’ ideas. Yet
although Ammonius wrote commentaries himself (those on Porphyry’s
Isagégé and on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione are extant, as are his
‘Prolegomena’ to the Categories), none on the DA survives and we have
hardly any independent evidence for his views on the soul.” Most of this
must therefore remain speculation, and in what follows I shall treat the
commentary as an exposition of Philoponus’ ideas.

Philoponus was, of course, not the first to write a commentary on the
DA? Indeed, he himself refers frequently to earlier exegetes, most
notably to Alexander of Aphrodisias, whose commentary on the DA is
now lost but on which Philoponus provides us with a considerable
amount of information.® Philoponus often disagrees with Alexander,
while on other occasions he reports Alexander’s interpretation without
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explicit endorsement or disapproval; only rarely does he express agree-
ment or approval (e.g. in 35,10). He also refers several times to the
fourth-century Neoplatonist Plutarch of Athens,'*and more generally to
‘the Attic interpreters’,’ by whom he presumably means the Athenian
tradition of Plutarch, Syrianus, Proclus and Damascius (none of whose
commentaries on DA have survived). He was clearly aware of Themis-
tius’ (extant) Paraphrase of the DA,'?but whether he was familiar with
the important surviving commentary on DA attributed to Simplicius is
uncertain: there are no clear signs of interaction, and the works may
well be roughly contemporary.!3

In relation to these earlier exegetes, Philoponus takes several inter-
esting new lines of interpretation, most notably concerning his
identification of ‘imagination’ (phantasia) with the passive intellect,
his assumption of two ‘vehicles’ of the soul, the ‘pneumatic’ and the
‘luminous’ or ‘astral’ body,'® his views on the interconnectedness be-
tween the various faculties of the soul by means of ‘sympathetic
reaction’,'® and his insistence on the ‘suitability’ of the bodily substrate
to the reception of the forms;'” and further examples can be found in his
interpretation of particular sections of Plato’s Timaeus in Chapters 2
and 3. These interpretations clearly reflect Philoponus’ own philosophi-
cal views on the soul, some of which, at least at the stage when he wrote
this commentary, were profoundly influenced by Proclus.'® The in DA
belongs to that group of (presumably early, or at least pre-517) works of
Philoponus in which he is not concerned with the exposition and defence
of Christian theological ideas and where, apart from occasional refer-
ences to ‘angels’, his Christian beliefs hardly ever shine through.'?

Of course, Aristotle’s psychological views as expounded in the DA are
not easily reconcilable with a Neoplatonist framework.?® Unlike Aris-
totle, Philoponus believes in the Platonic doctrine of the pre-existence
and immortality of the (rational) soul; and although he says that
Providence rules and sends us ‘here’ with a purpose, viz. embellishing
the material world (6,21), he still regards the soul’s incarnation in the
body as the undesirable result of a metaphysical ‘fall’ (18,18) out of the
soul’s blessed state of separateness from the material and physical
world.?! He believes in the existence of a higher, superior, transcendent
reality, where the soul comes from and to which it is to return. The
highest human good is not to be found in this earthly life; rather, the
purpose of human life is to prepare for this return by means of ‘cathartic’
virtues and a frugal life-style that neutralises the influence of the body;
and as part of this preparation the immortal soul must, after the death
of the physical body, go through a period of ‘purification’ in which it is
cleansed from the evils of the material world before it can be re-united
with the higher transcendent reality. It goes without saying that a good
deal of flexibility is required to make Aristotle’s work fit in with these
views. Philoponus’ (and others’) attempts to harmonise Plato and Aris-
totle are therefore often guided by a rather selective emphasis on the
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more ‘Platonising’ tendencies in Aristotle’s thought, such as Aristotle’s
views on the Intellect, on the primacy of form over matter, on contem-
plation as the highest human activity, and on the Unmoved Mover as
the ultimate principle of movement in the universe. In the Prooemium,
we see Philoponus engaged in a long argument eagerly trying to prove
with passages from Aristotle’s own works (one of which is quoted twice)
that Aristotle, like Plato, believed in the separability and immortality
of the rational soul (10,9-11,29). And a further striking example in the
present volume can be found in 37,19ff., where Aristotle is credited with
the belief that universals are the ideas in the mind of the Platonic
Craftsman.?

That the Neoplatonists unashamedly used their commentaries on
Aristotle (and, to a lesser extent, on Plato) as vehicles for the exposition
of their own philosophical views has by now become an established
scholarly view,? and it should therefore come as no surprise to see
Philoponus uninhibitedly reading his own ideas into Aristotle’s text. For
the use of his commentary, however, and indeed for that of most
Neoplatonist commentaries, this has important implications which are
less easily appreciated by the modern reader. These commentaries were
not meant to be used selectively as a reference work allowing the reader
to see what Philoponus or Simplicius had to say on specific Aristotelian
passages; rather they were to be read and studied from beginning to end
as continuous expositions with a clear structure, sequence and coher-
ence. This explains why many parts of Philoponus’ commentary on the
DA can only be understood properly against the background of what he
has said earlier on, especially in the Prooemium, and indeed he often
refers to, or takes for granted, things set out in the Prooemium or in an
earlier section of the commentary.?

These considerations also make it easier to understand why Philo-
ponus, like other commentators, devotes so much attention to Book 1 of
Aristotle’s DA?>—a book in which Aristotle, in characteristically aporetic
fashion, deals with preliminary methodological issues and with the
views of his predecessors, while expressing his own views only tenta-
tively or at best implicitly. At first sight, this might seem an
unpromising starting point for a Neoplatonist. In fact, however, it
provides Philoponus with numerous opportunities to draw attention to
philosophical issues of major importance, and his commentaries on the
successive lemmas of the Aristotelian text sometimes read as a series of
philosophical mini-essays, complete with cross-references from the one
to the other.

Thus in Chapter 1, which is aporetic and methodological and con-
cerned with questions about the right procedure in discussing the soul,
Aristotle’s text prompts Philoponus to dwell on the status of the study
of the soul and its importance to other areas of philosophical inquiry
such as ethics, theology and physics,?® on the primacy of form over
matter,?” on the hierarchy of souls and soul faculties,?® on modes of
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inferential reasoning,? etc. Of particular interest in this chapter is
Philoponus’ extensive and sustained commentary on Aristotle’s discus-
sion of the relationship between body and soul, especially concerning
the so-called ‘affections’ or ‘experiences’ (pathé) of the soul in 403a16ff.
As is well known, Aristotle concludes (albeit provisionally) that all such
affections have a material/corporeal aspect as well as a formal/non-
corporeal aspect: they are ‘enmattered formulae’ (logoi enuloi, 403a25),
and should therefore be discussed and defined both from a formal and a
material aspect (403b9). For example, anger, Aristotle argues, would
have to be described and indeed defined both as a desire for retaliation
and a boiling of blood in the region of the heart. The implication is that
these descriptions are complementary, and that it is only their combi-
nation that makes the natural philosopher’s analysis of an affection
such as anger complete.

In his lengthy comments on this passage (44,18-63,14), Philoponus is
torn between conflicting tendencies. On the one hand, he cites medical
evidence in support of the corporeal aspect of all mental processes,
including rational activities like thinking. He refers to ‘doctors’ who
argue that ‘the faculties of the soul follow the mixtures of the body’
(50,25ff.). Philoponus may be alluding to Galen here, although the idea
itself was wide spread and of much older origin. The effects of the bodily
constitution on moral and intellectual behaviour had been discussed by
Plato in Tim. 86B-87B, and also Aristotle himself had attributed great
significance to the influence of the bodily ‘constitution’ (phusis) and
‘mixture’ (krasis) on human ethical and cognitive performance.?* Even
Plotinus had recognised the possibility of the soul’s giving in to the force
of base emotions as a result of the ‘mixture’ (krasis) of the body (3.1.34-
6).%! There further was the increasing ‘materialisation’ of cognitive and
emotional processes in early Peripatetic, Hellenistic and early Imperial
philosophical thinking. And parallel to this, somehow connecting medi-
cal and philosophical ideas, there was the physiognomical tradition,
which stressed the close correspondence between mental states, charac-
ter, and physical appearance.?? Philoponus was well aware of these
traditions. He cites the ‘physiognomists’ somewhat later in his commen-
tary, in connection with the same view that ‘the faculties of the soul
follow the mixtures of the body’.?®* And Philoponus took the results of
medical science seriously enough. His work displays a strong interest in
anatomical and physiological issues, e.g. the location of specific mental
functions in different parts of the brain and the role of the nerves in
transmitting intelligence and consciousness to the rest of the body. He
seems well aware of the medical literature of his time, and willing to
take its results on board in the interpretation of the Aristotelian text.3
That in itself makes the present commentary of interest not only to
philosophers, but also to historians of medicine and science. There are
even two works on medical topics attributed to Philoponus (one On
Pulses, another On Fevers),’®>and fragments of a commentary on Galen’s
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On the Usefulness of the Parts survive in Arabic translation.?® Indeed, in
Arabic sources he is often cited as an authority in medicine.?” Not all of
this evidence is free from difficulties, and it has been argued that his
name may have been confused with another medical writer named John
of Alexandria.?® However this may be, it is by no means inconceivable
that a man with the breadth of interest and learning of Philoponus
would have written on medical topics. His later contemporary
Stephanus, who wrote commentaries on Aristotle’s logical works along-
side commentaries on Hippocrates’ Aphorisms and Prognosticon and
Galen’s Therapeutics to Glauco, would present a good parallel.?® More
generally, the close connection between medicine and philosophy in late
antiquity would make such a combination of interests quite plausible.

On the other hand, Philoponus is anxious to resist the materialist,
‘bottom-up’ implications of the medical theory and to preserve the
non-corporeality and separability of the rational soul (51,15ff.). This
prompts him, with an appeal to ‘the Attic interpreters’, to make an
exception for the highest rational function, the Intellect (although inter-
estingly not for dianoia, ‘discursive thinking’ which, according to a
passage somewhat later on, is subject to bodily influence).*! Living a life
devoted to philosophy in accordance with the Intellect sets one free from
the influence of the bodily mixture, he insists (51,20ff.): we are no slaves
of our bodily constitution or the whims of our temperaments, there is
something ‘within our control’. At this point (51,35; 52,4ff.), Philoponus
inserts ideas set out in the Prooemium, and we suddenly find ourselves
presented with an elaborate Neoplatonic picture, in which the Aristote-
lian discussion is set in the context of a metaphysical account of the
origin of the ‘affections’ and their basis in the material world. Philo-
ponus’ procedure here is an interpretive tour de force, in which the
Aristotelian text, medical authorities, and his own Neoplatonic ideas
are all explicitly brought to bear on this piece of Aristotelian reasoning.

In the immediate sequel, Philoponus dwells at considerable length on
the inconclusive passage at the end of this paragraph, in which Aristotle
discusses the various definitions of anger but apparently without being
able to make up his mind about the final answer to the question as to
how the student of nature should proceed. Philoponus interestingly
insists on the relevance of three aspects of the definition: the form, the
matter, and the cause why this particular form is in this particular
matter (54,20-21). Thus a state of boiling of the blood around the heart
which is not caused by a desire for retaliation is not anger, and vice
versa. He also dwells for several pages on the different kinds of defini-
tion of mental affections according to the disciplines one is coming from,
and he dismisses dialectical definitions as ‘empty’ from the point of view
of the study of nature.

A further example of the interest of this commentary follows in the
next chapter, where Aristotle begins with his discussion of the views of
his predecessors. In his characteristic manner, he divides them into two
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groups, those who concentrated on the soul’s capacity to cause move-
ment and those who were primarily concerned with its cognitive
aspects. Like some modern scholars,*? Philoponus does not read Aris-
totle’s account as a genuine attempt at intellectual historiography, but
rather as a systematic and didactically useful survey of different posi-
tions one can take. He thus displays a remarkable insight in the
strategy and methodology underlying Aristotle’s ‘doxographic’ treat-
ment of the views of his predecessors (e.g. in 82,12ff.). He is not so much
interested in the question to what extent Aristotle’s portrayal of earlier
thinkers’ views is historically correct and faithful, but rather in the
rationale of his procedure and methodology here. And it is striking that
his own listing of the positions of earlier thinkers in the Prooemium
(9,3ff.) presents some very close verbal similarities with his comments
on Aristotle’s characterisations of some of the Presocratic thinkers later
on in Chapter 2. It is therefore not surprising that for the study of
Presocratic philosophy, the information Philoponus provides here is
rather disappointing. There is little in what he says about thinkers such
as Democritus or Anaxagoras, at least in in DA, that goes beyond what
Aristotle says or that appears to reflect access to sources of additional
information. But again, to expect otherwise would be to misunderstand
the purpose and methodology of Philoponus’ text.

In the present volume, the most interesting, and also most difficult
example in this respect is found in the section where Philoponus pro-
vides a summary report of Aristotle’s account (as given in his work On
Philosophy, now lost) of Plato’s unwritten doctrines (75,32ff.). In com-
parison to the relevant sections in Themistius’ and (Ps?-)Simplicius’
commentaries on the Aristotelian passage (404b18-27), Philoponus’
account is considerably longer and more elaborate. Yet whether Philo-
ponus had access to Aristotle’s On Philosophy and/or to other sources of
information on Plato’s unwritten doctrines is very doubtful, and it has
proved extremely difficult, if not impossible, to disentangle genuine
‘Platonic’ elements in this report from their Neoplatonic and
Neopythagorean wrapping.*3 Yet to a reader coming to this report from
what has preceded it, especially after digesting Philoponus’ own ideas
on the hierarchy of cognitive functions as set out in the Prooemium, the
report makes better sense and fits in well with what has been presented
so far.*

This commentary therefore contains much that is of interest for
philosophers, historians of ideas, and historians of interpretation. In
terms of influence, Philoponus’ commentary on the DA was paraphrased
by the Byzantine scholar Sophonias in the thirteenth to fourteenth
centuries and thus was accessible to late Byzantine thinkers such as
Pletho and Gennadius. Parts of it were translated into Latin by William
of Moerbeke in the thirteenth century, and may have served as a source
of inspiration for Thomas Aquinas’ Expositio on the Soul.*
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Text and translation

This translation is based on the edition by Michael Hayduck in the CAG
series (vol. 15, Berlin 1897). In his Preface, Hayduck discusses the main
witnesses for the textual transmission of the work (the MSS D, R, A,
Pal., and a lost manuscript that seems to have constituted the basis for
Trincavelli’s edition of Venice 1535, indicated by ‘t’). For the
Prooemium, there is also a paraphrase version by Psellus in PG 122, col.
1030-1076 (variants listed by Hayduck, pp. xiv-xix; see Leemans
[1932]); and there are a number of excerpts preserved in the Suda
lexicon (Suid.). I have followed Hayduck in leaving out what appear to
be explicative additions preserved in one or more of the MSS. Hayduck
prints these in his apparatus, and I have printed corresponding trans-
lations in the notes. Apart from these, there are relatively few problems
of textual constitution, and only on a few occasions, listed below, have I
found reason to prefer a reading not favoured by Hayduck or to propose
an emendation. In terms of presentation, I have sometimes printed as
separate lemmas passages which are discussed by Philoponus as sepa-
rate lemmas but not presented as such by Hayduck.*¢

In accordance with the conventions of this series, in the translation
of the Aristotelian lemmata square brackets surround words that are
not quoted by Philoponus but added to provide a continuous Aristotelian
text. Words in angle brackets are explicative additions (not textual
emendations, which are indicated in the notes).

Notes

1. For some recent general characterisations of Philoponus’ life, work and
intellectual development see Sorabji (1987a) and Verrycken (1998), where
references to the older literature can be found. For a discussion of Philoponus’
activity as a commentator, in particular on Aristotle’s On the Soul, see Blumen-
thal (1996) passim, but esp. 47-51 and 51-62.

2. And possibly (though this is uncertain) the Metaphysics; see Blumenthal
(1996) 60-1. The extant commentary on Generation of Animals (CAG 14.3)
attributed to Philoponus is believed by Hayduck to be by Michael of Ephesus
(but this requires a fresh examination). For a full list of works by Philoponus,
which include writings on medicine, astronomy, mathematics, grammar, cosmo-
logy and Christian theology, see Sorabji (1987b) 231-5.

3. These chapters survive in a Latin translation, edited by Verbeke (1966)
and translated for the present series by Charlton (1991). They differ signifi-
cantly from the Greek version of the commentary on Book 3 as printed in
Hayduck’s CAG edition, which has been widely believed not to be by Philoponus
himself, although controversy still surrounds the identity of its real author. For
a translation of Book 3 and a survey of the discussion see Charlton (2000a) and
(2000Db), who favours Stephanus as author; see also Lautner (1992); Wolska-
Conus (1989); Blumenthal (1996) 61-5. An indirect witness to the lost chapters
of Philoponus’ commentary on DA 3 is Sophonias’ Paraphrase of the thir-
teenth/fourteenth century (CAG 23.1), on which see van Riet (1965). Parallels
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between the Prooemium, 1.1-2, and the chapters on the intellect are listed in
the notes.

4. Those on An. Pr., An. Post. and GC.

5. In the titles of some commentaries (though not those of Philoponus) the
expression ‘from the voice’ (apo phénés) of Ammonius is used (e.g. Asclepius in
Metaph.); on this phrase see Richard (1950) 193.

6. For a useful overview see Blumenthal (1996) 59-61.

7. For a case where it may be possible to identify a difference of opinion
between Ammonius and Philoponus regarding the sense of smell see Sorabji
(1991) 233-5. See also Blumenthal (1986) 326-7.

8. For a survey of earlier commentaries on DA see Blumenthal (1996) 36-51.

9. For a discussion of the surviving evidence see Moraux (2001) 317-53. For
references see the Subject Index.

10. See 21,21 with note.

11. See 21,28 with note, and Immisch (1904); Blumenthal (1986) 320 notes
that no direct evidence for Iamblichus or Proclus’ exegetical activity on Aris-
totle’s DA is attested.

12. cf. in DA 2.11, 408,25, 410,1, and 418,25; On the Intellect 6, 78,13-80,56.
For a translation of Themistius’ Paraphrase see Todd (1996).

13. See Blumenthal (2000) 10. The question of the authorship of this com-
mentary has been vigorously discussed; for an overview see Blumenthal (2000)
1-7; Urmson and Lautner (1995) 2-10; Steel in Huby, Steel and Lautner (1997)
105-40. Iamblichus is quoted in (Ps?-)Philoponus In DA 3, 533,26, but not in
Philoponus’ commentary on Books 1 or 2, but his work On the Soul may well
have been available. See Finamore and Dillon (2002).

14. See 6,1-2 with note; see also the discussion above by Richard Sorabji in
the Preface.

15. See 18,17-28 with note; see also the discussion above by Richard Sorabji
in the Preface.

16. sumpatheia: see 8,22-3.

17. epitédeiotés: see 14,5-28.

18. cf. Steel (1978) 19 n. 60, who suspects the influence of Proclus in the
Prooemium, esp. in pp. 15-20 Hayduck (cf. Proclus ET 16, 44, and 186).

19. Even though this is now no longer interpreted as evidence for a ‘conver-
sion’ of Philoponus from Neoplatonism to Christianity, there is an undeniable
tension between some of the views expounded in these earlier works and later
works such as the Against Proclus On the Eternity of the World. This has led
some scholars to the assumption of a development in Philoponus’ thought in two
(or more) stages, sometimes indicated by ‘Philoponus I’ and ‘Philoponus IT’, most
notably by Verrycken; see esp. his (1985) and (1994). See also Evrard (1953) 350
and Blumenthal (1988) 104.

20. See Blumenthal (1983) and (1996).

21. For an overview of Philoponus’ psychological views in general see Ver-
beke (1966), Introduction, and (1985). See also Verrycken (1985) and (1994). For
the ‘fall’ of the soul see also Philoponus, in DA 2.3, 255,9-15 (with Verbeke’s
comments, [1966] xxviii).

22. We will see a further remarkable case of harmonisation of Plato and
Aristotle with regard to the question of the soul’s movement in Chapter 1.3 in
the forthcoming translation of Philoponus: On Aristotle On the Soul 1.3-51in this
series.

23. This has been pointed out especially by Blumenthal in several publica-
tions; see e.g. his (2000), Introduction.

24. The continuity between the Prooemium and the Commentary has been
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stressed by Verbeke (1985) 451-5, who points out that the Prooemium is very
different in content, ‘agenda’ and structure from most other prefaces to Neo-
platonist commentaries on Aristotle’s works, which deal with the usual intro-
ductory issues of the philosophical curriculum (cf. Hadot [1987b]). The
continuity between Prooemium and Commentary is also indicated by cross-
references in Philoponus’ in DA 1.5, 200,2, in DA 2.1, 203,5, and in DA 2.2,
241,36.

25. See Blumenthal (1996) 79-89.

26. 25,9-16; see also Prooemium 12,15, where the importance of self-know-
ledge is stressed. See Blumenthal (1996) 3-5.

27. 25,9-16.

28. 36,30-37,17.

29. 40,18ff.

30. Phys. 246b4-5: ‘the virtues of the body, such as health and handsomeness,
we posit in a mixture and balance of hot and cold’; EN 1154b11-14: ‘The
melancholics by their nature require treatment all the time; for their bodies are
constantly irritated by their mixture, and they are in a state of intense desire’;
GA 744a30-2: in man the brain has more moisture and is greater than in other
animals, because in man the heat in the heart is most pure: ‘This good propor-
tion is indicated by man’s intelligence: for man is the most intelligent of all
animals’; and Pol. 1327b35: ‘(Among the Greeks), some groups have a one-sided
nature, others are well-blended with regard to both these characteristics (i.e.
intelligence and courage).” Cf. also Probl. 954a15: ‘the melancholic humour is a
mixture of hot and cold, for from these two the nature (of the body) is consti-
tuted’. For a discussion of this see Tracy (1969), van der Eijk (1990) and (1997)
and Sorabji (2003) and (2004a) 182-204.

31. cf. Blumenthal (1983) 76.

32. cf. the (Ps?-)Aristotelian Physiognomonica 805a1-3: ‘that mental disposi-
tions follow the bodies and that they do not exist in themselves being unaffected
by the movements of the body’.

33.in DA 1.4, 155,22-3; see n. on 50,25 and Sorabji (2003) 157-8.

34. A good example is his reference to ‘medical theory’ (ho iatrikos logos)
about sensory nerves in 89,16-17 to reject the theory that sense perception is
effected by the blood. See also Prooemium, 19,8-10 (with note). On Philoponus’
knowledge of medical ideas see Todd (1977) and (1984), and Kupreeva (forth-
coming). Considering Philoponus’ medical interests attested elsewhere, it is
possible that they reflect one of the ‘additions of his own’ to Ammonius’ teaching
(see above, p. 1); but this remains, as noted, speculation.

35. For a discussion see Schiano (2003) and Garofalo (2003).

36. On this see Adnouf (1995) and Strohmaier (2003).

37. See Ullmann (1970) 89-91.

38. See Meyerhof (1931) and Pormann (2003).

39. See Charlton (2000a) and Wolska-Conus (1989).

40. See Westerink (1964).

41. 155,4-35.

42. See e.g. Mansfeld (1986) and Viano (1996).

43. See nn. 492-5 on pp. 139-40.

44, cf. the hierarchy of cognitive faculties in 78,25, and the striking reference
to phantasia there, which makes sense only to an audience that has been
through the preceding discussion in the Prooemium.

45. See Verbeke (1966); Schissel von Fleschenberg (1932); Karamanolis
(2002). On the reception of Philoponus in the Arabic world see Steinschneider
(1869).
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46. An earlier English translation of the Prooemium was published by
Dudley (1974/5); German translations of short sections of the Prooemium and
of Chapters 1 and 2 can be found in Bohm (1967) and in Scholten (1996), as
follows: 12,10-15,8: B6hm 233-6; 16,2-12: Bohm 236-7; 17,6-20,22: Béhm 237-
41; 50,14-52,25: Bohm 241-4; 65,32-66,14: Scholten 208-09; 75,11-15: Bohm 245.
A number of short passages in the Prooemium are translated into French by
Aujoulat (1998).



Deviations from the Text of
M. Hayduck (CAG 15)

3,15: Reading peri (with Pal. and t) instead of epi (D).

5,17-18: Reading panta gar haper (with t) instead of pan gar hoper (D
Pal.).

7,17: Reading homoion hautdi auto (with t) instead of hoion auto (D).

7,19: Reading homoion hautéi (with t) instead of hoion auto (D).

8,19: Omitting the first kai in line 19 (with t).

10,1: Reading rhéseis (with t) instead of khréseis (favoured by Hayduck
in his Add. et corr.).

10,26-7: Read tais tou sématos energeiais (with Pal.).

13,25, 26 and 30: Reading phutikoi (with t) for phusikoi (D R Pal.).

39,2: Omitting ekeina (with R t).

68,29: Reading sumbainei (e conj.) instead of sumbainein.

70,11: Reading phémi (e conj.) instead of phési.
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Lecture notes of John of Alexandria on Aristotle’s
On the Soul, based on the seminars of Ammonius,’
son of Hermias, with some additions of his own

Prooemium

As we are about to listen to the lectures on the soul, it is necessary
before doing so? to speak about the faculties of the soul, <and to state>
into how many?® they are divided and what name each of these
individually has obtained, and next how many* doctrines of the
ancients there exist about these, and in addition to these things to
mark out the true doctrine about these things on the basis of divi-
sion.?

<The faculties of the soul>

<The rational faculties of the soul>

First, the faculties of the soul admit of a division into two: some of
them are rational, others non-rational.® Each of these <groups of>
faculties is in its turn divided into two: of the rational faculties some
are concerned with life and appetite,” others with cognition; and
likewise also for the non-rational faculties.® Again, the rational and
cognitive faculties of the soul are divided into three: one of these is
opinion, the other discursive thinking, the third intellect. Now opin-
ion is concerned with the universal in the perceptible objects, for this
is the object of its knowing.? It knows that all white is capable of
widening!® vision, and that every human being has two feet. Further-
more, it also knows the conclusions of objects of discursive thinking!?
but without giving account <of them>; for it knows that the soul is
immortal, but why it is immortal it does not know also: the latter is
the function of discursive thinking, whereas the function of opinion is
just to know the fact.'? This is why the Eleatic stranger correctly
defines it <i.e. opinion> in the dialogue the Sophist as the final result
of discursive thinking.'® For while discursive thinking concluded that
the soul is immortal, opinion grasps this conclusion and only knows
the fact that it is immortal. For the functioning of discursive thinking
is something like completing a journey by moving from premises to
conclusions, which is where it has got its name from.'* For instance,
discursive thinking seeks to know on what ground it is that the soul
is immortal; next, starting from things that are <relatively> more
clear,!? it proceeds to what is being sought by saying that the soul is
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self-moved, and that what is self-moved is also always in motion, and
that this is immortal, and that consequently the soul is immortal.'®
The activity of the intellect'” is to grasp intuitively things by means
of straightforward apprehensions'® in a way that is superior to dem-
onstration.!® For just as sense perception, by coming into contact with
what is white or with a particular shape, gets to know this in a way
that is superior to demonstration (for it does not require syllogistic
proof that this particular object is white, rather it knows this by
straightforward apprehension), likewise the intellect, too, gets to
know the intelligible objects by straightforward apprehension in a
way that is superior to demonstration. This activity of the intellect
occurs only to those who have arrived at the extreme end of purifica-
tion and knowledge,?® those who by means of purifying virtues?! have
got accustomed to activating <the intellect> without imagination??
and apart from sense-perception. For the intellect is, somehow, the
most perfect state of the soul. This is why Plotinus says about it <i.e.
the intellect> that ‘anyone who has once activated it knows what I
mean, since such a state is not capable of being communicated in
words’.2? The intellect is concerned with the intelligible objects, which
Timaeus has defined by saying that they are grasped by intellection?
with the aid of reason,?® whereas discursive thinking is concerned
with the objects of thinking, and opinion with the objects of opinion,
which Timaeus calls objects of opinion as such by saying that they are
known by opinion with the aid of non-rational sense-perception.?¢ Of
these faculties the intellect takes the first rank, and opinion the last,
and discursive thinking the middle, which is also particularly appro-
priate to our soul, since that, too, takes the middle rank in the
universe.?” And by means of this, I mean thinking, our soul is lifted
up to the contemplation of the intelligible objects, which is the
perfection of the soul.?® For since our soul is of the same kin and origin
as the perceptible objects, it is incapable, because it is accustomed to
the senses, of lifting itself upward to the contemplation of the intelli-
gible objects, which are without matter, and instead it believes that
even these are bodies and have magnitude, and it imagines all that
belongs to perceptible objects <as applying to> this area <i.e. the
intelligible domain> too. This is also what Plato states in the
Phaedo,? when he says that this is the most difficult of the things
within ourselves, that when we have a little freedom from the distrac-
tions of the body and want to be free for the contemplation of divine
things, imagination®® comes in between and stirs up confusion in us,
by making us suppose that the divine is a body and has magnitude
and shape, and it <i.e. imagination> does not allow us to think of God
without reference to body or shape. For this reason it is necessary for
the soul that is on its way to its own perfection first to activate
thinking, which is concerned with the intermediate objects.3! Of this
nature are the objects of thinking, and also our soul and the study of
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it are of this kind, and furthermore the study of mathematics which
— I mean the mathematical objects — have their <mode of> being
without matter, even if not their <mode of> existence,?? so that <our
soul>, having grown accustomed to being activated in® these without
matter, proceeds on its way and reaches the things that are com-
pletely separate from matter, I mean the divine objects. This is why
Plotinus says: ‘The young must be guided through the intermediary
of mathematics to <the state of> being accustomed to incorporeal
nature.’® And whenever thinking draws conclusions also about intel-
ligible objects, it does not do so by itself but by being intertwined with
the intellect,?® just as when it draws conclusions about?® perceptible
objects while being intertwined with imagination.

Even if the majority of people do not have any share in this
intellect, yet traces and manifestations?®” <of it> have penetrated also
to us; these are the common insights,?® which we all know without
demonstration, or rather in a way that is superior to demonstration,
for instance that things that are equal to the same thing are equal to
each other, or that if one subtracts the equal from the equal, the
result 1s equal, or that in every case either the affirmation or the
negation is true, or that everything yearns for the good, etc.?® For in
order to be persuaded of these things we do not require proof, on the
contrary, we know them by means of primary intuitive apprehension
which is superior to demonstration. These common insights, then, as
we have said, which reach all <men>, are evidently manifestations of
the intellect.*® Concerning this, Aristotle has spoken also in the works
On Demonstration against those who believe that there is no such
thing as <scientific> knowledge, <saying> that we not only claim that
there is <scientific> knowledge, but also that there is a starting point
of knowledge, by which we know the determining principles <of
things>,*! where by determining principles he means either the com-
mon insights and the definitions in the syllogisms (for every syllogism
has to get its starting point from common insights which, as we said,*?
come from the intellect also to us; for we know without demonstration
that this is a man or a soul or something like that), or by determining
principles he means the intelligible objects in the sense of the limits
of things.*® For a determining principle,* as the geometrician says, is
the limit of something.*® Therefore he <i.e. Aristotle> says that the
intellect is the starting point of knowledge; for by it we possess the
common insights; and on the basis of this, in as much it is based on
principles, discursive thinking produces scientific demonstrations.
More properly speaking, it is the intelligible objects which he calls
determining principles; for, indeed, they are the extremes of things.
We say then, he says, that the intellect, which he has called the
starting point of knowledge, is that by which we know the intelligible
objects; for they are determining principles, in as much as they are
limits. Since we have said*that opinion knows the fact that, but does
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not know the reason why, and since we also said that it <i.e. opinion>
knows the universal in the perceptible objects, and furthermore
indeed also the conclusions of objects of reasoning, it is worth asking
from where opinion gains the knowledge of the universal in percepti-
ble objects. For on the strength of the demonstration by what
<faculty> does opinion accept the conclusion that each man has two
feet and holds on to it, just as in the case of objects of discursive
thinking, when thinking has demonstrated that the soul is immortal,
opinion accepts this conclusion and holds on to it? For it is not
thinking that has demonstrated this, I mean that every human being
has two feet or every horse is capable of whinnying and all that kind
of thing. For it is not possible to prove the universal from individual
instances. For it is not that since Xanthus and Balius*” have four feet,
and the horses in this place and those in that, too, one can actually
say that all of them do, nor is it actually possible to say that every
Ethiopian is black because this particular Ethiopian is black and that
one too.

That it is not thinking that demonstrates what is perceptible, is
clear; and that it is not imagination or sense perception either, is also
very clear, and when we discuss them,*® this will become even clearer;
for each of these knows something individual. What, then, is the basis
for opinion knowing the universal of perceptible objects? Well, our
answer 1s that, first of all, there is a certain way by which it is possible
for thinking to draw conclusions about the universal that is in the
perceptible objects, as Aristotle did in the case of the stars when he
wanted to show that they are spherical, proving this on the basis of
one <star>, the moon.* For if, in the case of objects that are identical
in essence, what applies in one case necessarily also applies to all, and
if all stars are identical in essence, and if it has been demonstrated
that the moon is spherical, it is clear that the other <stars>, too, will
be spherical. And someone who has seen smoke concludes that there
is fire in that place in the following way: there is smoke in this place;
now all smoke comes from fire; therefore there is fire in this place.
Perhaps, then, as I said, it is possible also concerning certain <types
of> perceptible objects®! to draw universal conclusions, if not for all;
however, I say®? that the rational soul has the formal principles of
things joined with its own substance, and because they have descend-
ed in matter they have, as it were, been encapsulated,?® like the spark
that is hidden in the ashes.?* Just, then, as when someone pokes a
little in the ashes, the spark immediately lights up, and it is not that
the person who has done the poking has created the spark, but only
that he has stopped things which prevented it <from doing so>,
likewise opinion, provoked by sense perception, projects the formal
principles of things.?® In this way it is also said that teachers do not
put knowledge into us, but they bring to light the knowledge that is
already in us and as it were hidden.?® For if the formal principles of
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things were not in us, by means of what <faculty> are we aware®” of
it when someone is saying things that are contrary to the nature of
things? For example, when two people are talking about the soul and
we reject the one and refute him for not speaking in accordance with
the nature of things, but assent to the other one and say that it is he,
rather, who is speaking the truth, by what <criterion> would we
compare what is said by them, and say that the one speaks the truth
while the other does not, if we did not have a single formal principle
of things? Well, it is clear that we say that they speak the truth or
falsehood by comparing <what they say> to the insights about things
that are hidden in us and provoked by those who speak to us.?® In this
way, then, I say that when sense perception learns that this or that
person has two feet, opinion, too, is provoked by this and reminded
that all that is of the same nature has two feet. And it is more
germane to say that these, too, are common insights and adumbra-
tions® of the intellect; for all things®® that we know in a way that is
superior to demonstration, we know these by means of a common
insight. Yet as to those things which require demonstration in order
to be known by us, to know the conclusions of these without demon-
stration is the function of opinion. For example, it knows without
reason that the soul is immortal, because the knowledge of this is
<arrived at> by means of demonstration, and not in a way that is
superior to demonstration, as we know without demonstration that
every man is capable of laughing.

<Practical faculties>5!

Of the rational faculties of the soul, then, the cognitive ones have now
been subjected to division; the practical ones are wish and deliberate
choice.®” Wish is concerned only with what is good, whereas choice
goes in two directions.®® Wish belongs to the rational soul itself and
by itself, choice to the <soul> that is intertwined with non-rationality.
For when the soul is outside the <domain of> becoming, it is active in
accordance with wish only; for it is in what is good only;%* but when
it gets into the <domain of> becoming,® since the non-rational facul-
ties get intertwined with it by causes which we will speak of,% then
it holds the faculty of choice because of its being interwoven®” with the
non-rational soul, because <then> it sometimes proceeds from non-
rationality, sometimes from reason, and it prefers the one over the
other.58

These, then, are the rational faculties of the soul.

<The non-rational faculties of the soul>

As for the non-rational faculties of the soul, some are cognitive, others
are concerned with life and appetite; and the cognitive ones are
imagination® and sense perception. They differ from each other in
that sense perception extends to what is external, whereas imagina-
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tion has its knowledge from within. For sense perception knows only
what is present and that which it apprehends from outside, whereas
imagination receives from sense perception the impressions™ of the
perceptible objects and re-shapes these within itself, which is why
Aristotle also calls it a passive intellect:™ ‘intellect’ in so far as it has
the object of knowledge within itself and grasps it by straightforward
apprehension, as does the intellect, and not by means of proof, and
‘passive’ because its knowing is accompanied by impressions and does
not occur without it giving shape <to the objects imagined>." It is
called imagination because it is as if it is a bringing to a halt of light:"
for imagination is the standstill of things that have been brought to
light: for it brings the external appearances to a halt within itself.
Each of these two <i.e. sense perception and imagination> extends to
individual things; it knows this particular <instance of> white, but
not all white. They differ in that the one <i.e. sense perception>
knows what is outside, whereas the other <i.e. imagination> knows
what is inside; and imagination receives the impressions of the five
senses, whereas each of the senses only knows its own proper object
of perception.™

As for the <faculties> concerned with appetite and life, one of these
1s spirit,” the other is desire.” Now someone may ask what we mean
when saying that desire and spirit are contradistinguished. Tell me,
<he may ask>, does not also spirit desire retaliation against someone
who has previously caused pain?”” And tell me further, <he may ask>,
does not also reason desire the objects of learning and theoretical
study? My response to this is that the word desire is used both in a
general and in a specific sense. For just as the word ‘disposition’® is
used generally and with regard to the state <something is in>, but
also used more specifically as contradistinguished from this state,
likewise the word desire is used both generally for all faculties of the
soul, but it is also used more specifically as contradistinguished from
spirit. For since Providence has sent us here in order to embellish
things here,™ it has also entrusted to us that share which it wants us
to preserve;* and in order that we do this, since there are many
things that defile this share, and since it is naturally subject to
change and passing away, <Providence> has given us spirit and
desire, in order that by means of the one <.i.e. spirit> we scare away
what defiles it, and by means of the other <i.e. desire> weave anew
what passes away.?! These, then, are the rational and the non-
rational faculties of the soul.

Over and above these are the so-called vegetative®? faculties, and
these are three: the one concerned with nutrition, the one concerned
with growth, and the one concerned with generation. They are called
vegetative, because in plants they are the only ones that can be seen;
for plants feed themselves when they are watered, and when they are
manured they grow, and they generate something similar to them-
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selves; for a vine comes from a vine® and an olive tree from an olive
tree.3

To sum up, then, we say that we are humans and living beings and
ensouled; in our capacity as humans we have the rational faculties
we enumerated, in our capacity as living beings we have the non-
rational faculties, and in our capacity as ensouled beings we have the
vegetative faculties. ‘Ensouled’ is what we also say of plants; for it is
characteristic of ensouled beings to grow and to feed themselves and
to generate <beings> similar to themselves. For plants, at any rate,
too, are said to be alive or dead; and life and death come about by the
presence or the absence of the soul. Now those <beings> that have the
higher <forms of> life necessarily also have the lower ones,® but the
reverse 1s not the case; for it is not possible to have the rational
faculties without having the lower ones first. Obviously in the case of
the senses, too, it is not possible to share in one that is higher without
sharing in the lower one;* at any rate all those <beings> that share
in vision also share in hearing and the remaining <senses>, and those
that share in hearing also share in smell and taste and touch, yet not
necessarily in vision, as in the case of the mole. Of course there are
some <living beings> that share only in touch, such as sponges.
Therefore it is not possible to share in the superior <senses> without
sharing in the lower ones. This is not because the higher ones need
the lower ones in order to exist, but conversely the body cannot have
a share in the higher ones if it has not previously received a share in
the lower ones; for the body cannot receive a share in the non-rational
<soul> if it has not previously received a share in the vegetative soul,
nor can it receive a share in the rational soul if it has not received a
share in both of these. For since none of the species®” should perish,
lest the universe should be incomplete (for the universe is the fullness
of the forms), and since it was impossible for those <beings> here®® to
remain numerically the same, since they are subject to coming to be
and passing away, they, too, got a share of eternity according to their
ability, since all things yearn for the eternity of the first® as the
proper principle, and each has a share in this in accordance with its
own measures. For this reason, then, the things here, because they
are unable to be numerically® eternal, have a share in eternity by
each generating <an individual> like itself;’! and this is the most
suitable work of nature, that each of the natural <beings> generates
another one like itself.®? Since, therefore, we need generation, and
since the generative faculty comes about in <something of> a defined
magnitude, for this reason we need growth. And since growth comes
about through nutrition, we need the faculty of nutrition. This is why
we share in the vegetative faculties as well as the non-rational
animals. Therefore, when we activate these faculties, we are active in
the way of plants, and when we activate spirit and desire, as non-
rational animals; only when we use reason are we active in the
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manner of humans. This is also why Plotinus made that most
divine statement when he said that all those who activate their
nutritive faculties in an obsessive manner are in danger of turning
into trees.%

It is worth examining what the difference is between desire and
the vegetative faculties, both the generative and the nutritive. For we
do not see the activity of desire being concerned with anything else
except food and the generative faculties, so that desire seems to be
identical to the vegetative faculties.”* What, then, do we say in
response to this? It is not identical, for desire is activated together
with sense perception, yet the vegetative faculties do not involve
sense perception. This is also why in non-rational animals as soon as
they see a female their sexual appetite is aroused; this shows that
desire is accompanied by some sort of knowledge. Yet this is not so
with the vegetative activities: even while asleep, we actually often
emit seed without any perception or imagination causally preceding
it, obviously because our vegetative faculties are activated. For just
as when reason is enslaved by non-rationality and reason itself sets
every mechanism in motion in order to fulfil its need for food* and
sexual activity, we do not therefore claim that reason is identical to
the vegetative faculties, likewise we do not claim this regarding
desire either. Yet it is peculiar to the vegetative faculties to yearn
simply for food and sex, without perceiving <anything>, and for
desire to yearn for such and such food and such and such sex, and
simply for what is pleasant. Well then? Is the final result of the two
faculties one and the same, of desire as well as of the vegetative
faculty? My reply is that it is not one, but of the vegetative faculty it
is simply food and sex, whereas the purpose of desire is pleasure. This
is the purpose of desire, in order that, as I said,* by this yearning we
preserve our share®” and the succession of our kind.

As for reason, whenever it is made subservient to desire, I am
denying that there is a peculiar purpose served by this activity, since
such an activity is contrary to its nature, and things that are contrary
to nature do not in any way look to a purpose. For just like a servant,
it does not prepare its own purpose but that of desire, viz. pleasure.

Now let no one raise this trivial difficulty: ‘Well then, do we have
three souls and are we managed by three souls? My response is that
just as the soul, when united with this body, seems to be constituting
one thing, whereas in reality it is not one thing, likewise <the soul®®
that is> connected with the non-rational and vegetative soul® creates
one continuum because of the connection between them (after all, the
non-rational soul has been attached to the rational soul and is con-
nected with it, and so is the vegetative soul with the non-rational
soul), and because of the sympathetic affection!® that arises from this
connection we speak of one soul and say that the rational soul uses
the other faculties as instruments. Of these faculties, I mean the
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non-rational ones and the vegetative ones, some are in closer proxim-
ity to the rational soul, others less so; the non-rational ones are in
closer proximity, because it is their nature to obey reason;'°! this is
why we calm them down by chastising their desires: ‘beating his
breast he calmed his heart with the following words’,'*? and again
‘endure, my heart, this thing, for you have endured worse things’,1%
and again ‘accustom yourself to controlling anger, pleasure and pain’,
etc.’% And why do I speak about our level? Many wild animals, too,
get calmer as a result of reason. Since the vegetative faculties do not
obey reason, they are at a greater distance from the rational soul; for
it is not possible to instruct the nutritive faculty to feed itself only up
to a point, or the faculty of growth to cause growth only up to a point.
Nor is this possible with the generative faculty: this is why we often
emit semen in sleep without wishing it; and even if we make the
generative faculty more moderate, it is clear that we check not simply
the faculty itself but the desire; for the faculty remains no less present
even if it is not activated. These, then, are the faculties of the soul,
both the rational and the non-rational and the vegetative ones.

<The incorporeality of the soul>

<The views of earlier philosophers>
In general, some say that the soul is incorporeal, others that it is a
body; and of those who say it is a body, some say it is a simple body,
others that it is a composite body; and of those who say it is a
composite body, some say that it is composed of bodies that are
connected with each other, others that it is composed of bodies that
are not connected with each other. Of those who have said that the
soul is a simple body,!*® some have said that it is an aetherial body,
which is the same as saying that it is a celestial body, as did Her-
aclides of Pontus,!° while others said that it is fire, such as Heracli-
tus,!” for he said that the principle of things is fire, <and he said
that> in this way, then, the soul was fiery, too, because of its being
easily moved. Others say that it is airy, such as Anaximenes'®® and
some of the Stoics, yet others that it consists of water, such as
Thales'® and Hippo, who is nick-named the atheist;''° for since they
saw that seed consists of a moist substance, therefore they believed
that the principle of things should actually be water. No one has
ventured to say that it is earth, because earth is by nature heavy and
difficult to move."! These, then, are the ones that say that the soul is
a simple body, since these five are also the only simple bodies; and
these are also the only ones of those who say that it is a body who are
capable of saying that it is immortal.

Of those who have conceived of the soul as composite some have
supposed that it consists of unconnected elements, such as Democri-
tus and Leucippus!'? and, generally speaking, those who introduce
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the atoms; they used to say that atoms and void are the principles of
things, and that the soul, therefore, consists of spherical atoms
because of its being easily moved. Others have supposed that it
consists of elements that are connected to each other, as did Critias,
one of the Thirty;'"® he said that the soul is blood: ‘For in humans
thought is the blood that is in the region of the heart.4

Of those who have adhered to the opinion that the soul is incorpo-
real, some say that it is separable from bodies, others that it is
inseparable. And of those who say that it is inseparable, some said
that it is the proportion of the mixture,'” for example that, if one
mixes twice as much fire with water or one-and-a-half as much or
something like that, this produces the soul, the proportion that
happens to be two to one or one-and-a-half to one being the soul.
Others say that it is the mixture itself,''¢ yet others that it is the
actuality;''” for the actuality is the perfection and the form of the
substrate. The proportion is different from the mixture; for the pro-
portion is viewed in the quantity itself, in one-and-a-half as much or
in twice as much or in some other quantity, and, generally speaking,
the quantitatively determined relation of the one to the other is the
proportion of the things that are mixed; but the mixture is a quality
that is the final product of the mixture of the qualities; for example,
from hot and cold, tepid arises as a kind of mixture, or from white and
black, grey. And the actuality is the completeness of the substrate,
that is, the form that supervenes on the matter from the particular
combination of the elements, as, for example, the form of the earthen
vessel supervenes on the clay.

Of those who have said that the soul is separable from the body,
some have said that the whole soul is separable, both the rational and
the non-rational and the vegetative soul, such as Numenius,'® who
was led astray by some of the aphorisms of Plato, who says in the
Phaedrus, ‘All soul is immortal’,*® clearly speaking about the human
soul; for that he is aware that the soul of the non-rational beings is
mortal we shall show clearly when we shall quote what he actually
says.'?Y Others say that the whole soul is inseparable <from the body>
and for this reason mortal, as does Alexander of Aphrodisias, who in
fact tries to pull down Aristotle towards his own doctrine.'?' Others
say that the rational soul is separable, but the non-rational and the
vegetative are inseparable. Of these, some say that both are insepa-
rable from our solid body,'?? others that only the vegetative soul is
inseparable from this whereas the non-rational soul is separable from
this but inseparable from another body, I mean the pneumatic;'? and
this is also the true doctrine, as we shall show, which both Plato and
Aristotle heralded.

Indeed, that Aristotle, too, is of this opinion and is aware that the
one soul is separable, whereas the other is inseparable, can be shown
clearly on the basis of many passages;'** at any rate at the end of the
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treatise On the Parts of Animals,'*® which immediately precedes the
present treatise,'?® he says that each of the parts of the animals is
characterised by a specific vital activity, e.g. the heart, the liver, the
brain etc., and then he says that the question needs to be asked
whether one should call this activity soul or a part of soul or <some-
thing that does> not <take place> without soul. This shows that he is
aware that there is a great width, or rather depth, of souls.'?” And
<there is the question>, he says, whether the student of nature is to
discuss the whole soul or not the whole soul but only that which is not
without matter.'?® Therefore, he is aware that soul is separable from
matter. For if the student of nature is to speak about the whole soul,
he says, it is clear that he will also speak about the intellect; but if he
is also to speak about the intellect, he will of necessity also speak
about the intelligible objects. For the intellect is intellect of intelligi-
ble objects,'?® as sense perception is perception of perceptible objects;
for they are relational things. But to discuss the intelligible objects is
the task of the first philosopher. It will therefore follow from this that
the student of nature will cover all things, which is absurd, both
perceptible objects because of sense perception, and intelligible ob-
jects because of intellect.’® And in this very treatise On the Parts of
Animals he says: ‘It seems that the intellect enters from outside and
is divine; for its activity has nothing in common with the activities of
the body.'?! And again in the present book, having stated with regard
to the affections of the soul, spirit and desire and the others, that they
are inseparable from the body, he says: ‘And for this reason it is in
fact the task of the student of nature to study the soul, either in its
entirety or the soul that is of this kind’,'?? i.e. in as far as it is not
without matter; therefore, he knows soul to be separable from matter.
And in the second book, while investigating the other faculties of the
soul <and considering> whether each of them is a soul or a part of the
soul, he says: ‘As for the intellect and the faculty of contemplation this
is not yet clear, but it seems that this is a different kind of soul, and
that this alone is capable of being separated, as what is eternal from
what is perishable.”'3 And again in the third book he says: ‘If, then,
thinking is like perceiving, it is some kind of being affected by the
intelligible object or something else of the sort; therefore it has to be
impassive.'®* And a little later: ‘Only when separated is this what it
<truly> is, and this alone is immortal and eternal. Yet we do not
remember this, for it is impassive, whereas the passive intellect is
perishable.'® It is therefore clear from these passages that he says
that the intellect is impassive and immortal and eternal and separa-
ble in itself, whereas imagination, which he has called passive
intellect,'®® 1s perishable: <he has called it> intellect, because it has
the object of knowledge within itself, and passive, because it is
accompanied by impressions. And again in the same book he says:
‘Therefore what is called the intellect of the soul (by intellect I mean
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that by which the soul thinks and forms beliefs) is none of the things
in actuality before it thinks them. This is why it is reasonable <to
hold> that it is not in a state of mixture with the body.’?” And a little
later, while distinguishing sense perception from the intellect, he
says that whereas sense perception, when grasping the larger percep-
tible objects, cannot grasp the more dull objects, the intellect, in as
much as it grasps the larger objects of thought, to that extent can
grasp the smaller ones more easily.’®® The reason for this is, he says,
that ‘the faculty of sense perception is not without body, whereas the
intellect is separable.’’®® And again: ‘This intellect is essentially sepa-
rable and unmixed and impassive.’'* Indeed, even before these
<statements> he says in the first book: ‘The intellect seems to enter
<in us> as a substance, and not to perish; it would be particularly
likely to perish as a result of the dulling in old age.”'*! And again:
‘What kind of part <of the body> the intellect will hold together, or
how <it will do this>, is difficult even to imagine.”*?> And again: ‘As for
the intellect and the faculty of contemplation this is not yet clear, but
it seems that it is a different kind of soul, and that this alone is
capable of being separated, as what is eternal from what is perish-
able.’'*3 This shows that he wants it to be separable from the body and
to be active without the body and also to be eternal.’** There are many
<passages> which one could produce in order to show that Aristotle
is aware that the rational soul is immortal and that it is separable
from all body, but what has been said suffices.

That surely Plato, too, is aware that the rational soul is immortal,
is superfluous to say; and that he is also aware that the non-rational
soul is mortal, is shown sufficiently by what is said in the Timaeus.'*
For when, he says, the Craftsman had created the whole divine
nature, both the visible and the invisible one, he <i.e. Plato> says, he
<i.e. the Craftsman> said to them'4¢ that three mortal kinds were still
required for the arrangement of the universe, meaning those that live
on land, those that live in the air and those that live in water, and if
those did not come into being the world would be incomplete. ‘If it
were through me that these things came into being and got a share
in life, they would become equal to gods. In order, then, that they be
mortal and that this universe be, as it should be,'*” a whole, you must
turn, in accordance with your nature, to the creation of mortall®
animals, imitating the power I have used for your coming into being.
And that <part of> them for which it is appropriate to be called by the
same name as the immortal beings, which is called divine and which
rules in them,’® I have sown and initiated and I will hand it over to
you; for the rest, you must weave something mortal to what is
immortal and create animals.” This clearly shows that he says that
the non-rational soul is woven as something mortal to reason,
whereas <that part> which is ruling is divine and immortal, in so far
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as it 1s rational in mortal animals, just as everywhere else he calls
that which rules reason.'®®

Thus it is clear that both Plato and Aristotle think that neither the
whole soul is separable from the body nor that the whole soul is
inseparable, but that the rational soul is separable, whereas the
remaining <soul> is inseparable.

<Demonstration of the incorporeality of the soul>

Yet one should not leave it at the statements of the ancients, but
rather produce the demonstrations for all these things; for these
doctrines have a bearing on our whole life.'' Besides, what is more
appropriate for us than the knowledge of ourselves? We shall demon-
strate, then, everything that has been said, that the whole soul is
incorporeal and that only the rational soul is separable from all body
and therefore immortal,'®? and that the non-rational soul is separable
from this solid body but inseparable from the pneuma,'®® and further-
more, whether this very pneumatic body exists at all, and that it
continues to exist for some time after the departure from this body,
and that the vegetative soul has its being in this solid body and
perishes together with it.

Since all doctrines that say that the soul is a body, whether a
simple or a composite one, are false, we shall produce the refutation
that 1s common to all of them, in order that we do not have to refute
them one by one.

That it is possible for no soul whatsoever to be a body is clear from
the following. Each body is dissoluble by its own nature and capable
of being divided indefinitely. That is why it is in need of something
that holds it together. Now since that which holds it together is either
soul or some other faculty, is this a body or is it incorporeal? If it is a
body, this will in turn also need something that holds it together.
Again, therefore, we will ask concerning this, too, whether it is a body
or incorporeal, and so on ad infinitum. It is therefore necessary that
the faculty that holds the bodies together is <itself> incorporeal. Now,
in the case of ensouled bodies, that which holds them together is the
soul. Therefore the whole soul is incorporeal.

In the present book Aristotle has in many ways refuted these
<earlier> doctrines, and he adds the following in particular:'** What
do I say concerning the other <faculties of the soul>? The lowest
cognitive faculty of the soul is sense perception, and this is shown by
geometrical necessity to be incorporeal. If, then, the lowest faculty is
incorporeal, so much the more will this be true for the superior ones.
How, then, does he demonstrate this? No body, he says,'?® can appre-
hend opposite <qualities> during one and the same moment and in
one and the same part; the finger cannot simultaneously and in its
entirety take part in'®® both white and black, nor can it simultane-
ously and in the same part become both hot and cold. Yet sense
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perception apprehends simultaneously and at the same moment
opposite qualities: for during the process of reading, it apprehends
both white and black; this is also why it knows that the one is first
and the other second, by distinguishing the black from the white.
How, then, does vision apprehend opposites during one and the same
moment? Does it do so in the same part or does it apprehend black in
one part, white in another? If it does so in the same part, it is clear
that it apprehends them without being divided and that it is incorpo-
real; but if it does so in different parts, it is similar, he says, to ‘if I
perceive this, and you that’, just as if, he says, ‘you were to say that
what I saw is different from what you saw’.'®” For what discerns must
be one and the same and apprehend the objects it discerns in the same
part. And a body cannot simultaneously in the same part grasp
opposites, or simply, different objects; yet sense perception does grasp
white and black during one and the same moment; therefore it grasps
things without being divided, and for this reason it is incorporeal. For
if it apprehended black and white by different parts, it would be
unable to distinguish white from black; for no one distinguishes what
is seen by himself from what is seen by somebody else.

That imagination, too, is incorporeal and undivided, is clear from
the following. Why do impressions that are formed later not make
those that were already there earlier invisible? Which is what would
happen if it were corporeal, as in the case of wax: for in the case of
wax, the impressions that are formed later make the ones that were
already there earlier invisible. Yet even the vegetative soul, which is
inferior even to sense perception, and indeed the vegetative formal
principles,'®® are clearly shown to be undivided and therefore incor-
poreal. For in each part of the seed the same vegetative formal
principles are present without being divided that are also present in
the seed as a whole, viz. the principles concerned with nutrition, those
concerned with growth, and those concerned with formation; for just
as every seed that is emitted, if the uterus holds on to it, produces a
perfect living being, no less will it do so even if it does not make
perfect the whole but just the part. If, then, the vegetative formal
principles of the living being were a body, it would be impossible for
the principles of the head and the feet and all other parts to be present
simultaneously in the same part. As it is, however, as they are all
present in this, likewise all are present in another one too; therefore
they are all present in every part without being divided; therefore
they are incorporeal; for what is undivided is incorporeal. At any rate,
just as the faculties of nutrition, growth, and generation are present
in a tree as a whole, likewise they are present also in the branches or
in the cutting and indeed in the kernel itself.

But perhaps someone might raise the problem what the origin of
monstrosities is. I's this not as a result of a deficiency or a surplus on
the part of the seed? And why is it that, if a part were cut off from the
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grain, the remaining part no longer sprouts? Why do the bark or the
leaf or that sort of thing no longer grow? And yet these are parts of
the tree. My response concerning the monstrosities is that it is the
matter which is the cause, since there is also a need for a certain
suitability’® of the matter, both in quantitative and in qualitative
respects; and the menstrual blood is the matter of living beings;
therefore, when this is in excess or deficient or has been made
contrary to nature, it is the cause of monstrosities. And, generally
speaking, these faculties, even if they are incorporeal, still have their
being in the body as their substrate, and in order for them to exist
they need to have their substrate commensurate in quality as well as
quantity. For instance, the circle and, generally speaking, the mathe-
matical figure, is shown itself and by itself to be without quantity and
without magnitude and, generally speaking, incorporeal; yet it would
not exist if it did not in addition assume a substrate that is commen-
surate to it in magnitude and quality; for instance, a circle cannot
exist in a small and momentary body,*® nor in a body that is moist
and fluid. In this way, then, I state also with regard to the present
subject that even if the formal principles are by themselves undi-
vided, still, since they have their being in a body as a substrate, yet
not generally speaking every body or a body of any kind is capable of
receiving the formal principles, it also for this reason requires a
suitability of the substrate. And if, generally speaking, the faculties
in the whole tree are all found to be present also in the parts without
any deficiency, it is clear that <this is> for no other reason than that
they are in themselves undivided. For if they were bodies, they would
not be present wholly in the branch that is cut off, and the tree would
be mutilated. And if someone said: ‘Yet one can say that they are
homoeomerous bodies that extend through the whole, and of ho-
moeomerous bodies the same form that is present in the part is also
present in the whole, as is the case with flesh; for the part of flesh is
flesh’, our response to this, then, will be that if they were homoeomer-
ous bodies, they would not in their entirety penetrate the entire
substrates; for it is impossible for one body to penetrate another.

If, therefore, the lower faculties of the soul are incorporeal, so much
the more will this also be the case with the rational part of the soul,
which is by far superior. For that this, too, is incorporeal, has been
shown both by means of general arguments, and we state it also in
particular and with regard to this <part> in the following way. None
of the bodies knows itself nor does it turn in on itself;'¢! for the hand
does not know itself, nor does any of the other parts know itself. Yet
neither do the non-rational faculties, even though they are incorpo-
real, know themselves: for vision does not know itself, nor does
hearing or, generally speaking, sense perception, nor does it seek <to
know> of what nature it is: rather it is reason that seeks to know this
about them. However, the rational soul itself knows itself; it, at any
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rate, is what is seeking, and it, too, is what is being sought; it is what
discovers, and it is what is being discovered; it is what knows and
what is being known.!$? Therefore it has clearly been demonstrated
to be incorporeal.

Moreover, the faculties that are present in the body as in their
substrate gain strength with the body and again weaken with it;
such, at any rate, are sense perception, spirit, and desire; yet the
rational soul, by contrast, gains strength while the body wastes away;
therefore it is not present in the body as in a substrate. Furthermore,
nothing seeks to destroy its own substrate, for all things yearn to be;
yet the rational soul despises the body, it subdues it by virtuous
efforts and often casts it away as a whole; therefore it does not have
its being in the body as in its substrate.'%® In this way, then, it has
been shown that not a single faculty of the soul is a body.

In addition to these things, we need to demonstrate that whilst the
rational soul has its being separate from all body, the others have
their being in the body; and one of these, the non-rational, has its
being in the prneuma,'%* while the vegetative has its being in this
one.* In order to demonstrate these things, let us first, to begin with,
accept the following point.

<The relationship between the non-rational parts of the soul and the
body>

In the introduction to the present book'®® Aristotle presents us with
a rule that was accepted by all philosophers in common, both those
who supposed the soul to be mortal and those who supposed it to be
immortal. This rule is the following.’” We must, he says, judge the
essence’® <of something> on the basis of its activities, since every
essence has its corresponding activity. Every essence, then, he says,
that has not a single activity separable from the body will necessarily
also have its <own> essence not separable from the body; for if it,
while having its essence separable, has not a single activity separable
from the body, it will, when it is separated from the body, have
nothing in respect of which it will be active; consequently, it will be
in vain. Yet neither God nor nature does anything in vain.'®® There-
fore it is impossible for that which has its essence separable not to
have a single activity without the body.

Again, another rule is this.!”® Every essence that has its activity
separable from the body will itself necessarily also be separable from
the body; but if it were not separable, the consequence would be that
what is caused is superior to what causes it and what is inferior would
be superior to what is superior, which is absurd, for what causes
something always has to be superior to what is caused by it and what
is prior by nature has to be superior to what comes after it; and what
is prior by nature is superior.'” How, then, is this the case? For we
know that every activity arises from a faculty,'”? and every faculty
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from an essence; therefore, the activity has the third rank after the
essence. If, then, the essence of something is inseparable from the
body, while its activity is separable, and what is separable is superior
to what is inseparable,'” the activity will be superior to the essence,
and it will be the same thing to say that what is caused is superior to
what causes it and what is secondary, or rather tertiary, to what is
naturally prior, which is absurd. Therefore it is impossible for an
activity that is separable from the body not to proceed from an
essence which itself also is separable. These, then, are the Aristote-
lian rules. Of these, the latter is of use to us for our discussion of the
rational soul, and the former for our discussion of the other souls. Let
us therefore speak, to begin with, about the rational soul.

If no single essence that is inseparable from the body has its
activity separable — and we will show in the case of the soul that its
activity is separable from the body —it is absolutely necessary that it,
too, will itself be separable. When, therefore, the soul examines the
intelligible objects and directs itself towards insights about God, it is
clear that it has such an activity separable from all body. Likewise
this is also the case when it seeks itself; for in such things it in no way
needs either the co-operation of the body, nor is its activity concerned
with the body, and therefore such an activity will in all respects be
separable from the body, even from imagination itself. Yet if its
activity is separable, its essence will of necessity also be separable;
and if its essence is separable, it will of all necessity also be eternal;
for this is commonly agreed by all, that every essence that is separa-
ble from bodies is also eternal. For look, if it, being separable, is not
eternal but has come into being and is subject to passing away, it was,
before coming into being, either capable of coming into being or it was
not capable <of this>. Now if it were not capable, it would not have
come into being; for what is impossible does not come into being;'™
and if it were capable, it would on all accounts be material. For this,
1.e. being capable of being an individual thing at a certain time or not,
is a characteristic of matter; yet if things that are separable are
without matter, they will not be as a result of <a state of> potentiality
<changing> into <a state> of actuality, but they will always be in <a
state of> actuality.

Another <way of showing this> is like this. Everything that passes
away, passes away in <one of> two ways,'” either that of bodies by
their dissolution into the elements, or that of incorporeal things when
the form is extinguished by the lack of internal harmony of the
substrate in which it has its being, just like a harmony when the
strings are loosened.'”® Now in neither of these two ways is it possible
for the rational soul to pass away, neither the way of bodies (for it is
incorporeal), nor that of things that are incorporeal yet have their
being in a body as a substrate; for it has been demonstrated to be
separable from the body. Therefore, if it has been demonstrated to be
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separable from the body, it has at the same time been demonstrated
to be also eternal.'” So much for the rational soul.

In addition to these things, let us also discuss the other <souls>,
both the non-rational and the vegetative one. That these are insepa-
rable is clear from the rule that has been mentioned. For if we show
that they have not a single activity that is separable from a body,
there is every necessity that they themselves, too, are inseparable. All
activities of these, therefore, are present in a body and are concerned
with a body; for the faculties of nutrition and of growing and of
generation are present in a body and are activated through a body
and are concerned with bodies. The same applies to spirit and desire:
for the one stirs up the blood in the region of the heart,'™ the other
brings the liver in a certain condition.!” They are present in a body,
then, and take place through a body, but they are also concerned with
a body: for desire is either an appetite for foods or money or simply
corporeal things, and spirit is an appetite for retaliation against the
one who has done us harm in any of these things. Therefore, if the
activities of these <faculties> are not without a body, this will of
necessity also apply to their essence. For what would their activity be
for when being separated? What would they nourish, or cause to
grow, or generate? Whom would they retaliate? Yet desire, too, will
not have any of the pleasant things that stir it towards longing;
consequently, they will be in vain. And if this is impossible, that
something is in vain, the essence from which such activities proceed
will be inseparable from the bodies. As it is, however, the vegetative
<soul> is inseparable from the solid <body> and perishes with it; this
is evident from the fact that its faculties are also present in plants, in
which the pneumatic body is not found.!®® After the departure of the
soul they evidently remain for a short time in the relevant body, for!s!
nails and hair will also grow on corpses.’® But if even after death
there is still clearly a trace of the faculty of growth in the body, it is
necessary that there will also be a trace of the faculty of nutrition; for
nutrition is for the sake of growth. From this, therefore, it is clear that
these faculties have their essence in this <body>; and if they do, of
necessity the faculty of generation will do so, too; for it belongs to the
same series, for where the former two are, there of necessity the third
also appears. One might say that there is a trace even of this in a dead
body because of the living beings that come into being from corpses,
such as wasps, bees, grubs, etc.

<The pneumatic body>

Yet the non-rational soul no longer has its being in this <i.e. the dead
body>: it persists also after the departure of the soul from this
<body>, having as its vehicle and substrate the pneumatic body,'%?
which itself i1s also composed of the four elements but is called
pneumatic because of the element that is in excess, air, just as our
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present body is called earthy as a result of the element that is in
excess there. How then is it evident whether non-rational life has its
being in this? Or rather, we ought to ask first how it is evident that
there is a pneumatic body at all. For it is proper to ask first whether
it exists at all, and then to show that non-rational life is in it.

How, then, is it evident that there is pneuma? It is agreed, or
rather demonstrated, that our soul after its departure from this body
arrives in Hades, where it receives punishment for the ways in which
it has not led a good life.’®* For Providence is not only concerned with
our being but also with our well-being. This is why the soul is not
neglected when it slides away into what is contrary to nature, but it
receives the attention that is appropriate to it, and when it has erred
because of readiness to indulge, its purification necessarily also
involves pain. Here, too, healing takes place by opposites.!8> For this
reason the soul that is being purified suffers pain in the places of
punishment in the underworld through chastisement. Yet if the soul
is incorporeal, it cannot be affected. How then is it chastised? At least
some sort of body must in any case be attached to it, which by
undergoing immoderate <internal> expansion or contraction!®® as a
result of immoderate cooling or heating, causes pain to the soul by
sympathetic affection,'®” just as here, when our present body suffers,
the soul has pain because of the physical bondage and the sympa-
thetic affection that arises from this; for in itself the incorporeal is not
affected by anything.

Of what kind, then, is this body that is attached to it? It is not, of
course, like our present body, for this had disintegrated into the
elements it was composed of. Rather, it is what we call the pneumatic
body.'®® In this, therefore, spirit and desire are present at any rate as
in a substrate, and they are inseparable from it. How is this evident?
From the fact that after the departure of the soul from this solid body,
spirit and desire must still be present in the soul, for if they were not
and the soul at its departure from the body was also separated from
these affections, it would be completely pure and liberated from <the
domain of> becoming. Yet having been liberated from <the domain
of> becoming and from these affections it would have ascended and it
would not enter the places of punishment in the underworld. For as
we said,'® when it descended into <the world of> becoming, these
affections were given to it for the reasons mentioned;'° yet it is
impossible for it to be separated from <the world of> becoming
without purifying itself. Since it moves itself and fell out of the good
of its own accord, it must, in order to be lifted up again, purify itself.
The places of punishment in the underworld cannot lift it upward, but
only cause it to turn in on itself to such an extent that it ends up
condemning itself and is purified by its own initiative and casts off
willingly <the things> with which it was willingly bound by sympa-
thetic affection. This is why they say'®' that after the places of
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punishment in the underworld it comes back here for as long as it
takes for it to purify itself,'®? and is lifted upwards, liberating itself
from <the world of> becoming, and then it does away also with spirit
and desire together with this vehicle, I mean the pneuma; but <they
say that> after this there is yet another body eternally attached to it,
which is celestial and therefore eternal, which is called luminous or
astral.’®® For as <the soul> belongs to the cosmic entities, it must have
a share assigned to it which it manages, being part of the cosmos;'%*
and if it is always in motion and always has to be active, it must have
a body eternally attached to it which it will keep alive always; this is
why they say the soul always has the luminous body, since this is
eternal. Because of what has been said, then, the pneumatic body
must exist, and spirit and desire must be inseparable from it.

It is clear that, just as the vital and appetitive faculties of the
non-rational soul are present in the pneuma, likewise this is also the
case with the cognitive faculties: for if the inferior faculties are
separable from the solid body, so much the more will this be the case
with the superior ones; and the cognitive ones, by which I mean
imagination and sense perception, are superior.'”> However, even if
the non-rational faculties of the soul have their being in this <i.e. the
pneumatic body>, yet certain traces proceed from this also to the solid
body,'? just as we have said that the common insights proceed from
the intellect to all <people>.7 For that illuminations of the non-
rational soul proceed even as far as this body, is clear. For spirit stirs
up the blood in the region of the heart and causes there to be some
sort of boiling, while desire brings the liver in this or that condition
according to its own movements,'”® and all senses illuminate the
brain;'% for it is from there that the sensitive faculty is supplied to
the sense organs through the nerves, and when the brain is affected,
the senses become numb, as is shown by doctors;?*° for when what is
called the membrane-protector?®! is put upon the cerebral membrane,
the animal becomes insensitive and immobile (the membrane is a
kind of skin that protects the brain), and when the back part has been
affected, the higher part of the person affected has the benefit of
perception, while the lower parts become insensitive because the
sensitive faculty is no longer supplied by the brain when the organ, I
mean the nerve, has been affected; and if the nerve is bound, the
lower part in turn becomes insensitive, whereas the upper part
remains sensitive.2?

It is therefore clear also from what we have said that there is such
a thing as the pneumatic body, and that spirit and desire are insepa-
rable from it. And this has become even clearer from the evidence of
the facts themselves. Where do the shadowy appearances come from
that manifest themselves around tombs??°® For the soul does not have
a shape nor is it visible at all. Yet they say that unpurified souls after
their departure from this body wander for a while with the pneuma



Translation 35

and exhibit this <i.e. the pneumatic body> around the tombs. This is
why one needs to take care to lead a good life; for they say that
because this pneuma is solidified as a result of an unhealthy regimen,
the soul is dragged down towards the emotions. And they say that it
also has something of the life of plants: for <they say that> these are
nourished, yet not nourished in the way this <solid> body is, but by
means of vapours, and not part by part but as a whole by the whole,
so to speak, in the way in which sponges absorb vapours.?* This is
why serious people apply themselves to a light and rather dry regi-
men, because <by this regimen> the pneuma is not solidified but
becomes lighter.?”> To this end, they say, they even adopt purga-
tives;2°¢ while this <solid> body is washed by water, this <pneumatic
body> is cleansed by purgatives that operate by means of vapours; for
it is nourished by some vapours, but purged by others.?” They say
that it is not equipped with different organs, but is active as a whole
and throughout by means of the senses and apprehends the objects of
perception.?® This is why Aristotle in the Metaphysics says that sense
perception, properly speaking, is one, and the sense organ, properly
speaking, is one,?*® where by sense organ he means the pneuma in
which the sensitive faculty as a whole and entirely apprehends the
various objects of perception. How, then, is it sometimes evidently
equipped with different organs when it manifests itself around tombs
and sometimes has a human-like shape, sometimes even the shape of
another animal??!® To this they answer first this: it often happens
that it has its human-like shape because it <the pneuma> has been
solidified because of a bad regimen and compressed together with the
surrounding body, as happens with ice; for this is compressed into the
form of the vessels in which it is frozen.?"! What, then, is the origin of
the different shapes it evidently has? Perhaps, they say, when the
soul wishes to show this, by stirring up imagination it moulds <this
pneumatic body> along with it, or even, perhaps, with the assistance
of demons being involved as well,? it appears and again disappears
as it becomes more compact and again widens; for being airy, when it
gets more compact and contracts it becomes visible, and again it
becomes invisible as a result of extension and widening.

In response to all this someone will raise the question whether it
is human souls at all which, by means of their own pneuma, appear
around tombs and whether it is not some sort of wandering demons,
which naturally can change into anything because of the flexible
nature of their pneumatic bodies that are attached to them, when
they evidently do this continuously. And how could <human> souls,
too, be moulded here for a short time? Do they do this of their own
accord or not? For if they did this of their own accord, it <i.e. the soul>
would never move to a different place; for <as it is>, it moves to the
places of punishment below the earth. Yet if it is not of its own accord
but because it is forced by Providence to remain <where it is>, how
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then will its power towards evil increase and be capable of more than
it is here? Yet if it lays off the burden of the solid body, it ought rather
to be relieved of heaviness and in a state of consciousness <of its own
faults> and having been, so to speak, close to the places of punish-
ment below the earth, become more moderate. As it is, it does the evil
things which it could not do even here.?!3

<Transition to the commentary>

In the first book he <i.e. Aristotle> discusses the opinions about the
soul of those before him; he will expound their doctrines, and he will
accept those doctrines that were correct, and refute them if some-
thing they thought about the soul was wrong. In the second book, he
will expound his own doctrine of the soul, and he will discuss it first
more in general and in rough outline, next individually according to
each faculty of the soul. Also in the second book, after discussing the
soul in general, he will discuss individually the vegetative and the
non-rational soul, and in the third book the rational soul;>* he
mentions the rational soul also in book two and the non-rational in
book three. As he is used to doing in all his treatises on natural
subjects, towards the end of the treatises lifting himself up to the
transcendent causes of natural things, he does so here, too. For also
in the Physics,?'® towards the end, when he discusses movement and
is seeking the cause of movement, he lifts himself up to the first cause
and principle of movement, and he says that the first mover has to be
unmoved; for if that were moved, not even the things that are moved
would remain in their <state of> being moved. Consequently, if there
are things that are always in motion, it is necessary that what causes
their movement is unmoved. Next, having sung its praise by saying
that it is incorporeal and eternal and omnipotent, he says: ‘On such
a principle, then, the heavens and the world depend.’?'® For the
complete student of nature must, after stating the natural causes,
ascend to the transcendent causes and not remain in these <i.e. the
natural ones>. This is what he has done in his On Coming-to-Be and
Perishing.?

<Chapter 1>

402a1 Considering knowing?'® to belong to the things that are
fine and valuable ...

The introduction contains an eulogy on the study of the soul and an
encouragement to obtain knowledge of it, or rather an encouragement
for those who are serious about it and are worthy of this kind of study,
but a discouragement for those who are the opposite of these.?® It
seems that by having two introductions he encourages by means of
the one, but discourages by means of the other: by saying that
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knowing is fine and valuable and that the study of the soul is most
valuable and most exact, he seems to encourage all people to it; on the
other hand, by saying that ‘it is in all respects and in all senses most
difficult to obtain some plausible conviction about it’ (402a10-11), he
seems to discourage people from it. Consequently, by means of these
two introductions it is made clear that he encourages to the lectures
on the study of the soul only those who are serious about it. After this
praise and encouragement he adds the reason why the study of the
soul is difficult, and then he sets out a number of problems that ought
to be examined with a view to the account of the soul.

Now, Alexander, as Plutarch says,??° while in fact wanting to give
a display of his own doctrines and to pull Aristotle’s doctrines down
to his own, pretended to comment on this treatise as well.??! While
setting forth his own distorted view based on introductions??? he
interpreted the introduction itself in a distorted way by saying that
the words ‘considering knowing to belong to the things that are fine
and valuable’ are elliptical: ‘Considering what?’, he says. ‘One should
understand “that it is fine and valuable” in addition.’??® Thus Alex-
ander.

The Attic interpreters??* have interpreted this phrase more natu-
rally: ‘Knowing’, they say, ‘we consider to be one of the things that are
fine and valuable.” Moreover, it is quite normal for Aristotle to praise
knowing in this way; for this reason, too, in the Metaphysics he begins
like this: ‘All men naturally long for knowing; a sign of this is the
delight they take in the senses.?*

It is important to ask what he means when saying that knowing is
fine and valuable. For instance, is all knowing good, even knowing
evil things themselves? I reply: Yes, even knowing evil things is good,
genuine knowing; for, as Plato says, and correctly says, knowledge??¢
of evil causes us to avoid it, but ignorance of the good causes us to fall
into what is evil.??” Consequently, ignorance of evil, conversely,
causes us to get involved in what is evil, but knowledge of what is good
causes us to cleave to good.

The word ‘knowing’ is used in three ways: either in the sense of
scientific understanding,?”® as Plato says in the Phaedo, ‘For knowing
is that someone after gaining understanding of something holds on to
it and has not rejected it’,*?° and in the Gorgias;**° or it means
knowledge in general outline and broadly speaking, as he <i.e. Aris-
totle> himself says in the Physics, ‘Since knowing and understanding
are concerned with all branches of scientific understanding’,?*! for by
‘knowing’ he signifies knowledge in general outline, by ‘under-
standing’ he signifies exact knowledge; or it has the common meaning
of every kind of knowing, which he also adopted in the passage of the
Metaphysics mentioned above.
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402al ... but one kind <of knowing> more so than the other,
either in exactness or because it is concerned with things that
are superior and more admirable; for both of these reasons we
may reasonably rank the inquiry into the soul among the things
of primary importance.

The whole idea of the introduction is as follows. All knowledge, he
says, we consider to be fine and valuable, but one kind to be more
valuable and fine than the other for two reasons, either because the
subject matter with which the knowledge is concerned is superior, or
because the knowledge is more exact. Astronomy,??? for instance, is
finer than medicine because it is concerned with a more valuable
subject; for the one is concerned with the heavenly bodies, the other
with human bodies. Yet astronomical knowledge is also superior to
medicine in being more exact; consequently, in both respects astro-
nomy is more valuable than medicine, both in subject matter and in
the kind of knowledge. Again, geometry is more valuable than me-
chanics in both respects,?®® because geometry is concerned with a
subject that is without matter (for geometrical figures are in them-
selves without body and without magnitude; for if the circle had
magnitude, it would always be finite, say, a cubit in size; and if that
were the case, there would not be a circle of two cubits or of three
cubits or any other circle apart from the one which has a magnitude
of one cubit; and if it were a body, it would always be finite; for
example, if it were of bronze, there would not exist an iron or wooden
circle or in general none made of any other body than the bronze;
consequently, the subject matter of geometry as a whole is without
matter). Mechanics, however, is concerned with bodies and magni-
tudes. Therefore geometry is more valuable than mechanics. It is so
also as far as the kind of knowledge is concerned, for the former is
infallible, the three angles of every triangle being always equal to two
right angles, not just broadly speaking but with complete exactness
and without the slightest variation, the hypotenuse always being
asymmetrical with the side. However, the theorems of mechanics are
not exact, since it is concerned with bodies and magnitudes.

A similar relation exists between arithmetic and harmonics:?3*
since arithmetic deals with relations between numbers, its subject is
also superior, this being without matter, whereas the other is con-
cerned with a body, viz. with strings and magnitudes of sounds, and
for this reason arithmetical knowledge is more exact. Since that form
of knowledge is finest that is superior in either of these two respects,
and since both respects are seen to apply to the soul, the study of the
soul therefore is valuable and fine in both respects.

The study of the soul is valuable because it is concerned with an
awesome subject, the soul itself, which is the finest of all things
here.?? But the study of the soul is also more valuable in being more
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exact. In what way the study of the soul is more exact, we may learn
as follows. In On Demonstration?® Aristotle supplies us with two
rules by which we can distinguish what is more exact. If, he says,
there are two sciences and you want to know which one is more exact,
there are two ways of knowing this. If the one demonstrates the
principles of the other, then the one which demonstrates the princi-
ples is more exact, as physics is more exact than medicine, for physics
demonstrates the principles of medicine.??” Again, geometry is more
exact than mechanics, for geometry demonstrates the principles of
mechanics. Arithmetic is more exact than harmonics, for the princi-
ples of harmonics are demonstrated in arithmetic. First, philosophy
is more exact than all sciences together, for it demonstrates the
principles of all sciences. Again, he says, the more exact science is the
one that is concerned with a subject that is without matter, such as
geometry, arithmetic, and theology.?*® For this reason he says in the
Metaphysics that the study of the intelligibles is both very easy and
difficult.?® It is very easy because it is concerned with the objects that
are stable and always the same; the divine objects are clearest,
because they are unchanging in respect of being, in respect of poten-
tiality, and in respect of actuality all at once.?*® For this reason it is
very easy, but it is difficult because of our weakness, for being
embodied and subjected to emotions we do not have the power to look
into their light, just as what happens with bats: the sun being the
clearest, they cannot look into its rays because of the weakness of
their eyes.?*! It would seem, then, to them that the light of the stars
is brighter, since it is commensurate to them. The same applies to our
relation to the intelligible objects.

Since that science is more exact which is concerned with a subject
that is without matter or which demonstrates the principles, in which
of both ways is the study of the soul more exact? Evidently in that it
is concerned with a subject that is without matter; for it does not
demonstrate the principles of other sciences. If the soul is without
matter in all respects, it is also immortal in every way. This is the
ground on which Alexander actually regards this passage as spuri-
ous; he says that the sentence ‘but one kind <of knowledge> more
than the other, either in exactness or because it is concerned with
things that are superior and more admirable’ does not belong to the
text and was added to it, in order to prevent the interpreter of this
passage from being compelled to say that the study of the soul is more
exact because it is concerned with a subject that is without matter,
viz. the soul itself, in accordance with the Aristotelian rules;?*> having
conceded that the soul is without matter, he will necessarily also
grant that it is immortal.?*

‘Superior and more admirable’ (402a2-3): ‘superior’ with a view to
the nature of the object, ‘more admirable’ with a view to our judge-
ment.
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‘For both of these reasons we may reasonably rank the inquiry into
the soul among the things of most primary importance’ (402a3-4): ‘For
both of these reasons’, Alexander says, ‘means because it is fine and
because it is valuable’, since he regards the adjoining passage as
spurious. By ‘for both of these reasons’, he <i.e. Aristotle> means:
because of the exactness of the study and because of the awesomeness
of the subject-matter. He says ‘inquiry’ instead of knowledge, because
people who possess scientific knowledge we call inquirers.?*

‘... we may rank <the inquiry into the soul> among the things of
most primary importance’ (402a4): He does not say ‘of supreme
importance’, but of most primary importance,??® for it is the study of
the intelligible objects, which are in all respects unchanging in being,
in potentiality and in actuality, that is of supreme importance; the
study of the soul comes second because, even though its being is
unchanging, its actuality is not.2*¢ For this reason Plato said that the
soul is identical to the immortal beings in name only, because only
what is unchanging in all respects is immortal in the proper sense.?*
The soul, however, does change with respect to its actuality, and for
this reason it is identical to the immortal beings in name only.
Likewise one may call the heavenly bodies identical to the immortals
in name only, for they change, too, in place, if not in being.?*® ‘Of
primary importance’, then, clearly means primary to what comes
after it; for the soul occupies the first rank after the intelligibles.

402a4 Moreover, it would seem that the knowledge of the soul
contributes greatly to truth as a whole.

The knowledge of the soul, he says, is admirable and valuable in
itself, and also, he says, because it contributes to truth as a whole, i.e.
to philosophy as a whole; for saying ‘truth’ is the same as saying
‘philosophy’, since genuine wisdom is truth; for there is no falsehood
in it. Consequently, if it contributes to philosophy as a whole, it is
evident that it contributes to ethical, theological, and natural philo-
sophy. It contributes to ethical philosophy because it is impossible for
us to adorn our character without having studied the faculties of the
soul. If virtue is adornment of the soul, and if adornment is a fine
arrangement of the faculties of the soul, and if someone who has not
studied their nature cannot arrange them, the ethical philosopher
will also discuss the soul, as he <i.e. Aristotle> himself says in the
Ethics.?*

It also contributes to theology, for a question we are examining
regarding the separate intellect that is in us is whether it, too, is
immortal.?®® Since the intellect is intellect?’! of intelligible objects,
and since concerning relational things the person who knows the one
will also know the rest, it is evident that the study of our intellect
contributes greatly to theology as well. For this reason he says in the
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treatise On the Parts of Animals®? that the student of nature cannot
discuss the soul as a whole, for if he were to discuss the soul as a
whole, he should also have to discuss the intellect, and if that is the
case, also the intelligible objects, for the intellect is the intellection of
the intelligible objects. However, this belongs to theology and to first
philosophy.

Again, if it is the task of the student of nature to discuss bodies and
their forms and faculties, and if among the forms embedded in bodies
the soul is finest, it also contributes to our study of nature.

402a6 ... especially with regard to nature.

He has added ‘especially with regard to nature’ because what contrib-
utes is different from that to which it contributes.?*® Now it does not
contribute by being a part of the treatment of ethics or of that of
theology; rather, the study of the soul is a study of the subject in
question of its own accord. When dealing with theology, it <i.e. the
soul> turns in to the intelligible and the divine objects, and it exam-
ines the rank orders there, and when it turns in on the intelligible
objects it also turns in on itself and it will deal with its own being and
rank; for the soul is the lowest species of the intelligible and divine
objects.?”* On the other hand, when it deals with characters and
studies the ranks of the virtues, i1t will also deal with its own faculties,
to which the virtues belong. Yet by being a part of the study of nature
it contributes, for nature and soul are different things.?’® In what way
it contributes, he adds now:

402a6 For it is, in a way, the principle of living beings.

It is a principle both in the sense of a productive and a formative and
a final principle, for these are the principles in the proper sense. The
soul is a principle in the sense of a productive principle, in that it sets
the living being in motion by means of its wishing only, and does not
require any kind of dislodgement; in the sense of a formative princi-
ple, in that it is the soul that defines the form of the living being and,
simply speaking, of all ensouled beings; for ensouled forms are said
to be what they are just in virtue of their soul, for what is superior in
each of the natural objects, Aristotle himself says,?*¢ is the form of
each object; and in ensouled beings this is the soul. It is a final
principle, in that it is that for the sake of which the body exists; for
the body exists for the sake of something, and the soul is that for the
sake of which it exists. For this reason, the way in which living beings
are equipped with organs?’ is different according to the peculiar
nature of the soul that is in each of them: it is different in humans,
different in birds, different in land animals, different in animals that
live in water, and in each of these <kinds> there is a great depth,®
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since each kind of animal is equipped according to the faculty of the
soul that masters it; they are different in respect of being charac-
terised by the spirited part or by the desiring part, on which it is not
now the time to speak. He has added ‘in a way’, because the proximate
principle of living beings is their nature, not the soul.

402a7 We seek to view it and to get to know both its nature and
its essence ...

‘View’?®® might roughly be taken to mean ‘intuitively grasping what
is said about it’, whereas ‘getting to know’?%° means ‘searching for it
accurately’. For we say that we view a particular thing when we
simply grasp it, but that we get to know it when in addition we learn
its attributes. By ‘nature and essence’?$! we have to understand either
pleonastically the same thing, in that the second term explains the
first, i.e. T use the term “nature” instead of “being”’, or by nature he
means the genus to which the soul belongs, by being its definition, e.g.
under what genus is it ranked, substance or quantity or quality?
Those who say that the soul is a mixture might say that the soul is
ranked under quality, those who say that it is a proportion that it is
ranked under quantity.?®? Thereafter, having grasped its genus, we
should also learn the differentiae that constitute it and thus give its
definition, for the definition signifies the essences of things.

402a8 ... and after that its attributes.

He does not mean that one should look for the things that belong to
it accidentally,?%® as white belongs to a body accidentally, but the
things that accompany it essentially. This, then, is the way in which
we have to understand ‘its attributes’, just as in the definition the
conclusion of the syllogism <is expressed>. ‘For a syllogism’, he says,
‘is a statement in which, some things being given, something different
from the things that are given necessarily follows.?6* Just as in this
passage he does not mean that the conclusion belongs accidentally to
the premises, but the words signify that which in itself necessarily
follows from them, likewise it should be understood in the present
passage.

402a9 Some of these are believed to be affections peculiar to the
soul, others to be common?® <to the soul and to the body> and
to be attributes of living beings in virtue of the soul.

As for the things that necessarily accompany the soul, some accom-
pany the soul alone, others accompany the whole living being, I mean
the living being that consists of a soul and a body; the affections?% of
the soul are thinking (for this is peculiar to the rational soul itself in
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itself), the other affections are perceiving, imagining, being angry,
desiring, and anything else of this nature; these are common to the
composite.?8” For he takes the whole soul as one thing and says that
some of its affections are peculiar to it, not to all kind of soul without
further qualification, but to the soul roughly speaking, it being evi-
dent that they are peculiar to the rational soul; for the rational soul,
too, is in the soul taken without further qualification. As for the other
souls, no affection is peculiar to them, since their essence is not
separate either. The word ‘affection’ is used in two meanings: it
means either affection which leads to destruction or affection leading
to perfection.?®® For we say that wood is affected by fire, but in the
sense that this leads to its destruction; yet we also say that the senses
are affected by the objects of perception: it is evident that this is in
the sense of being perfected and being brought from potentiality to
actuality. In this way Plato says in the Sophist of the whole that the
whole is not one, but is affected by the one,?® thereby evidently
meaning being affected in the sense of being perfected; for the whole
is not the same as the one, since the whole is a whole consisting of
parts, and the parts are many, not one; consequently, the whole is not
one, since it has its being in many things, but it has the one as
something by which it is affected; for it has been affected by the one,
thereby adopting its proper perfection.

On the basis of this passage we can refute Andronicus of Rhodes,?”
who declared On Interpretation spurious: since Aristotle there says
that thoughts are affections of the soul, as it is said in On the Soul,
Andronicus says that this is nowhere stated in On the Soul, so that
either On the Soul or On Interpretation must be spurious; but On the
Soul has been agreed to be by Aristotle; therefore, On Interpretation
is spurious. We reply that in this passage by affections peculiar to the
soul Aristotle means nothing else than thoughts, so that this is what
he referred to in On Interpretation.?™

402a10 In all respects and in all ways it is most difficult to
obtain a plausible conviction about it.

We have said that in the introduction he praises the study of the soul
and encourages the more serious people to it, but discourages those
who take a more indifferent attitude to it. On this basis, then, in order
to achieve this, he wants to show that the study of the soul is difficult.
In what way it is difficult, he has already said earlier, viz. in that we
want to view its nature and its essence, i.e. we want to discover what
the definition of the soul is. This search for the definition, he says, is
most difficult, both in general with respect to all things, and in
particular with respect to the soul: in general, he says,?” as far as
definitions are concerned, one has to examine, first, whether there is
one method according to which it is possible to give definitions of all
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things, or many; and if there is one method, one has to find out what
this method is; and if there are many, one has to find out how many
they are in number and of what nature they are. Moreover, when we
have found out that there are so many, say two methods, and of what
nature they are, viz. description and definition,?” then in addition to
these we have to face a third question, viz. what kind of methods we
have to use for what kind of things. Furthermore, even when we have
discovered this, a further question presents itself: since a definition
consists of genera and differentiae, what is the genus of the present
thing and what are its differentiae by which the genus is divided? We
must ask this in order to know, with regard to the present subject,
what the constitutive?™ differentiae are so that by combining these
with the genus we state its definition. This is the general reason why
it is difficult to obtain the definition of the soul, since these problems
apply to every definition; in particular, for the soul, an even greater
difficulty is presented by the account of the soul, as he expounds in
the next sentence.

402a11 Since this question is common to many other <areas> ...

The search for a definition, he says, is common to many things. He
says ‘many’, as it is not possible to give definitions of all things
(neither the most general things nor things which cannot be divided);
rather, these things are signified by means of description, the most
general things by the properties which are essential to them, the
indivisible things by means of their proper attributes.

402a12 ... I mean the inquiry into its being and into what it is

Since the word ‘being’ has many meanings (‘genus’, ‘matter’, ‘defini-
tion’, sometimes also ‘existence?™ in all its forms), for this reason,
after saying ‘the inquiry into being’ he explains this by adding ‘and
into what it i1s’, in order to signify the definition.

402a13 ... one might easily think that there is one method that
applies to all things in respect of which we want to know their
being, just as we want <to know> a demonstration?’® of its
proper attributes [and the consequence of this would be that we
would have to seek this method].

There is a difference between ‘accidental’ and ‘attribute’.?”” ‘Acciden-
tal’ is what is the opposite of essence, which is not present by itself
nor belongs to things in virtue of their essence, but which is added to
them from outside, just as black and white are added to bodies; but
‘attribute’ is what accompanies beings necessarily, as we say that the
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conclusion is attributed to the premises,?”® not because the conclusion
is accidental to the premises, but because it follows from them
necessarily. We apply the word ‘accidental’ to things of this kind,
because it is added to other things, even in those cases where it
belongs to them necessarily and because they are as they are. But
accidental in the proper sense does not follow from the fact that
things are as they are; one may, at least, think even of a white raven.
In this case, then, one may also give the name ‘proper attributes’?” to
those <attributes> that belong to things primarily and by themselves
and whose elimination also eliminates the things to which they
belong and vice versa; for instance, it is an attribute of man to be
capable of receiving knowledge, and of every triangle to have three
angles that are equal to two right angles or for its two sides to be
longer than the remaining <third>. These things are said to belong to
the things <in question> primarily and by themselves, primarily
because they immediately belong to those things only and to no other
thing, by themselves, because they are essential <to the things they
belong to>. This is also the reason why they can be reversed: if
something is a man, then it is capable of receiving knowledge and vice
versa, and if something is a triangle, then necessarily the three
angles are equal to two right ones and the two sides are longer than
the remaining <third>, and vice versa. This, then, he calls ‘proper
attributes’. This is also primary and by itself; ‘by itself’ means ‘in
virtue of the essence <of the thing to which they belong>. Not that, if
something <belongs to something> by itself, it also <belongs> primar-
ily; for in most cases ‘by itself is part of ‘primarily’. For ‘living being’
is an attribute of man by itself, but not primarily; therefore, even if
something is not a man, it may still be a living being, so that it does
not belong to human being primarily. Similarly shape belongs to
triangle by itself, but not primarily; for even if something is not a
triangle, it may still be a shape. And why do I talk of shape? Indeed,
not even does ‘rectilinear’ belong primarily to the triangle, although
it does belong to it by itself. For something may be rectilinear, even
if it is not a triangle. This is what he means by being a proper
attribute, the things that belong to something primarily, which be-
long to the thing exclusively, and to every <individual instance of the
thing> and always and by itself, so that it can be reversed. Concern-
ing these matters he says in the On Demonstration that demonstra-
tion is concerned with these <attributes> only, neither with what is
accidental to a thing nor with what, though belonging by itself, does
not belong primarily.?®® And this is reasonable, for demonstration is
scientific knowledge, and scientific knowledge is infallible and stable
because it is always concerned with the same things and remains the
same, and for this reason it is impossible that there should be
demonstration of things that are accidental and which are different
in different circumstances and which come and go. Again, if demon-
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stration is concerned with what is disputed, and the things that
belong to something by themselves and not primarily are agreed on
for the most part, e.g. that ‘living being’ belongs to man and ‘shape’ to
triangle, demonstration of these will not be demonstration in the
proper sense. He shows in these passages that there is no demonstra-
tion of the most general genera, since there is no definition either, but
we signify them by means of description; for every proper demonstra-
tion is what proves the things caused on the basis of the causes, and
the things that are parts on the basis of the whole. For instance, how
do we demonstrate that man is a substance? Through the middle
term ‘living being’: because every living being is a substance. Conse-
quently, the cause of man’s being a substance is that every living
being is a substance. This is more general too: that every living being
is a substance is more general than that man is a substance. Again,
given that something is a triangle, for this reason its three angles are
equal to two right angles, and again, given that it is a triangle, its two
sides are longer than the remaining one; but it is not that, because its
angles are equal to two right ones, for that reason it is also a triangle.
This, then, is demonstration proper.

There i1s also a form of demonstration called inferential, which
proves the causes on the basis of the things caused, as Aristotle
practises himself in the On the Heavens, where he uses the illumina-
tion of the moon as a demonstration that it is spherical.?®! Yet what
ought to be demonstrated was, conversely, that it is spherical and
that for that reason it was illuminated in that way. We use this way
of demonstration when what is caused is clearer to us than the cause,
as 1s the case with the moon: the thing caused, the illumination, is
clearer to us than the cause, the fact that it is spherical. We know that
twice a month it becomes crescent-shaped, when it has been in
conjunction <with the sun> and when it is about to get into conjunc-
tion, and twice a month it becomes semicircular, twice gibbous and
once full; this is because it is spherical. If it were a flat plate, it would
either be illuminated completely or not be illuminated at all; as it is,
since the sun is higher, when its position is diametrically opposed to
the moon, we can see, because of our middle position, that the
complete semicircle which is turned to us, with which it comes into
contact, is illuminated, but as it comes closer the illumination of the
part we are facing is constantly reduced, while the illumination of the
part that is beyond our sight is increased, since, as I said, the sun is
higher than the moon; and in this way, little by little, until it has
reached the same perpendicular as the moon, so that we are no longer
in a middle position between both of them, but both are at one and
the same side of us, it causes the side facing us to be unilluminated,
but it illuminates the side beyond our sight. Proof of this is also to be
obtained from our common experience. If someone were to create a
large ball, and he would colour the one hemisphere white, the other
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black, and then throw the ball high up into the air, and something
would turn it aside a little, while the white hemisphere happens to be
upward and the ball is subsequently turned sideway, it will be seen
as becoming a slender, crescent-shaped figure, and then, when the
ball is partially turned sideway, we see the other shapes occur, and
finally, when the white hemisphere is turned downwards completely,
if it is at great height, the white hemisphere will be seen as having
the shape of a flat plate. This, then, by way of digression from the
present subject.

A similar inferential demonstration we call ‘if there is smoke here,
there is fire too’. For smoke is an indication of fire. The irrefutable
sign is an indication, as smoke is of fire, just as the moon being
illuminated in a particular way is an indication of its being spherical.
What is refutable is not called an indication, but a sign;?*? that is,
when what is caused is not in all circumstances accompanied by the
cause, as in the following: she is pale, because she has given birth; for
being pale is not always accompanied by having given birth. It is
refutable, and therefore it is not an indication but a sign, just as
standing near a freshly slaughtered body is a sign of having killed it.
Now demonstration is concerned with the proper attributes, of which
we said that they belong <to things> primarily and by themselves.
One might therefore suspect, he says, that just as there is one
demonstrative method of these things, likewise there is one method
for grasping the definition of each particular thing. But even if there
is one, we must find out of what nature it is.

402a16 But if there is not one common method concerned with
what something is, our discussion will be even more difficult; for
then we have to grasp concerning each particular thing what the
method is.

If there were one method, the only question would be what it is; but
since there are more than one, there are more questions: how many
they are in number, of what nature they are in kind, and which one
we must use for what thing. For the words ‘We will have to grasp
concerning each particular thing what the method is’ mean what kind
of method should be adopted concerning what kind of thing.

402a19 And even if it is clear whether this is demonstration or
division or some other method, [there are still many problems
left and scope for error ...]

This he says ex hypothesi. If after finding all that has been listed, he
says, it actually becomes clear to us that this is the method by which
we reach definitions, say, demonstrative or by means of division or
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definition, then another problem follows not smaller than the ones
mentioned; what this problem 1is, he adds:

402a21 ... as to the question from what basis the inquiry should
proceed, (he says).?®® For every inquiry has a different starting
point, as is the case with numbers and planes.

That is to say, under what genus shall we rank the present subject,
since there is not one genus of beings but ten, and one thing is ranked
under one genus, another under another.?® ‘As is the case with
numbers and planes’, he says. As starting-points for these he men-
tions, of number, the definite quantity, and of plane, the continuous,
or otherwise one could mention as starting-points of these, of number
the monad, of plane the line or the point; for when these things are in
flux, the latter yields the line, the former the plane figure.?*®> How-
ever, these starting-points are connected and as it were elementary
starting-points, but the continuous and the definite are dissociated.
Again, connected starting-points often contribute to our statement of
definitions, as with numbers: we say that a number is a plurality
consisting of monads. Now what we look for, he says, is under what
genus the present subject should be brought (for of many things the
genus 1s disputed), so that, when we have discovered this and have
divided it into its proper differentiae, in this way we can state the
definitions.

402a23 First, then, it may well be necessary to analyse <it and
to say> to which of the genera it belongs and what it is.

Having finished with the problems he raised about definitions in
general, which evidently also present themselves with the soul, he
now starts with the problems concerning the soul with regard to
acquiring its definition. Concerning the soul, too, he says, we must
raise the question under what genus we shall rank it; for there is
great controversy about this. Some rank it under the heading of
substance, others under quantity. Among these is Xenocrates; the
soul, he says, is a number moving itself,?® and number is brought
under quantity, if that is what he means rather than something
different to which he refers by these words in the form of a riddle.
Others say that it belongs under quality. Among these are the doctors
who say that it is a mixture;?®” to this group belong also those who say
that it is an actuality;?®® for we shall learn in what way Aristotle calls
the soul actuality. Those who say that it is a proportion of the
elements would seem to rank it under the <category of> relative;
for the twofold or the one-and-a-half belong to the category of
relative, for twofold is of something. So far, then, the genus remains
controversial.
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Yet when we find?® that it is a substance, a further question arises,
viz. whether it is corporeal or incorporeal and, if it is corporeal,
whether it is simple or composite, and if it is incorporeal, whether it
is separable or inseparable; and whether there is one soul in each
<living being> or many, and if there is one, whether it has one form
or many different faculties, and what the difference between the
faculties is; and if there are many, whether they are many in number
or also in species, and if in species, whether they are different in
genus as well or not; for what is different in species is not in all cases
different in genus, e.g. man and horse, whereas what is different in
genus is necessarily also different in species, such as stone and living
being. These questions, and others in addition to these, must be
examined in order to obtain the definition of the soul.

‘First, then, it may well be necessary to analyse <it and to say> to
what genus it belongs and what it is.” (402a23) That is, one must learn
its genus on the basis of division, the genus that belongs to the
category of what-it-is. We learnt in the Introductions?® that the
genera belong to the category of the what-it-is.2°* For when we are
asked what a man is, we say: a living being. And if someone who does
not know what a date-palm is and asks it, we reply that it is a tree.
First of all, therefore, we should know what the soul is; for just as
divine Plato says in the Phaedrus,?? there is one starting-point of
good planning: one should know what it is one is planning about, or
else one necessarily fails completely. In our inquiry into the soul,
therefore, if we have not learnt first what it is, whether it is a
substance or a quantity, and if it is a substance (which it is) but
instead of calling it a substance we called it quantity or quality or any
other of the categories, then, if we drew our conclusions in accordance
with our starting-point, we would inevitably fail completely, because
we look for one thing instead of the other. Moreover, Aristotle says in
the Physics: ‘Since in all methods of inquiry which are concerned with
starting-points or causes or elements, having knowledge and scien-
tific understanding are achieved by getting to know these
<starting-points, etc.>".2 Now in order to know things there is a need
to know the starting-points, and since these differ from one area to
another, we must find out what the starting-point of the soul is, and
much more so in as much as the question of the starting point is much
more problematic with regard to the soul than in other fields.

402a25 Moreover, <we should analyse> whether it belongs to
what is potentially or whether it rather is some sort of actuality.
[For the difference between these is not small.]

Still proceeding according to the method of division, he takes the
correct section of the division and subdivides this. Having asked
whether it is a substance or a quantity or a quality or any other of the
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categories, he has passed over the others and assumed that it is a
substance; then he finally subdivides this into corporeal and incorpo-
real. For instead of saying corporeal or incorporeal, he says ‘wWhether
it belongs to what is potentially or whether it rather is some sort of
actuality’. By what is potentially he means the corporeal, by actuality
he means the incorporeal. For generally speaking, every body is
potentially,?** and potentially in respect of substance or quantity or
quality or change of place. Now all bodies subject to coming to be and
passing away are potentially, in accordance with all meanings of
‘potentially’; we are potentially humans in the seed and in the men-
strual blood,?*® and being children we potentially have the size of a
man. Similarly with regard to ‘potentially’ in the qualitative sense:
while being hot, we are potentially cold, and while sitting, we poten-
tially move. The celestial bodies have potentiality only with regard to
change of place: when the sun rises, it is potentially in the centre of
the heavens, and when it has got there in actuality, it is potentially
setting; the same applies to the other celestial bodies. Now we observe
that all bodies have potentiality, and this is the reason why he <i.e.
Aristotle> referred to the body by means of the word ‘potentially’.
However, when saying ‘what is potentially’ instead of ‘the body’, why,
in the case of the incorporeal, does he not say ‘actually’ in the dative,
but ‘actuality’ in the nominative??? For ‘potentiality’ and ‘potentially’
are different,?®” and similarly ‘actuality’ and ‘actually’ are different.
For matter is only potentiality; for it is potentially everything, but
actually nothing. Form is only actuality; now, what consists of matter
and form is both potentially and actually. These things accompany
each other, and that which is potentially is also actually. For all forms
are potentially in matter, which actually becomes now this, then that.
Being potentially a man now, at some point it will actually become a
man. Or rather, it has both ‘potentially’ and ‘actually’;?*® since it is
never deprived of form, this form actually is a particular thing, but
potentially it is something else: the form of the seed is potentially
man. Well, since what is actually, is also in what is potentially, and
since in the things divine and incorporeal ‘potentially’ does not occur,
since there is no matter, for that reason ‘actually’ does not occur there
either (for it is not that they are actually a particular thing, but they
are actualities themselves,? being pure forms without matter, just
as he says in On Interpretation that things that lack potentiality are
actualities, whereas he does not say that they are actually),?® for this
reason, therefore, by contrasting the immaterial and incorporeal with
the material and composite nature, he says ‘whether it belongs to the
things that are potentially’, i.e. the bodies, ‘which are potentially’, i.e.
in matter, ‘or some sort of actuality’, i.e. some sort of pure and
immaterial form; ‘for this makes no small difference’, i.e. the differ-
ence between corporeal and incorporeal is not small.
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402b1 One must also examine whether it is divided or undi-
vided.

This ‘divided or undivided’, as Alexander also thinks,?’! we may take
as applying to the faculties of the soul, i.e. whether it consists of many
faculties or whether it is undivided. Democritus claims that it is
undivided and not consisting of many faculties, for he says that
thinking is the same as perceiving and that they proceed from one
faculty.?? We can also understand the passage in the following way,
whether the soul in its unqualified sense is one in each <living being>,
or divided into different souls, so that there are more souls in each
<living being>. It is obvious that it is possible to say both <that there
are> more and <that there is> one; ‘more’, because the soul of plants
and the non-rational soul differ from one another in kind, and like-
wise the non-rational and the rational soul, and they are separate
from one another; but ‘one’, because of the kinship and the sympa-
thetic relationship®® between them. For indeed, also from reason
activities penetrate as far as the soul of plants, and their movements
and lives, so to speak, bring reason into harmony with themselves.3
In this way, then, it is both one and not one. But it is better to
interpret the words ‘divided or undivided’ as follows, viz. that he says
whether there is one soul in all ensouled beings or many, and if there
are many, whether they differ in species only or also in genus. Those
who say that it is a mixture3® are likely to say that it is one, and that
it is changed in relation to the peculiarity of the mixture which is
present in each individual, just as the air which is common and
inhaled by all is one in relation to the peculiarity in each of the living
beings. But these people turn what is higher into what is lower and
make what is caused more powerful than the causes; for <what they
say 1s that> the unensouled body is the cause of soul, the lifeless of
life, the unmoved of what has the capacity to move, the non-rational
of what is not non-rational, and so forth.

402b1 ... and whether the whole soul is of one and the same kind
or not; and if it is not of one and the same kind, whether it is
different in species or in genus.

Following the question ‘many or one’, given that there are many, we
must investigate whether it is of one and the same kind or not. This
is not meant as being said in relation to the plurality of souls that are
in each individual, but without qualification about every soul that is
in living beings, which is also wider: the following sentence makes
this clear. Those who were investigating the soul, he says, investi-
gated only the human soul; thus it is clear that the argument is about
every kind of soul. Also, then, the phrase ‘divided or undivided’ is
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rather to be taken in this way. These souls, then, he says, that are
present in living beings in an unqualified sense, do they differ in
species or also in genus? Indeed he once again assumes what is true
and agreed upon by means of division, that they differ in species.

402b3 For in actual fact those who speak of the soul and
examine it, appear to look <only> at the human soul.

Some say (and Alexander is one of them)?3% that he alludes to Plato
here; but it seems that Plato, also in many other places but especially
in the Timaeus, discusses also the non-rational soul.?°” Perhaps, then,
he alludes to the natural philosophers in the circle of Democritus and
the others. We could indeed speak in their defence: for they can say
that in the human soul one finds every faculty of the soul; hence when
discussing this, we are likely to be discussing it in its entirety.

402b5 One should be careful not to ignore the question whether
the account of it <i.e. the soul> is one, as it is <with the account>
of a living being, or whether it is different according to each
<species>, such as <the account> of horse, dog, man, god.

Having asked whether the souls are homogeneous or heterogeneous,
at this point he says again with regard to their genus, if indeed it is
a genus, that one should be careful and examine whether it is possible
to give one definition for every kind of soul or not. One definition
would be given if they had the genus in common, as one definition is
given of horse, man, and the other species, since living being is the
genus <and that definition would be> an ensouled substance endowed
with sense perception, <a definition> which fits the individual living
beings because of the genus they have in common; but if they did not
have one genus in common, one single definition of them could not be
given. Now souls do not have one. Why is this? Because in the case of
souls some things are prior by nature, others posterior by nature, and
where there is prior and posterior, there is no genus by which they
are commonly designated. Prior by nature is that which eliminates
the other thing, but which is not itself eliminated,?*® and that which
is brought into the common stock, instead of bringing it in.?* Now, in
the case of souls there is prior by nature and posterior; for where
there is the rational soul, there is also the non-rational and the
vegetative, and where there is the non-rational, there is also the
vegetative;®'? yet it is not that where there is the vegetative soul,
there are the others as well, or that where there is the non-rational
soul, there is the rational soul as well; and once the vegetative soul is
eliminated, it also eliminates the remaining souls from its substrate.
Consequently, in souls there is prior by nature and posterior; for the
vegetative soul is prior, not in dignity but in that without it the others
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cannot be, and similarly the non-rational soul is prior to the rational
soul.?™ Now, if there is prior and posterior in souls, there will there-
fore not be a genus by which they are commonly designated, I mean
the soul, but <such a term> will be an homonymous term just as
things <whose name> comes from one thing and are related to one
thing.?'? Consequently, there is not one definition of these, since there
is not one of any of the homonymous terms, but rather the definitions
of the souls are different, as there is a different definition for man,
dog, and horse. This is why he <i.e. Aristotle> himself, too, when
intending to give an account of the soul that is common <to all kinds
of soul>, said ‘if one ought to render something common that applies
to every kind of soul’ (412b4),3'3 not with the purpose of rendering one
definition, but out of some sort of analogy, so that we would under-
stand, it being clear that there is no common definition.

402b7 The living being in general either is nothing or something
posterior. [And one could make a similar point with regard to
any other common characteristic one might predicate of it.]

Some have thought that here®'* he speaks of the Forms, alluding to
Plato. But this is not the case. For Aristotle, too, thinks that the
genera and species exist prior to the plurality <of individual in-
stances>. At any rate, in the Metaphysics he says that, just as orderly
arrangement is twofold, the one type being in the commander, the
other in the soldiers,?® and that the orderly arrangement in the
soldiers is derived from that of the commander, and health, too, is
twofold, the one being in the doctor, the other in the body that is being
restored to health, and the health that is in the doctor is productive
of that of the body,*'¢ likewise the orderly arrangement in the uni-
verse has come into being as a result of the orderly arrangement in
<the mind of> the Craftsman. Consequently, he also is aware of the
transcendent formal principles of things. Again, in the present trea-
tise he says: “The active intellect is the things’,?'” and ‘Those who have
spoken of the soul as a place of forms were right’.3'® Again, in the
Metaphysics, when discussing the divine intellect, he says that the
forms of all things are present in it;*'° at any rate, he says that when
seeing itself it sees all things, and when seeing all things it sees itself.
And there are numerous other statements by him that one could
compare, which all express the same thought. Therefore the discus-
sion here is not about the forms that are prior to the many, but about
the things that come into being later. This is why he does not say
without qualification that the living being is not, but he has added ‘in
general’, thereby making it clear that as a substance the living being
exists and is defined, but that as a general kind it has no existence;
for there is no such thing as a general unqualified living being which
is not one of the individual beings. Consequently, as a universal and
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as a genus the living being is either nothing or something later, that
is, it exists in thought only; for it has its existence in its being the
object of thinking, yet as something existing by itself it is nothing.
Indeed, when defining man and horse, one does not define these in so
far as there is something common seen in a plurality of indivisible
objects, but in so far as it is a natural being and a substance. For their
plurality is because of their matter, not because of their form. Indeed,
that living being and man are defined in so far as they are a sub-
stance, not in so far as they are used as designations for a plurality
of things, is evident. For even if there were just one man, likewise the
definition of man will fit, as will that of the living being. This is the
interpretation of Alexander.?2°

Now, since Aristotle has mentioned the living being in general by
saying that perhaps there is not one definition of every kind of soul
as there is of the living being,??! for this reason he has added that the
living being is nothing when viewed as a universal, or something that
is posterior. If he wishes the definition of a living being to apply
universally, and the definitions do not concern the genera that are
prior to the plurality <of individual instances> (for it is not even
possible to define these, since they <i.e. these genera> are creative
formulae),?? and since we define the things that exist in thought
only®?® (for what we express in the definition is the notion we have
about the things), and since these things came into being later, we
have been right in saying that he says these things in relation to the
things that came into being later.

402b9 Furthermore, if there are not many souls but parts <of
the soul>, <the question is whether> we have to examine the
whole soul first or its parts. [It is difficult in these things as well
to specify what kind of parts are different from each other. Also,
one should examine whether one should study the parts of the
soul first or their functions, for example, thinking or the intel-
lect, and perceiving or the faculty of sense-perception, and
similarly with regard to the others. And if the functions should
be studied first, one might again raise the question whether one
should study their objects first, e.g. the sense-object prior to the
sense faculty, the thought-object prior to thought.]

Having asked whether <the soul> is one or many, and said that, if
there are many, <we should examine> whether they are different in
species only or also in genus, he now considers the other part of the
division. For he says ‘if there are not many souls but parts’. As for ‘not
many’, we shall again understand this in a twofold sense analogously
to the things mentioned above. For either <he means that> in each of
us and, in general, in each living being there is not a plurality of souls,
e.g. as if in man there were the vegetative soul and the non-rational
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soul and the rational soul and their parts, but rather one soul, and
that these are its parts, that is to say, different faculties; or <he
means> that the soul in its unqualified sense is not divided as a kind
into many species of souls, into reason, spirit, desire, and the other
souls, so that each of these would be soul, which is what his words
‘whether it is divided or undivided’ would amount to; for the genus is
divided into its species. Consequently, in each of the living beings
there is not soul but a part or parts of soul, the soul in its unqualified
sense being a whole, not a genus. ‘If, then’, he says, ‘there are not a
plurality of souls but of parts of souls’, i.e. there are many faculties.
Whether you understand this in the latter way or in a different
way, he says, the account will again contain many difficulties. For we
have to examine whence to start with our exposition or theoretical
study, whether from the parts or from the whole. For either will seem
to be reasonable: one might assume that one should start from the
whole as from something that is clearer, the whole being clearer than
the parts; but again it might seem that one should rather start from
the parts as from something that is more simple; for someone who
intends to know something that is composite needs to know first that
of which it consists.?2* Again, since the faculties have certain func-
tions to fulfil, I mean the activities (for each activity comes from a
faculty), again we have to examine whether we should start from the
activities or from the faculties. Now, given that the essences of things
are obscure, but their activities are evident, for this reason we should
start from what is evident. For we fathom the dispositions on the
basis of the activities, the dispositions being obscure, and when we
have learnt the dispositions — which is the same as the faculties —we
fathom on the basis of them also the essences; for each faculty arises
from an essence, and each activity from a faculty.?? But even, he says,
when we have discovered this, that we should start from the activities
— since the activities are among the things that are relational, e.g.
thinking is relative to the thinkable, and sense perception to what is
perceptible, and imagination to what can be imagined, and discursive
thought to what can be the object of such thought, and similarly also
with the other activities —since, then, they are among the things that
are relational, and since the person who knows the things that are
relational should also know in relation to what, it is, again, he says,
necessary to examine whether one should start from the activities or
from the objects with which their activities are concerned. And since
that concerning which they are active is clearer than the activities
(for the perceptible is clearer than perception, the object of opinion
clearer than opinion itself, and the other things in the same way), we
should therefore start from them. There is a difference only in the
case of the intellect and the intelligible; here, the intelligible is less
clear than the intellect; for the intellect is ours, whereas the intelligi-
ble 1s beyond us. This is why the person who wishes to know about
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the intelligibles should also have knowledge first as to what the
intellect is. This, at any rate, is what Aristotle does on this point only:
he teaches first about the intellect, and after that about the intelligi-
bles.3%6

‘It is difficult in these things as well to specify what kind of parts
are different from each other.” (403b10-11)%?" For it is obscure whether
imagination and perception are the same or different, or imagination
and locomotion, and similarly with regard to the others.

‘Also, one should examine whether one should study the parts of
the soul first or their functions’ (402b11-12), parts being their facul-
ties, functions their activities.

‘For example, thinking or the intellect’ (402b12-13), with the intel-
lect being the faculty, thinking the activity.

‘And perceiving or the faculty of sense-perception’ (402b13), with
perception, again, being the activity, perception the faculty.

‘And similarly with regard to the others’ (402b13-14), i.e. faculties
and activities.??8

‘And if the functions should be studied first, one might again raise
the question whether one should study their objects first’ (402b14-16)
or their functions, i.e. the actualities; for we have said that the
perceptible and perception are opposites for the functions, and the
others similarly; for they are opposites in the way of the relational
things: for perception is perception of the perceptible. For example,
‘the sense-object prior to the sense-faculty, the thought-object prior
to the thought’. He should have said: the sense-object prior to
sense-perception and the intelligible to thinking, for these indicate
the activities. But as it is, he has expressed himself rather improp-
erly by saying the sense-faculty and thought, which indicate the
faculties.

402b16 It seems that not only to know the what-it-is is useful
in order to study the causes of the attributes of the substances

After expounding the problems that must be examined, both in
general for every definition and in particular for that of the soul, he
now wants to provide us by means of these words with a method and
to put us in a good position to find these definitions. This method is
as follows. Not only, he says, do the definitions of things contribute to
our getting to know the essential attributes of things —as is the case,
for example, whenever we say that the soul is a self-moving sub-
stance:*?° for because of this we conclude that it is also immortal, and
we have learned from the definition that immortality is an essential
attribute of the soul; and again, after getting to know what a triangle
is, we find out from this that its two sides are longer than the
remaining one, and that it has its three angles equivalent to <that of>
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two right angles. Not only, then, he says, do definitions contribute to
our discovering the essential attributes of things, but sometimes it is
also the other way round: in order for us to get to know what the
definition of the present object is, it often helps if we know the
essential and primary attributes of the things. This is what he means
here by ‘essential attribute’, as we already said earlier.?°

But if this is so, it might seem as if the demonstration is circular;
for if we get to know the attributes through the definitions and the
definitions through the attributes, the demonstration is circular.
Now, my response to this is that it is not circular. For in either case
he is not talking about the same attributes, but of some which we get
to know through the definitions, and again of others through which
we are well supplied with regard to the definitions. For attributes
that are clear and grasped on the basis of what is evident contribute
to our understanding of definitions we do not yet know, whereas the
definitions contribute to the grasping of attributes that are not plain
on the basis of what is evident, as indeed he often does himself. For
when wishing to give a definition of place, since that was obscure, he
said: ‘Let us first assume as a kind of criterion of the definition that
is to be given those things that according to common insight?®! are
attributes of place, such as the encompassing of what is in a place,
being equal to it’ and all the other things he summed up there. ‘And
if’, he says, ‘the definition given is such that it suits all the things that
according to common insight are attributes of place, this will be a
sound thing; and if not, it will not’.>3? In this way he proceeds also
concerning the infinite, the void, and time;?*® and in this way in the
Meteorologica, too, he searches for the cause of a hailstorm by search-
ing for what is commonly agreed to be an attribute of it, viz. its
occurring in autumn and in spring, and in warm places also in
winter.??* ‘Next’, he says, ‘let us give a cause for this which corre-
sponds to all these’. In this way, then, he says also now, since we are
seeking the definition of the soul, and this is obscure, let us grasp this
on the basis of what evidently accompanies it essentially and primar-
ily, 1.e. imagination, locomotion, reproduction, and all such things, so
that from these we get on the right track towards grasping its
definition; for these are peculiar to the soul, and this is why after its
departure these and similar <faculties> do not activate the body.

402b18 ... just as in mathematics <knowledge of> the straight
and3® the curved, or what a line is or a plane, helps us to
discover to how many right angles the angles of a triangle are
equal[, but also, conversely, the attributes contribute for a large
part to knowing what something is].

This is an example of discovering on the basis of the definitions the
essential attributes of things, for getting to know on the basis of
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definitions the things that follow from it is generally speaking inevi-
table in the case of mathematics, since in this area we cannot grasp
any of the attributes on the basis of perception, but we need to know
first what a triangle is, and next we can thus conclude from this what
follows from this. By means of this example he makes it clear that
here by ‘attributes’ he means the things that belong to something
essentially and primarily. For it belongs essentially and primarily to
a triangle that its three angles are equivalent to two right angles. For
this belongs to a triangle only, and to every triangle. It contributes to
the knowledge of such things, he says, to know what a line is or what
a plane is, whether it is straight or curved. He says this hypotheti-
cally for the purpose of the example, not as if these things, either all
of them or they only, contribute to knowing that the three angles are
equal to two right ones; for neither the definition of the curved nor of
the plane contributes anything, rather, one should also take the
definitions of certain other things in addition. Now in these subjects,
in order to grasp the attributes, one requires the prior grasping of the
definition, since we cannot say anything about them on the basis of
what is manifestly visible. Concerning other things one sometimes
needs knowledge of the attributes for the grasping of the definition,
as 1s the case with place, time, void, and the infinite, as now with the
soul, because the definition is obscure, whereas the attributes are
evident on the basis of perception.

402b22 For when we can give an account in accordance with the
appearance about its attributes, either about most of them or
about all of them ...

By appearance®® he means either cognition in general or the appear-
ances and the manifest, calling it appearance after it being apparent.

402b24 ... then we shall also be in a position to give an excellent
account of its essence.

For if we know many of the attributes that belong essentially and
primarily to the things, we can as it were trace them and through
these find the definition of the thing. By essence he means all simple
things and the definition and all else that belongs to essence; having
found the definition through it we shall also find all that belongs to
the essence. This is what he wanted to make clear when he continues:

402b25 For the starting point of every demonstration is the
what-it-is.

By this he shows that even if it is on the basis of what is evident that
we have some knowledge of the attributes of substances, we have this
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knowledge on the basis of perception and not in the form of demon-
strative knowledge. But if we know the definition, we can obtain
knowledge of these <attributes> in a scientific way by using the
definitions as starting points. Now, surely it is not with regard to
simply all the attributes of the substances that this needs to be
adopted (by attributes, as I already said, I mean those things that
belong primarily and essentially), so that the demonstration does not
appear circular, if indeed through the attributes we get to know the
definition and through the latter the former. Rather, is it that there
are some things through which we get to know the definitions, i.e.
those things we get to know of through perception, such as the fact
that simultaneously with being present it gives life to bodies (this is
peculiar to the soul), the fact that it is cause of nutrition, growth,
generation, the fact that for animals it is the cause of movement
sideways; these things are known to us through perception. But there
are other things which are obscure and which we infer on the basis of
the definitions, such as the rational soul’s being immortal; for once
we find in its definition that <the soul> is a self-moving substance,
we could infer the immortal from the self-movement. For the defini-
tion is grasped on the basis of the essential attributes of things, but
it does not encompass all the essential attributes but <only> all those
that are sufficient to distinguish essentially the underlying nature
from the others.

Either this, then, is the way in which the phrase ‘For the
starting point of every demonstration is the what-it-is’ is to be
understood, or alternatively as I said, and as i1s more true and as is
also Alexander’s opinion,®7 he <i.e. Aristotle> says that the definition
is the starting point of all the things that once for all belong essen-
tially to the things. For how is it possible to have knowledge based on
demonstration as to what the essential attributes of a thing are for
someone who does not know its definition? For it is possible to learn
from perception at least some of the attributes of things, from which
we also find the starting points towards the definition. But it is
impossible to have scientific knowledge of these things for someone
who does not know the essence of the thing, i.e. the definition. For
there truly is one starting point for the person who is about to plan
well; he should have knowledge about what he is going to plan on,
otherwise he will inevitably fail completely.?*® Now that imagining,
perceiving, discursive thinking, etc. are attributes of the soul, we
know from perception; but what the nature of these is, and whether
they are the same or different, and all the questions that are being
examined about these, we do not know; rather, only then do we have
scientific knowledge of these things when we know the essence of the
soul. But the demonstration is not circular here. For in every field
there are four problems, whether it is, what it is, of what nature it is,
and through what it 1s.33® Now that these attributes are, we learn
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from what is manifest, and the what-it-is and the definition <we
learn> from these; from the definition we do not learn that the
attributes are, but we do learn what they are and of what nature they
are and through what cause. Consequently, from what the attributes
are, we learn the what-it-is of the definition, and through the what-
it-is of the definition the other problems that are raised regarding the
attributes; consequently, the demonstration is not circular. This is
not in any sense absurd, to demonstrate certain things through each
other and not according to the same thing, but different things
through different things. That this is what Aristotle has in mind is
indicated by what follows.

402b26 Therefore definitions in virtue of which it does not
follow that one gets to know the attributes, and which do not
even allow conjecture about them, have been stated for dialecti-
cal purposes and are devoid of content.

This is in accordance with what has been said before. If the what-it-is
is the starting point of every demonstration, it is absolutely inevitable
that, if the definition given of the thing is not of such a kind that
through this knowledge is produced concerning all the essential
attributes of the thing as through a starting-point, or not even some
conjecture 1s adopted, it is inevitable, he says, that, since not all
essential attributes of a thing become manifest in the definition, such
a definition is dialectical and is stated in vain, i.e. it floats in a void
and does not touch the nature of the thing, and thinking finds as it
were no support in the thing but is floating high up in the sky.
‘Dialectical’, that means not in accordance with <a thing’s> nature
but simply looking at appearance and at seeming to say something,
of the kind which he is going to mention himself a little bit further
down when he says that anger is a desire for retaliation.?® This
definition is not based on nature, for it does not make clear what the
essence of anger is, rather it cuts something that has its being in
something <else> away <from this> and defines it on its own, but
from this one cannot get to know the attributes of anger,3!! as one
would from someone who says that anger is a boiling of the blood in
the region of the heart because of a desire for retaliation. The latter
definition does make the following attributes known, viz. that a
certain palpitation of the heart accompanies those who are angered,
and that heat gathers around these parts and that those who are
angry redden. This is because of the movement of the blood. Of this
kind is also the definition of the soul given by Xenocrates: ‘It is a
self-moving number’, he says.?*> Someone who hears this will not be
able to suspect or grasp from this any of the things that belong to the
soul or to the living being. By means of these <examples> Aristotle
provides us with a rule for the rendering of definitions, viz. that they
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should be such that all <attributes> that belong essentially to the
things can be concluded through these as from some starting point.
This is the most perfect definition.

403a3 A further problem is posed by the affections of the soul,
whether these are all common to that which has soul, or
whether there is one that is peculiar to the soul itself; it is
necessary to grasp this, but not easy.

Having stated the problems that need to be examined in the discus-
sion of the soul, and having said next that the knowledge based on
the perception of its essential attributes puts us in a good position to
grasp its definition, he now says that this very point, viz. to undertake
a study of the affections of the soul as a procedure towards its
definition, is precisely what is most difficult. That, he says, is because
we cannot discern on the basis of sense perception whether all
affections of the soul are common to the composite <of soul and body>, I
mean the living being, or whether it has certain affections that are
peculiar to it <i.e. the soul>; indeed, he says, it is absolutely necessary
to establish this in advance in order to know the essence of the soul, yet
it is most difficult to establish. If it just uses the body as an instrument
and has its activities peculiar to itself, there is no need also to refer to
the body for the definition — after all, an axe does not complete the
essence of a carpenter —but if the soul has its being in the body, so that
its activities belong to the composite, it is necessary also to refer to the
body in the definition, just as we have mentioned in relation to anger.?*?
Establishing these <matters>, then, is necessary, but not easy.

‘Affections’ is a more general term he uses here for the activities of
the soul.

403a5 It seems that with most of these <the soul> neither
experiences them nor brings them about without the body, [for
example, getting angry, being courageous, desiring, and perceiv-
ing in general].

This is because most affections are accompanied by the body and are
concerned with bodies; for when people are angry, or suffer pain, or
desire, or are courageous or frightened, indeed, with all such things
the body is brought in a certain condition as well and is moved
together <with the soul>. Moreover, the activities involved in these
affections are concerned with bodies. Consequently, such things be-
long to the composite and are not peculiar to the soul.

403a8 Thinking in particular seems to be something peculiar
<to the soul>.

20

25

30

35

45,1



10

15

20

25

30

46,1

62 Translation

Look, he has again called thinking?!* an affection. This relates to
Andronicus of Rhodes,?*® who declared On Interpretation spurious
because there Aristotle says that thoughts are affections of the
soul,?*¢ as has been said in On the Soul, yet evidently nowhere in On
the Soul has he called thoughts affections, Andronicus believed. In
that case look just at this text, where he says “Thinking in particular
seems to be something peculiar’, i.e. a peculiar affection. If, then, he
says, the soul has an affection peculiar to it, it is thinking.

403a8 Yet if this, too, is a kind of imagination, or at least does
not take place without imagination, it, too, will be unable to be
without body.

If thinking, he says, either is a kind of imagination or does not occur
without imagination, it is absolutely necessary that thinking is not
peculiar to the soul either, but rather belongs to the composite, since
imagination is tied with sense perception (for this is where it derives
its impressions from), and sense perception belongs to the composite.
And in this passage, indeed, he speaks as if he is dealing with
problems;?*” but in the third book he clearly says that thinking is
without imagination. He speaks as follows: ‘As for the primary
thoughts, what makes them different from images? Or is it that the
other thoughts are not images either, but that they are not without
images?’,*® where by primary thoughts he means those that are
concerned with intelligible objects, which he has said are not products
of imagination. Now ‘not without’ is used in three senses:**° either in
the sense of causing neither harm nor benefit, as we say that a body
in the sunlight is not without shade (for shade neither benefits nor
harms a body) or in the sense of necessity as an instrument or
something like that, as we say that Achilles excelled in battle, but not
without his ashen spear (he necessarily needed the spear for his
excelling in battle; he could not excel deprived of it), or in the sense
of that which is an impediment, as we say that someone sailing in a
storm was saved, but not without danger; here, we take ‘not without’
in the sense of something that is able to impede. So in the statement
‘Or isit that the other thoughts are not images either, but that they
are not without images’, he has adopted <the expression> ‘not
without’ in the sense of being able to impede. In the present
passage ‘if this, too, is a kind of imagination, or at least does not
take place without imagination’ he uses ‘not without’ in the sense
of ‘necessarily’, as if the intellect required the imagination as a
kind of instrument to fulfil its own activities. This is why he has
added: ‘it, too, will be unable to be without body’; but the argument
is hypothetical.



Translation 63

403al10 Now if a certain activity or affection of the soul is
peculiar <to it>, it will be possible for it <i.e. the soul> to be
separated; but if there is nothing that is peculiar to it, it will not
be separable.

There has been much wavering among interpreters about this pas-
sage. They thought that the philosopher is using a conversion with
opposition, and they understandably queried the fact that the philo-
sopher used the conversion badly, viz. on the basis of the antecedent,
whereas he should have used the conversion on the basis of what
follows.??° For, they say, he speaks as follows: ‘If there is some kind of
affection that is peculiar to the soul, it <i.e. the soul> will be separa-
ble’. Next he took the opposite of what was thought and proved the
opposite of what follows, ‘if there is no affection peculiar to the soul,
it will not be separable either’, whereas he should have reversed it
from what follows: if it is not separable, it will not have an affection
peculiar to it’.

The Attic interpreters®' rightly said that here he does not use
conversion at all, but he takes two specific conditionals, and produces
through these two specific rules, which we have mentioned before
basing ourselves on this passage,?? viz. that of those bodies whose
activities are separable, the essences will also be separable, and that
of those bodies whose activities are inseparable the essence will
inevitably also be inseparable. For if the activities are inseparable,
whereas the essence is inseparable, since the activities are based on
the potentialities, while the potentialities are based on the essences,
then, whenever the activity is separated, if indeed it is separable,
there will have to be an activity without essence or without potenti-
ality, and this is impossible; for every activity is based on a
potentiality, and every potentiality is based on an essence. When,
therefore, the activity is separable, the essence also has to be separa-
ble; and if that is the case, it will of necessity be immortal and
imperishable. Why? Everything that perishes, perishes in two ways,
either through dissolution into its own elements, such as our bodies,
or by extinction in the substrate, because <the latter> becomes
unsuitable <for it>, just as a harmony is destroyed when the strings
lose their tension.?? Now, since perishing, then, is twofold, either as
in the case of bodies or as in the case of incorporeal <beings> having
their being in an underlying body, if the soul was shown to be
incorporeal and separable from the body, it will not in any way perish.
Again, since the activities are inseparable, the essences also have to
be inseparable; and if the essences are separated, they will be unable
to be activated and without purpose. But neither God nor nature act
without purpose,®* so that it is absolutely necessary that when the
activities are inseparable, the essences are so as well.

Now these rules are accepted jointly by those who say that the soul
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is mortal and those who say it is immortal. But against these rules
the following objections are raised, one against each. Against the
former, they say: ‘What does Aristotle mean by saying that if there is
a specific affection that is peculiar to the soul, and if he says the same
about the activity, does it also have its essence separable? For look’,
they say, ‘the eye has its peculiar activity, viz. seeing, and yet it does
not have an essence that is separable; for it is impossible for the eye
to be separated from the body.” What is our reply to this? That
‘peculiar’ has a twofold meaning, either in the sense that something
can be peculiar as to a part, as we say that it is peculiar to a foot to
walk — after all, we do not say that walking is peculiar to the foot in
the sense that it does not require the whole <it is part of> (for it does
require the whole body), but in the sense that it is peculiar to this
particular part apart from the other parts — or alternatively, <‘pecu-
liar’> is used in the sense of that which does not require the whole for
its presence, just as if someone were to say that the fattiness of
diluted olive oil is peculiar to olive oil or the sweetness in oenomel3*
is peculiar to honey. Such a statement does not simply state the
peculiar as being <peculiar to> a part, but as something not in need
of the whole for its existence; for sweetness does not require oenomel
for its existence, but it is separable from the whole; for it is only in
the honey. Something like this is what Aristotle means by peculiar,
which is also separable in being; for the sweetness of the honey is
separable from the composite, being peculiar to the honey. The eye,
however, is said to have its peculiar power not as something not
requiring the whole, but in opposition to the other parts, since it does
require the whole for its existence; it requires the brain and the optic
nerves and pneuma and other things like that.?* Consequently, the
activity of the eye is peculiar in relation to the other bodily parts, but
not peculiar in relation to the whole; for it requires wholeness for its
substance.3%”

The objection against the other rule is the following. ‘What’, they
say, ‘does he mean by saying that those things whose activities are
not peculiar but belong to the composite —which is identical to saying
they are inseparable — that the essence of these things is not separa-
ble either? For look’, they say, ‘the activity of the steersman is
inseparable from the ship, but his essence is separable; for the
steersman is separable from the ship.’®>® Now we say that the steers-
man exercises activity both as a steersman and as a human being;
and his activities as a steersman are inseparable from the ship and
are not peculiar to the steersman, but his activities as a human being
are peculiar to the steersman in his capacity of human being. This is
why also the essence is separable. For we do not say that the separa-
ble essence has to possess all activities as its peculiar activities, and
even if it does not have them all, it will not be separable, but if it
generally has a certain activity that is separable, its essence will
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under any circumstances have to be separable as well, whereas in the
case that the essence is inseparable, all activities under any circum-
stances have to be common and therefore inseparable as well.?5° This,
then, is why the steersman, since while being on the ship he would
also be exercising activities in his capacity as a human being, such as
thinking, conversing, eating and drinking, and in general experienc-
ing all a living being experiences, for this reason his essence would
also be separable from the ship; and since the rational soul, too, that
is in the body, has two activities, it has some of these in its capacity
of being in the body (for it, too, is in some way like a steersman of the
body), whereas it has others as being peculiar to the rational soul.
Now, the activities it has in its capacity of being in the body are
inseparable from the composite, such as setting the body in motion,
and reproduction; it is obvious that it has these activities in so far as
it is in the body, for if it was separable from all body, what would
cause movement, what would reproduce? On the other hand, its
activities in its capacity of a rational essence, such as discursive
thinking, intuitive thinking, since these do not require the body in
any way, are peculiar to it and therefore show that its essence is also
separable. This is why Aristotle, when giving a definition common to
all soul, or rather an account analogous to a definition, and saying
that it is the actuality of a natural body possessing organs that
potentially has life, seeks to know in what sense we speak of actual-
ity. ‘Is the soul’, he says, ‘like an inseparable actuality or is it like the
sailor of a ship? So he himself also knows that actuality is something
separable, and accordingly he wants the soul to be an actuality.
Again, they ask, what makes him infer that, having said ‘if a certain
activity or affection of the soul is peculiar’, ‘it will have to admit of
being separated’? For he should have said that it is necessary for it to
be separated. We, therefore, say that he has said this in relation to
the whole relationship?®° of the soul to the body or indeed to bodies.
For since it is a fact that when it is in the body it is inseparable from
the body, for this reason he says that it is possible for it to be
separated from the body, even if it will come into being again in the
body and does not completely remain for an infinite length of time
without this solid body <that it now has>.3¢! That which comes into
being in something also departs from this, when nature allows this,
just as heating and cooling, sitting down and standing. Therefore, as
I said, he has expressed himself in this way with attention to the
whole relationship <of the soul> to the body. Perhaps he extends his
account also beyond this to the so-called luminous body,?%? which they
say 1s eternally attached to it, and he may have used the word
‘possible’ in this sense, saying ‘in so far as it is up to its own nature,
it would be separated from it, even if it is not necessary for the soul
to be separated from it’. This is what ‘possible’ means: that from
which, while not being necessary, but when it is given, nothing
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impossible follows.?%? In so far as it is in its own nature, it could be
separated from this, too. In addition to this we say that ‘what is
possible’, as he says himself in On Interpretation,** is also applied to
what is necessary; for we say ‘it is possible for the sun to enter into
Aries’, although it will get there necessarily. Here, too, it is possible,
then, to take ‘what is possible’ to refer to what is necessary.

403al2 But just as what is straight has many attributes, in so
far as it is straight, such as its touching a bronze sphere at a
point, yet straightness separated will not touch it, [for it is
inseparable, if indeed it is always joined with some sort of body].

He has introduced unclarity in what he says by using an identical
term <twice> without distinguishing the different meanings. For in
one way he takes that which is straight as that which is participated
in, I mean straightness itself, but in another way in the sense of that
which participates, namely the composite, I mean the straightened
body, e.g. a rod. This is an example of the fact that when the activity
is inseparable, the essence will also have to be inseparable. So what
does he mean? We say that the straight line touches the bronze
sphere at a point (for it has been demonstrated in geometry that the
plane touches the sphere at a point and similarly the straight line
touches the circle), and it is not that, because we say that the straight
line is affected by this,?$® we say that it is affected by this on its own,
but it is obvious that we are talking about the straightness in the
bronze or stone or in some material of this sort. In the same way we
will never say about the soul, when we say that it is affected, that it
is affected on its own, but we are talking about the composite. This is
why he has added ‘the bronze sphere’, so that we do not take his words
in the sense of the bronze straight line, as those who teach mathemat-
ics do. For the geometrician shows that a sphere touches a plane at a
point, but he does not add any material, but demonstrates the defini-
tions in themselves. Now by saying ‘as to what is straight, in so far as
it is straight’, he understands that which exists in material; but in
saying ‘straightness separated will not touch it’ he refers to straight-
ness itself. This, then, he says, when separated from its substrate,
will no longer be affected in this way nor will it touch the bronze
sphere, since it does not exist independently. He takes the straight-
ness as an analogy to the soul, and the straight body to the composite,
and the bronze sphere to the perceptible things which the soul
apprehends. For if the soul apprehends perceptible objects in this
way, as the straight line touches the bronze sphere, it is obvious that
the soul, when separated from the body, will no longer be able to
apprehend perceptible objects, but will directly disappear. We say,
then, that just as the perceptible straight line touches the perceptible
sphere, likewise the intelligible straight line touches the intelligible
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sphere; and the soul, then, when separated from the body, even if it
does not apprehend the perceptible forms, does apprehend intelligible
and immaterial ones. As for the phrase ‘has many attributes’, <this
refers>, so to say, to its having all its points lying in a sequence, its
coinciding with another straight line, and similar things.

403a16 Moreover, it would seem that in all affections of the soul
the body is involved [, e.g. spirit, gentleness, fear, pity, courage,
and also joy and loving and hating; in all these, the body is also
affected].

That the affections®® of the soul are not peculiar to it, but to the
composite,?” 1s demonstrated by Aristotle on two grounds.?®® First, on
the ground that in all cases they are accompanied by movements of
the body: anger is accompanied by a movement of the blood in the
region of the heart, and desire by a condition of the liver; shame
causes the face to blush, because blood is dispersed at the plane,
whereas fear causes paleness as a result of a contraction of blood
towards the deeper parts of the body. Generally speaking, in the case
of every affection <of the soul> the body is brought into a certain
condition <along with the soul>. And if the affections of the soul are
accompanied by movements of the body, it is evident that they are not
peculiar to the soul alone, but to the composite. In one respect, then,
this is evident from the above, but in another from the fact that when
people who have a natural <bodily> mixture of a particular kind are
moved by affections, they naturally behave according to the mixture
in which their bodies are held.?*® Thus we see that there are people
who are prone3™ to anger because they have a corresponding <bodily>
mixture, whereas other people are not easily moved by this affection
because they have the opposite mixture. Similarly, in the case of the
other affections we see that when people are drunk they are prone to
get angry, cowardly, reckless or ruthless. Diseases, too, may cause a
man to be prone to anger, and particular kinds of food stimulate the
desire for sexual intercourse, whereas other kinds extinguish it.
Hence the doctors’ saying that ‘the faculties of the soul follow the
mixtures of the body’.?”* For this reason they say that people with a
particular mixture are prone to anger, e.g. those who have a tendency
to melancholic affections,?”? and that those who have a tendency to a
hot and moist condition are prone to sexual intercourse; generally
speaking, with any single affection, they attribute its cause to a
certain quality of the mixture. They even extend this to the higher
cognitive faculties and claim that people whose brain has a dryer
mixture have better memories, but are slower in thinking,?”® whereas
those people who have the opposite mixture are confronted with the
opposite affection, and similarly with imagination and the other
affections. Moreover, the effect produced by the original mixture may
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also be produced by the regimen which leads to this mixture. For this
reason, people who lay claim to knowledge are careful to be moderate
when it comes to food, and drink moderately, whence the saying
comes that ‘a fat belly does not produce a subtle mind’.?* That is why,
when we are drunk, we cannot think the things we thought when we
were not drunk. This holds good for eating moderately or immoder-
ately as well. In general, people turn out to be better talented®”® and
more sharp-witted or, on the contrary, dull-witted, according to the
corresponding mixture. This, then, is the ground for the doctors’
saying that the faculties of the soul follow the mixtures of the body.
In reaction to this the Attic interpreters®™® say the following. Just
as these doctors state that because the corresponding impulses3” of
the soul follow the mixtures of the body, therefore the soul is in the
body as in its substrate, likewise we, too, will prove the opposite by
means of the opposite. If the soul is inseparable from the body for the
very reason that its impulses follow the body’s mixture, then, if it does
not follow the body’s mixture, it will be separable. Now we observe
that with some people, even though they have a bad mixture, their
impulses do not follow these mixtures because of the influence of
philosophy; on the contrary, they have gained mastery over these,
which would not have happened if the <soul’s> faculty was in the
mixture as in its substrate in the same way as being white, pale, or
black, which occurs as a result of a corresponding mixture, cannot be
held under control, not even by numerous philosophical occupations,
as long as the mixture is not adapted accordingly. Thus it is abso-
lutely necessary that, if such and such an impulse of the soul is as if
it were a result®’® of a mixture, a man who is inclined to anger cannot
keep his anger under control, and similarly in other cases. Yet we see
that this is not the case; therefore, the impulses of the soul do not
necessarily follow the mixtures of the body. This is even conceded by
the doctors themselves, for after saying that the faculties of the soul
follow the mixtures of the body they have added: ‘except for the
occupations of philosophy’.?” Consequently, if philosophical occupa-
tions are able to cause the impulse of the soul not to follow the
mixtures of the body, there is indeed something which is in our
control, and they do not follow <the body> necessarily. Consequently,
they do not have their being in the mixture, for if they had, how would
a man resist affections? What would be the basis for the irreconcilable
battle between reason and the affections? For nothing battles against
the body that preserves it,?*° nor does it have any ambition to battle
with its cause.?®! Therefore, if the mixture were the cause of all the
movements of the soul, it would never battle with itself; for things
which battle are each other’s contraries. That the rational soul, then,
is in fact separable from the body,?®? is sufficiently demonstrated by
people who lead a successful life by holding their bodies in contempt.
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Yet nothing deprecates its own substrate, indeed, it rather wants to
preserve it.3%3 However, the soul evidently does the opposite.38

Since the affections are given to the soul as it descends into <the
domain of> becoming as a result of the causes mentioned above,?*
and since they have their being in preuma?®® as in a substrate and
penetrate, as we said,*®” even into the solid body, they do not come
into being without a mixture of a particular kind, just as a harmony
does not come into being without strings. Nevertheless it is not
simply a result of a mixture, on the contrary, just as the musician
under all circumstances needs strings of a particular kind, while
harmony comes into being in the particular suitability of the strings
as a result of the formal principles in the <mind of the> musician,3%8
likewise we say that the affections, too, do not occur without a
mixture of a particular kind, yet without being themselves a mixture
or a result of a mixture,*® on the contrary, <they are> just like things
growing spontaneously that need in all cases soil of a certain nature,
as well as rain, yet this is not enough for them to come into being, but
it is their formal principles which originate from the whole of creation
<that cause them to come into being>.3* Likewise <in the present
case> we say that the formal principles originating from the whole of
creation®! cause the formal principles of these affections to come into
being in a mixture of a particular kind, according to the dignity?3®? of
each singular rational soul. Therefore, just as the form that comes
into being in the things that grow spontaneously neither originated
simply from a mixture®? of earth and water, nor came from outside
after having existed before in a mode of existence of its own, but were
created and moulded by the creative formal principles in a particular
suitability of the elements, <likewise the creative formal principles
create and mould> the forms of the affections <in a particular suit-
ability of the mixture>.?* One should not think that the causes are
inferior to the things that are caused, for if, as we have said before,3%
the mixture is a cause of anger and desire and of perception and of
imagination, what is lifeless will be the cause of life (for these
affections are lives) and what is unensouled, of soul, and what lacks
perception will be the cause of knowledge, which is absurd.

Perhaps the following is worth investigating as well. If the non-ra-
tional soul and the vegetative soul have their existence in the body as
in a substrate, and if what has existence of its own is superior to what
exists in something else, and if the body has existence of its own, then
the body will be superior to the souls of this kind. What then shall we
say to this? Well, that these souls are not in the body as in a substrate,
but as form in matter; for the soul is the form of the living being.3%
Now, without exception the form is superior to the matter, for neither
with the form of flesh, nor with that of fire or of any other body does
the fact that they cannot exist on their own make them inferior to
their matter, since not even formless matter itself has existence of its
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own, but it is always viewed in combination with a form. As for the
proximate matter, even if it has existence by itself, as the wood of a
board, it still does not exist as mere matter, but as a particular form
of the wood; and whenever wood becomes the material of the board,
then it is evident that the wood is inferior to the form of the board,
since one of them is for the purpose of something, whereas the other
is that for whose purpose it is. What then is the difference between
being as form in matter and being in a substrate? Well, it is by being
coupled with the matter that the form produces the being of one thing,
just as the form of the board coupled with the wood produces the
board, and similarly the form of the flesh coupled with the elements
or the humours produces the flesh, and it is just the same in other
cases. Yet what is in something else as in its substrate, when being
coupled with the substrate, does not produce one being, just as the
white, being coupled with the body, does not produce another species:
for white does not co-operate with the body to produce being, neither
when it is present, nor when it is absent.

403a19 This is indicated by the fact that sometimes as a result
of strong and powerful affections®’ no excitement or fear is
brought about [, while sometimes it is moved by only small and
faint such incentives].

That, as he states, these affections are not peculiar to the soul but to
the composite, is evident from people who suffer increase and de-
crease <of emotion> because their bodily disposition is of a certain
kind. There are people who have such a <bodily> mixture that in spite
of the presence of numerous exciting factors they are not moved to
anger, because in them the blood in the region of the heart is in a cold
condition and difficult to move, whereas others are inclined to this
affection so that even when the exciting factors are very slight and
feeble, they are immediately provoked to anger because their dispo-
sition is of such a kind that the blood in the region of the heart is
always boiling. For this reason, too, people who are inclined to getting
beside themselves are confronted with this affection because the
blood boils over. Again, as for cowardice or recklessness, some people
similarly remain hardly impressed even by strong fears, whereas
other people are often moved to fear and cowardice easily, even
though nothing fearful is present, because their <bodily> mixture is
of the same kind as that which occurs to people who are in a state of
fear;?® for with those people the heat is contracted towards the deeper
parts of the body, whence they become pale: ‘Pallor seized his
cheeks.”? Now when a man has got this mixture from the beginning,
he is easily moved towards this affection. Consequently, if these
affections were peculiar to the soul, they should not be dependent on
the body nor have their origin in its disposition, but whatever the
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state of the body is, the soul should similarly*® be moved or not be
moved to the affections. Yet, as it is, also a man’s age may alter the
form of the affections and may cause them to change accordingly, for
the obvious reason that his mixture has changed accordingly over
time. It follows that they belong to the composite, for if the non-
rational and the vegetative soul used the body as an instrument, it
would not be moved by it; for the craftsman is not moved by any of his
instruments, but they are moved by him. Nor when the instruments
change do they change the desires of the craftsmen accordingly, but
a body which has such and such a mixture does change the faculties
of this kind along with 1it.

403a21 ... when the body is in a state of anger and is in such a
state as when a man is angry.

That is, when the body has a mixture of such a kind that it is inclined
to anger; and it will be like that, if it has a mixture of the same kind
as the one that is found with people who are angry. For then such a
man will be easily moved to anger.

403a22 Even clearer is the following case: though nothing fear-
ful happens, it nevertheless happens that people are seized by
the same affections as someone who is afraid.

These are really powerful demonstrations that these affections are
not peculiar to the soul: cases when a man suffers the same as anyone
else will suffer because of strong fears, even though in his case there
is nothing which moves him from outside, but he is moved to fear
because of the strong proneness of his body to this affection.

403a24 If this is the case, it is evident that the affections are
enmattered formal principles [and therefore the definitions will
have to correspond, e.g. being angry would be defined as a
certain movement of a certain body or of a bodily part or of a
faculty of it, on account of this or that and for the purpose of this
or that].

‘If this is the case’, he says, i.e. if these affections are not peculiar to
the soul but to the composite, ‘then they are enmattered formal
principles’,*' i.e. they are forms which have their being in matter and
are not separable. Consequently their definitions are of this kind,
‘e.g., being angry is a kind of movement of a body of a particular kind,
or of a part or a power of the body, being a result of this or that and
being for the purpose of this or that.” If it is the task of the student of
nature to discuss enmattered forms, i.e. some forms in this matter,
others in that, it is therefore necessary for the student of nature to
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render definitions which are based on the matter and the form and
the cause by which the form occurs in the matter. When discussing
the form he will necessarily discuss the matter as well, for they both
belong to <the category of> relative. Moreover, if the student of
nature is an expert, and if expertise’? should know the reasons of the
things it deals with, he will of necessity also discuss the cause by
which a particular form is in a particular matter. ‘For I will not call
expertise’, Plato says, ‘anything which does not have a rational
explanation’.*®® Thus he <i.e. Aristotle> roughly sketches the form of
physical definitions: ‘a movement’, he says, such as we call the boiling
in the case of anger (for boiling is a movement), ‘of a body of a
particular kind’, i.e. of a natural organ, ‘or part’. The affection we
want to define is often found in the whole of the body, e.g. when we
want to define touch: for that we will call a movement of the whole
body. As for a movement of a part of the body, this is as with anger,
for we say that anger is a boiling of the blood in the region of the heart.
‘Or of a power’, like when we do not call anger a boiling of the blood
in the region of the heart, but a boiling of the heat in the region of the
heart. It is evident that by the blood in the region of the heart the heat
is signified, and by the heat the blood. ‘As a result of this or that and
for such and such a purpose.’ Evidently as a result of an agent causing
pain and for the purpose of retaliation. Having said, then, ‘through a
desire for retaliation’ we have signified both; for retaliation signifies
both the agent causing pain and the revenge.

403a27 And for this reason it is in fact the task of the student
of nature to study the soul, either in its entirety or the soul that
is of this kind.

Since the natural kinds which the student of nature is investigating
are of this kind, and since the natural definitions are also of this kind
and take the matter into account, it is the student of nature’s task to
discuss such souls that are not without matter. For to discuss the
immaterial and intellectual souls would, as he points out in On the
Parts of Animals, be the task of the first philosopher;*** for he who
discusses the intellect must also discuss the intelligibles, and this is
the task of theology. But as we already said,*® the complete student
of nature will lift himself up and will also ascend to the transcendent
causes of natural things, as he himself says in the Physics, when after
his discussions about movement he has discussed the unmoved cause:
‘On such a principle, therefore, the heavens and the universe de-
pend.’*% Similarly also in On Generation*®” and in the present pas-
sage, since he will also discuss these as natural causes; for he has
already said about the rational soul that it is in a word a principle for
living beings. This is why he says here ‘either in its entirety’.
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403a29 A student of nature and a dialectician would give a
different definition of each of them [, for example, of what anger
is: the latter would define it as a desire for retaliation or some-
thing of the sort, the former as a kind of boiling of the blood and
the heat in the region of the heart].

Having said that the affections of the soul are enmattered formal
principles and that because of this it is the task of the student of
nature to study the soul either in its entirety or at least not without
its matter, he next wants to show by means of the following what kind
of definition of the soul would be appropriate for the student of
nature. Now since these are the three things in the natural things,
matter, form, and the cause by which the form is in the matter, there
are five methods of investigation concerning these: physics, the indi-
vidual sciences, dialectic, mathematics, first philosophy. He now
examines how each of these methods will define the present subject.
Let us first say what kind of subjects each of these methods is
concerned with. The task of the student of nature is to discuss all the
things mentioned, the matter of the natural things as well as their
form, and the cause by which the form is in the matter; for example,
as to what is the matter of the celestial bodies, he will say that it is
not the four elements but a fifth body which is different from them;
as to the question what is the form, that they are spherical; as to the
question why they are spherical, he will give the cause of this that
corresponds to them and which is based on the structure which they
had in relation to what preceded them, as does Plato in the Timaeus,
when he asks why the heavens are spherical:**® because, he says, that
which was to receive everything and to encompass everything had to
contain the most spacious of shapes; now, the most spacious among
the plane figures is the circle, and among the solids the sphere. He
demonstrates this by the fact that of figures with equal circumference
that which has more angles is most spacious, and for this reason the
figure without angles is the most spacious of all. For example, if a
room has four angles, and there is another figure that has many
angles, for instance, eight angles, each of them will have a circumfer-
ence of four cubits, and if there is another figure which is circular, i.e.
a circle, that has a circumference of the same four, the plane of the
figure with six angles will be larger than that of the figure with four
sides, and that of the circle will be larger than that of the figure with
six angles. Similarly, in solid figures, I mean a cube and an octa-
hedron or a dodecahedron, and a sphere etc., the figure with many
angles will have a larger surface than the cube, and the sphere will
have a larger surface than the polygon figure. Aristotle also gives a
natural cause of the figure: he says that the spherical shape is
appropriate for something that is to become eternal, which has
neither beginning nor end but is turned towards itself;'*® and Plotinus
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<infers> the natural cause of the shape of the heavens from the
disposition they have in relation to the things that precede it;*'° and
proximate to them, beyond the celestial things, are the intelligible
substances; and that which is caused must be as similar as possible
to the proximate cause and convey its image and imitation. This is
why, he says, the heavens are moved in a circle, because they imitate
the intellect. For it is peculiar to the intellect to turn in on itself; for
it is both seeing and what is seen; seeing the forms it sees itself,*!!
and seeing itself it has viewed the forms, for it is a fullness*'? of forms
and a form of forms.*'® Thus the heavens have their spherical shape
because of the circular movement, and they have this because of their
assimilation to the intellect. There is also another way in which it
imitates the intellect, which is completely undivided; just as the
intellect is at the same time everywhere, likewise the heavens get
everywhere. They imitate what is everywhere by getting everywhere;
for the turning in and the assimilation to the higher things is a
fulfilment of things that are inferior. In this way, then, the student of
nature gives account of the matter as well as the form and the cause
of all natural things, and for this reason he gives a definition consist-
ing of the matter and the form and the cause through which the form
is in the matter.

The subject-specific expert that is concerned with the particular is
also concerned with all these things, but he differs from the student
of nature in that he is concerned with a partial thing. For example,
the doctor is concerned with human bodies, the carpenter with bricks
and timber. He, too, will state the definition taking account of the
matter and the form and the cause. But he differs from the student
of nature also in this respect, that the subject-specific expert only
gives the most proximate causes, whereas the student of nature will
also give the primary causes. For example, the doctor will give as
cause of coming into being and passing away the right proportion
between the humours and the elements as the cause of the right
proportion, but the student of nature will go beyond these to the
matter and the form. For the subject-specific expert, too, has to know
the cause. ‘For I, Plato says, ‘do not call expertise anything which
does not have a rational explanation.™!4

The dialectician will state definitions both on the basis of the form
and on the basis of the cause; for he is concerned with these. He will
not be examining these as a cause, but simply as a thing or as a form,
e.g. that anger is a desire for retaliation. Here he gives us nowhere a
notion of the essence of anger, he only gives us the cause through
which it is: in order that the person who has first been caused pain
retaliate. Aristotle says that this is empty for the reason that it does
not touch on the <actual> thing. That in stating the cause he does not
render it as the cause but simply as a thing is clear from the fact that
he does not mention what is caused. That which is caused by the
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desire is the boiling of the blood in the region of the heart; since he
wishes to retaliate, this is why he moves the blood in the region of the
heart. Consequently, if the dialectical definition, although it states
the cause, does not mention what is caused, and since it is absolutely
inevitable that the person discussing the cause will also mention that
which is caused (for this belongs to the relational items), it will be
obvious that he does not mention the cause as cause, but, as I said, as
something in its own right.

The mathematician, too, is concerned with the forms that are
inseparable from their matter, though not with all of them but only
with those that can be conceptually separated. These are the so-called
common objects of perception, such as magnitudes and shapes.**® The
form of flesh and bone and similar things cannot even be separated
from their matter conceptually; for when the soft and the moist and
the red and anything else of which the form of flesh is made up are
being thought of, their appropriate matter is being thought of simul-
taneously, and when their matter is being subjected to abstraction,
they too are subjected to abstraction. The mathematician, then,
states the definitions of the forms in themselves, as they are the
result of abstraction, not by taking account of the matter, but by
stating them in themselves. This is also why he does not mention the
cause 1n the definition; for if he also defined the cause, he would
inevitably also include the matter. Since, then, he does not deal with
matter, for this reason he will not mention the cause either. For
example, what is a triangle? A shape encompassed by three straight
lines. What is a circle? A shape encompassed by one line. In these
definitions he does not mention matter, and hence he does not men-
tion the cause through which this form is in this matter either —
unless, perhaps, he will mention the causes of the concomitant attrib-
utes that necessarily belong to the figures, for example, <he will state
the cause> why the three angles of the triangle are equivalent to two
right angles.

The first philosopher will discuss the forms that are completely
separate from matter. For among the enmattered forms there are also
the formulae in our soul, yet there are also transcendent formulae in
the creative intellect. Of those in the soul, those that are in the
imagination have extension, but those that are in the rational part of
the soul are undivided and without extension. Now the geometrician
discusses the extended forms in the imagination; for he uses the
imagination as a kind of reckoning board, exercising activity in
individual parts and measuring and dividing distances. But the first
philosopher discusses both the forms that are in the rational part of
the soul and those that are in the creative intellect.*’® These forms
differ in that those in the soul are images of the first things and
provide knowledge of things, whereas the others are archetypes*”
and creative. When discussing the creative forms,*'® he will exercise
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activity as a theoretical student, but when discussing those that are
in the soul, as a purgative; he is active as a purgative when he turns
in on himself and knows the essence of the soul, for then there will be
truly and scientifically purgation of the emotions and of ignorance.
Knowing the essence of the soul, he will know that it is a fullness of
forms, and for this reason he will say that processes of learning are
in fact processes of recollection.*"?

The one who says ‘desire for retaliation’ is obviously the dialecti-
cian; this is the cause and the end of the movement of heat. The one
who says ‘boiling of the blood or heat in the region of the heart’ is the
student of nature; he proceeds from the matter; for the blood in the
region of the heart, or simply the heat, is the matter. What do we
mean when we say that he proceeds from the matter? For he would
seem to be proceeding both from the matter and from the form. For
he said it was a boiling, and this is the form of anger, whereas the
matter is the blood in the region of the heart, and the cause, as it were
the final cause, is through a desire for retaliation. But I say that the
boiling is not simply the form of anger, for then as often as the blood
in the region of the heart would be boiling, also through other causal
triggers, this would be anger; rather it is the boiling that takes place
through this particular cause that is the form of anger, as he himself
said just now, I mean through the person who has caused pain.
Consequently, the simple boiling of the blood would be as it were the
proximate matter underlying the boiling that takes place through the
person causing pain. When, then, have we mentioned the form? When
we added ‘a desire for retaliation’. For in saying ‘for retaliation’ he has
mentioned both the boiling having been set in motion through the
aggrieving person, and because of the desire to retaliate; for retaliate
refers also to the one who has first caused pain.

403b1 Of these the one states the matter, the other the form and
the definition.

The student of nature has stated the matter, the dialectician the form
or the cause. For the cause is, as it were, the form that characterises
the emotion of anger selected here as an example. For as I said, the
blood in the region of the heart will also be moved by other causes of
some kind, but not towards retaliation, for this is characteristic of
anger. Consequently, this cause will also be the form. Here he says,
in rather rough outline, that the student of nature states the defini-
tion proceeding from the matter, but next he queries and examines
more accurately what the definition given by the student of nature is,
and he says that it is the one that states, together with the matter,
also the form that is connected with the cause.
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403b2 For the one is a definition, the other*? is of the thing.

A comma has to be put between the connecting particle and ‘the
other’, so that it runs as follows: ‘For the one is a statement of the
definition and is the cause or the form of anger, the other is a
definition of the thing, that is of the essence and the matter.’

403b3 It has to be in matter of a particular kind, if it is going to
be <at all> ...

This definition, he says, that proceeds from the form, if it is going to
be in existence and not empty or inapplicable to any existing thing,
has to be in matter; consequently, the person who is going to give a
complete definition will also have to mention the matter.

403b3 ... just as the definition of a house is of this particular
kind, e.g. a shelter that protects against decay through wind and
rain and heat. But the other person will say that it is bricks and
timber.

This is an example of the same things. The one definition, he says,
that says ‘a shelter that protects against etc.’ is dialectical, rendering
the final cause of the house, whereas the one saying that it is brick
and mortar and timber renders the matter. Of what kind, then, is the
form of the house? Now the cause, as I already said, is a form too,
except that you might call this particular combination of words a form
that is proximate to the house, whereas its matter is things such as
timber and bricks and mortar; for it is not any chance thing.

403b6 Again, another will define it as the form realised in such
and such for the purpose of such and such.

Having given two definitions, the one based on matter and the other
based on form, he now says that there is also another kind of defini-
tion, which will cover the matter and the form and the cause, for
instance, ‘a house is a shelter present in this particular combination
of bricks, mortar, and timber’. Next he gives also the reason why this
form is in this particular matter, viz. ‘it protects against decay
through winds and rain and heat’. For it does not suffice to say that
it is a shelter protecting against decay etc. in order to establish a
house: for by that token a cave or a tent could also be a house. One
should add the quality of the material and the combination.

403b7 So which of these is the student of nature? (And of the
three definitions, he says, of what nature shall we say the
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definition of the student of nature 1s?)*?' The one concerned with
the matter which ignores the verbal account, or the one con-
cerned with the verbal account only? Or rather the combination
of both?

By saying ‘or rather the combination of both’ he adds to the division
simultaneously the remaining part of the division and he connects the
concluding decision. He says ‘of both’, although there are three <com-
ponents> of the student of nature’s definition, the matter, the form,
and the cause, since, as I have said many times now, the cause is also
a form.

403b9 Which of these two? Or is it rather someone concerned
with the attributes of the matter that are not separable, nor in
so far as they are separable.

Having said in the beginning that it is the dialectician’s task to give
definitions on the basis of the form, the task of the student of nature
<to give definitions> on the basis of the matter, and then moving on
and correcting his argument by saying that the definition of the student
of nature is the one consisting of both, he now understandably asks
about the other two definitions, the one based on the matter only and
the one based on the form only, to which scientist each definition
belongs. As for the fact that the definition based exclusively on the
form belongs to the dialectician, he says nothing, for he has already
said it; as for the definition based on the matter only, he says that
there is not a single science that is concerned with the matter only.
For each science aims to add a form to the matter that has been
subjected to it, hence there is no science that will give a definition on
the basis of the matter only. Yet he does not simply say that there is
no science that is concerned with the matter only, but ‘with the
affections of the matter that are not separable, nor in so far as they
are separable’, because no practitioner of a science deals with matter
without further qualification, but always with a particular kind of
matter, to which a particular kind of attribute essentially always
belongs. The student of nature, too, even if he discusses matter
without further qualification, will at the same time also discuss
matter of a particular kind, e.g. what matter belongs in the higher
regions of the atmosphere, both in general and in the particular cases
of hail, snow, etc.; and similarly also concerning the things on earth,
the matter of animals, metals, etc. Now since the discourse of an
expert in a particular science is about matter of a certain kind, it has
itself and by itself certain affections belonging to it, which the experts
are particularly concerned with, and for this reason he has also added
‘concerning the attributes of the matter’. For the carpenter, for the
purpose of fitting a door, looks for straight planks of wood, and if he
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was asked why, he would reply, ‘because they fit each other’. And the
shipbuilder does not look for, say, ebony, because it is compact and
does not float upon water, nor for any oak, but for looser types of wood
such as cypress, etc.; likewise, the architect is concerned with the
properties of his own materials, e.g. that one should not use, say,
pumice-stones, since these are brittle; and similarly with all experts
in other sciences. He adds ‘not separable, nor in so far as they are
separable’, although they are not separable, e.g. the properties of the
<types of> wood listed, or rather of all wood, in so far as it is wood, are
inseparable. For instance, width of wood is an inseparable property of
the matter of ships, or density of bricks of the matter of a house.

As for the phrase ‘nor in so far as they are separable’, this means
to the extent to which they cannot be separated even in definition; for
some properties are separable in definition, such as figures and all
the mathematical objects; we can separate these conceptually; yet we
can view neither the width of the wood nor the density, not even
conceptually. These are properties of the matter, which cannot be
separated even conceptually, since they are included in the definition
of the matter; for, say, the loose wood is the whole matter; but the
figures are not properties of the matter but of a body; they supervene
on the body that has been informed by forms, but not in so far as it is
a natural body, which is why they are also separable in definition. All
these properties of natural bodies are inseparable, such as the wide,
the dry, the heavy. Thus nor can the boiling of anger that takes place
in the blood be separated, not even conceptually. So this whole, the
boiling of the blood in the region of the heart, is the matter of anger.
Thus there is no science, he says, which is concerned with the
properties of the matter only without any definition or cause. Hence
Plato says rightly ‘I do not call anything which is without a rational
explanation a science’.*?? If this is the case, no one will render a
definition on the basis of the matter only.

403b10 But the student of nature is concerned with all that is a
function and a property of such-and-such a body and such-and-
such a matter. [All that are not of this kind, another person
<should discuss>. The subject-specific expert will deal with
some things as the case may be, e.g. the carpenter or the doctor.]

By saying ‘concerning all’, he distinguishes the student of nature from
the subject-specific expert; for each of these is concerned with a part;
and by saying ‘of such-and-such a body’ he distinguishes him from the
mathematician; for the latter does not look at the figures as belonging
to this particular body, and hence he does not include the matter in
the definitions. Again, he would distinguish him from the dialectician
and from the first philosopher; for neither of these examines these
affections as belonging to such-and-such a body or as being in such-
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and-such matter, as we already said. Thus it is the task of the student
of nature to deal with all these things that belong to such-and-such a
body; for he will not only deal with a body, but also with this
particular body; concerning all, he says, through which each body is
a substance. ‘And of such-and-such matter’. Of each he gives the
proximate matter together with the properties or activities that are
peculiar to it; for all enmattered bodies are being viewed in their
capacity of acting or being acted upon. Now, ‘functions or properties’,
as Alexander says, <is used> instead of ‘he will deal with the affec-
tions that are in the matter and in the body together with the verbal
account of them, i.e. their cause’.*??

‘All that are not of this kind, another person <should discuss>’, i.e.
not such things as he has listed. For if the subject-specific expert is
concerned with the things mentioned, clearly he will not be concerned
with everything; thus next to the things mentioned, the subject-
specific expert will deal with some things, as the carpenter will be
concerned with the straightness or dryness of timber, and the doctor
with certain things, viz. with bodies that are ill.

403b14 ... and the things that are not separable, but in so far as
they are affections of such-and-such a body and <in so far as they
are known> by means of abstraction, are the business of the
mathematician.

The mathematician, too, deals with inseparable forms, but not in so
far as they are affections of this body which is of such-and-such a
kind, i.e. not in so far as they are affections of bronze or wood or
something of this kind, but as it were by stripping them of their
matter (this is what is meant by ‘by abstraction’), and thus he
examines these by themselves. The form of flesh and wood and
similar things is inseparable and is an affection of a such-and-such a
body, e.g. of such-and-such a configuration of elements and such-and-
such a mixture, and therefore cannot be separated, not even concep-
tually. But mathematical forms, I mean figures, are inseparable from
their matter too, yet not in so far as they belong to the body underly-
ing them in so far as this body is such-and-such, and for this reason
the same forms belong to most objects, to timber, bricks, and most
other things, whereas this is not the case with flesh or bone. Hence,
since they are not affections of such-and-such a body, because of this
they can actually be separated conceptually without the matter in
which they exist impeding it.

403b15 And in so far as they are separable, it is the task of the
first philosopher.

Those who wish the philosopher to know*?* the forms clutch on this
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passage. ‘Look’, they say, ‘he does know of the forms that are separa-
ble from the things here, and he says that the first philosopher deals
with these’. And they also adduce other things he says elsewhere as
testimony to this, viz. that he says that orderly arrangement is
twofold, the one in the commander, the other in the army, and that
the orderly arrangement in the commander is productive of the
orderly arrangement in the army.*?® Again, he says that health is
twofold, one in the doctor in the sense of producing health and
according to the theory, the other the health that resides in the
healthy body; therefore he knows also the separate forms. But those
who do not accept that he speaks of the forms say that by separate
forms he means the divine substances themselves, which are sepa-
rated from matter in respect of their completeness, as he also says
elsewhere, that they are actualities without potentiality.*?®

403b16 But we should return to where our discussion started.
We have said that the affections of the soul are inseparable from
the natural matter living beings are made of, in so far as they
belong to them, being what they are, such as anger and fear, and
not in the way in which a line and a plane are.

He has said that the affections of the soul are enmattered formal
principles and that for this reason it is not the task of the student of
nature to discuss the soul in its entirety, but only in so far as it is not
without matter. Because of this, he was forced to say in how many
ways the enmattered things should be defined and what kind of
definition the student of nature would use; and then he went on and
said which kind of persons would use the other types of definition,
which did not contribute anything to the present discussion. He now
returns to the discussion of the affections of the soul and reminds us
of what he has said, that in order to find the definition of the soul we
need the affections of the soul. Now we know, he says, that the
affections of the soul are not peculiar to the soul alone but to the
composite, and they are inseparable from this and cannot even be
separated from it conceptually as in the case of a line and a plane; for
the latter, even though their existence is inseparable from the bodies
they belong to, can still be separated conceptually. The affections of
the soul, therefore, are not inseparable in the same way as a line and
mathematical figures, but in such a way that they cannot even be
separated from their matter conceptually. For it is impossible to
represent the essence of anger in a statement without mentioning the
matter, and the same thing applies to the other affections: this is
what is meant by ‘in so far as they belong to them’. For anger, in so
far as it is anger, is inseparable from the body: it is a boiling of the
blood in the region of the heart; and similarly with the others. But the
line and the triangle and such things, in so far as they are like this,
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can be separated, even if their existence is inseparable. This is why
their definitions are given without reference to the matter. Since
anger exists both in reason and in the prneuma,*?” it also exists in the
living body, for example, reason instructs desire by means of pneuma,
and pneuma sets the blood in the region of the heart in the living
being in motion through desire,*?® as in the case of the ruler and the
commander and the soldiers (the ruler instructs the commander to
attack these people, and the commander sets the soldiers in motion
and they start attacking).** Now, since anger is threefold, to prevent
us from thinking that when he says that anger is inseparable from
the living being he is talking about anger as a formula (for this is
separate from all body), or about anger in the pneuma (for this, too,
even if it is not separated from the whole body, is separate from the
earthy material), for this reason he says ‘in so far as they are
such-and-such’, i.e. in so far as they are a boiling of the blood in the
region of the heart; for this anger is clearly inseparable from the
living body.

<Chapter 2>

403b20 In examining the soul, it is necessary at the same time
to raise the problems that we must know the answers to as we
proceed [and to call to our aid the views of all those of our
predecessors who had something to say about it, in order that,
if some of their statements were correct, we adopt these, and if
some were wrong, we be on our guard against them].

What he means is this: while inquiring into the essence of the soul
and raising problems prior to its actual discussion, since the starting
point of knowing the answers is raising the questions, as he says
both here and elsewhere,*° we must raise questions about the soul
in order to know the answers, and we must start by dealing with
what has been said about it by the ancients. He also mentions the
reason for this: ‘in order that, if some of their statements were
correct, we adopt these, and if some were wrong, we be on our
guard against them.” This is what he means here; yet, since the
syntax has made the expression rather unclear, one should slightly
transpose <the words> by putting <them> as follows: ‘While exam-
ining the soul it is necessary first to deal with the doctrines of our
precursors and at the same time raise the problems that must be
solved, and therefore we must call to our aid all who have discussed
it, etc.” For since the present aim <of inquiry> is the soul, he says,
we should start our discussion by listing the doctrines of our
precursors and call them to our aid in our discussion, and be on our
guard if an earlier statement is wrong, but adopt it if an earlier
statement was right.
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403b24 To begin with our inquiry, we must set out <those things
that> are particularly believed to belong to it <i.e. the soul> by
nature. [The ensouled being is generally believed to differ from
the unensouled in two respects, movement and perception; and
these are more or less the things about the soul we have also
adopted from our predecessors.]

He now does what he had proposed to do,**! viz. finding the definition
of the soul on the basis of its essential attributes. He had said that we
not only learn the essential attributes <of something> from its defi-
nition, but often also the reverse happens, i.e. we learn the definition
from the attributes when these are clearer than the definition.*?? He
therefore adopts <those aspects that> are believed to belong to the
soul, i.e. causing movement and perception. He proves this <belief>
on the basis of what is posterior by nature but is clearer to us, since
even what is posterior by nature gets known to us earlier, I am
referring here to the ensouled being; for what is ensouled is by nature
posterior to the soul. He claims, then, that that by which the ensouled
is found to be different from the unensouled is likely to be charac-
teristic of the soul. For if the same thing which is now ensouled were
to become unensouled, whereas previously it was perceiving and
moving in respect of place when it was ensouled, it will, when it has
become unensouled, no longer move or perceive; hence movement and
perception are activities of the soul. And for the time being he says
that these are attributes of the soul in an unqualified sense, not
because he himself adheres to this statement, but because all his
precursors were of this opinion.

He is about to list the doctrines of his precursors and says that
these are the two attributes of the soul we have adopted from the
ancients; this is why he has not said ‘those that particularly belong
to it by nature’ but ‘those that are particularly believed to belong to
it’. Since he does not yet reveal his own opinion but exhibits that of
the ancients, for this reason he says that perception and movement
belong commonly to the soul. As a matter of fact, they do not belong
to all <kinds of> soul: they do not belong to the vegetative, but <only>
to animals. At any rate, when he <i.e. Aristotle> in the sequel gives
his judgement and sets out his own doctrine,**? he says that what
belongs to the soul in general is living: it causes those in which it is
present to live, and living is what living beings that feed themselves
and grow and generate beings similar to themselves do; for life can be
perceived in each of these faculties. This, then, is, in general, peculiar
to all soul; as for animals, he says that <their peculiar attributes are>
thinking, judging, and perceiving.

In the present passage, however, he follows the ancients and says
that perception and movement belong to the soul, meaning by ‘move-
ment’ locomotion, and within this the kind of movement that is
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generated by an impulse of the soul, with the entity that is being
moved having the origin of the movement within itself.*3* For natural
bodies move, too, but not by nature nor because they have the
principle of movement within themselves, but because they are set in
motion from outside by something else. For it does not naturally
belong to a lump of earth to move downwards, rather it has this kind
of movement towards what is natural when it is in a place that is
contrary to <its> nature. For each <thing> is stable in its own main
mass; for indeed, whole masses tend either to be stable or to move in
a circle, because circular movement, too, is a kind of stability.*3®> The
movement of the fiery sphere and the air surrounding 1t*3¢ that are
moving together with the universe is by force, although it does not
deviate from the natural movement; for things that move in a circle
keep their own place; they do not enter into what is contrary to
nature, i.e. the area surrounding the earth, but they have their own
designated share even when moving in a circle. But the individual fire
and the individual air and water, when forced to deviate from their
natural <place> by an external agent, move back in the direction of
their natural <place>. In so far as it is moved, it is contrary to nature,
since it is in an alien environment and outside its own main mass.
Therefore, the movement towards the natural place is not natural,
and the movements of their main mass are not of this kind. And
nature ought to become more manifest in the main mass;*’ these
movements in the <individual> parts are therefore not natural, but
they are ways*3® towards the natural. For the celestial beings, circular
movement is natural, and the whole undergoes the same as the
<individual> parts, and it is in the whole rather than in the parts that
circular movement becomes manifest; for the circular movement of
the whole is fastest. In this way, then, such movements are not
natural, but they are ways towards what is natural. However, people
can mean ‘by nature’ in a different way, just as we say that healing is
natural, whereas sickening is contrary to nature, since the one leads
to what is natural, the other to what is contrary to nature. In this
way, then, he says, the ancients have said that perception and
movement belong to the soul, and they did so rightly, even if not to all
soul; yet in the sequel they drew the wrong conclusions from this.
Since they thought that everything that causes movement is moved,
they say that if the soul causes movement, and if everything that
causes movement is itself also moved, the soul itself, too, will undergo
locomotion; and in this they were wrong. For if what causes move-
ment were corporeal, it would actually be moved itself, as the stick
that moves the door or the hand that moves it and the whole body that
moves the hand and the soul that moves the body; yet, if the primary
source of movement is incorporeal, it is not necessary for it to undergo
movement, I mean locomotion, itself, since the divine that moves the
universe is unmoved too, having a stable mode of being and power and
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activity.*3® Besides, none of the objects of desire that cause movement
are themselves moved: the hay moves the donkey towards desire
without being moved itself, and likewise the image moves the lover.

403b28 For some say that the soul is primarily and particularly
the source of movement. [They believed that what is itself not in
motion cannot move anything else, and thus they regarded the
soul as something that is in motion.]

He has rightly added ‘primarily’; for the stick moves the door, but not
primarily; nor does the hand move primarily, nor does even the whole
body, but the soul does; that, then, which moves particularly and
primarily, he says, is the soul.

403b31 Which is why Democritus*!’ says that it is some kind of
fire and something hot; [for he said that there is an infinite
number of shapes and atoms, and he called the spherical ones
fire and soul, similar to the so-called motes in the air, which
become visible in the sunbeams that enter through windows].

Having said that we have adopted from our predecessors these two
attributes of the soul, movement and sense perception, he first sets
out the doctrine of Democritus. The latter said that atoms and void
are the principles of natural bodies; for, <he says>, there are in the
universe an infinite number of indivisible bodies*!! differentiated by
an infinite number of shapes, the gathering and dissolution of which
constitute coming to be and passing away. Furthermore, <according
to Democritus>, the differences between natural bodies correspond to
the shapes of the atoms of which bodies consist, and also with their
position and arrangement, as we have expounded at greater length
in the Lectures on Physics.**? Democritus, then, holding that move-
ment is characteristic of the soul, said that it is fire, since fire moves
very easily and quickly; and he says that fire consists of spherical
atoms, because what is spherical moves most easily of all shapes,
since it touches a plane <only> at a point. Now since the soul causes
movement, and what causes movement must itself also be moved (for
the more easily it is itself moved, the more easily it causes move-
ment), for this reason he says that the soul and fire must consist of
the atoms that move most easily, the spherical ones. Consequently,
in this respect, viz. in saying that the soul is fire, Democritus goes in
the same direction as Heraclitus; but he differs in that, whereas the
latter said that this fire is a continuous body, as is also our view,
Democritus says that the atoms are not continuous but are kept apart
by void, 9just as the so-called motes in the air, which become visible
because of the sunbeams that enter through windows’. Democritus
did not mention these dusty shavings that are seen through windows
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as if to say that the soul and fire consist of these, or in general that
these are what the atoms are; rather, he says, just as these are in the
air, but because they are made of such small parts they appear not to
be there because they cannot be seen, yet are exposed as real by the
rays of the sun whenever they dash through windows, likewise, he
says, there are the atomic bodies that are fine and invisible because
they are so small; and he held these to be the principles of natural
bodies, just as doctors think the four elements are the principles of
composite bodies;**? and of these, <he said>, the spherical atoms
constitute the soul and fire.

404a4 And the seed-medley of all these <atomic bodies>, he
says, is the element*** of the whole of nature [and a similar view
was held by Leucippus ...44]

By ‘seed-medley**¢ of all these’ he means the plurality of shapes; for
just as in a seed-medley there is both wheat and barley and the other
seeds, likewise in the atomic bodies there is a seed-medley of all
shapes. He further says that Leucippus held this doctrine too; he was
a companion of Democritus.

404a6 [... and of these the spherical <bodies> are the soul, <he
says>,] because such ‘shapes’ <rhusmous> have a particular
ability to penetrate everything [and being themselves in motion,
to set other things in motion too. They assume that it is the soul
that imparts movement to living beings].

Rhusmos is an Abderite expression, which means ‘shape’.4” Indeed,
it is clear that one should not let those have it their way who try to
explain this etymologically by saying, e.g., that it has to do with
flowing.**® For if the spherical shape were the only thing to be called
rhusmos, those etymologies would be plausible; as it is, however, they
call every shape a rhusmos, so that one cannot let those who explain
this etymologically have it their way. For what will they say about
the cube? For it is not the case that that, too, flows. Yet if the phrase
is to be explained etymologically at all, it is clear that the etymology
will be through the paternal tongue, just as, for instance, Roman
phrases or others are explained etymologically in their own tongue,
too.

The followers of Democritus have used three vernacular words,
which are rhusmos, tropé, and diathigé.**® Rhusmos means shape,
tropé means position, and diathigé means arrangement. Now De-
mocritus, he says, used to say that since spherical objects are easily
moved, the soul consists of these; for they can penetrate more easily
than others and, when moved, they move the whole living being. And
yet pyramid-shaped atoms should be able to penetrate better since
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they have sharp angles and cut more sharply, unless someone were
to say that their bases pose an obstacle, whereas the spherical ones
slip away because they are without angles.

404a9 This is also why respiration is a determining principle of
life, <he says>. [For when the surrounding air compresses the
bodies <of living beings> and extrudes those shapes that provide
movement to living beings — because they are never at rest
themselves — they <i.e. the living beings> receive help from
outside by the inflow of other such shapes in the process of
respiration.]

The followers of Democritus tried to show that all attributes of a
living being are consonant with their own doctrine. They said that
what surrounds the body is cold, and therefore makes bodies compact,
and when made compact their spherical atoms are squeezed out —
these atoms being that from which the living being derives soul and
life. Now since, when the spherical atoms are squeezed out, the living
being is in danger of passing away, respiration has come to the rescue;
for by inhaling other spherical atoms from outside that take the place
of those squeezed out, it lives. This is why we live only as long as we
breathe; when we stop breathing, we also cease to live.**° The fact that
we live happens?! not only by our taking in the spherical atoms
through respiration and by the fact that they are assimilated to us
and take the place of those that go out; it is also by the fact that those
that come in through respiration by their greater force prevent those
that are about to be excreted <from doing so>, and thus, becoming
more numerous and, by the ease with which they move, heating their
substrate, they extrude the cooling which comes from outside and
which is the cause of their being squeezed out.

Now if someone were to ask: ‘Now tell me, do we inhale spherical
atoms only?, they would reply that even though it is not spherical
atoms alone, yet they constitute the majority, as they move more
easily, just as, as a result of the cooling, they are more likely to be
squeezed out in the process of condensation, because they easily slip
out on account of the fact that they are without angles and of the fact
that as a result of this they naturally move more easily. The word
‘respiration’ is used here both for inhaling and exhaling; for the
moment, however, we have understood it to refer to inhaling <only>.

404al2 ... because they are never at rest themselves.

He <i.e. Democritus> now solves an objection that might seem to
arise from these things. For someone might say to him: ‘Now tell me,
are the atoms that are present from the beginning not sufficient to
cause the living being to live? Tell me, are these the only ones to be
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extruded by the condensation? Yes, he says, since even if nothing
extrudes them they can still move easily on their own and are
scattered because they are never at rest; this is why they require help
from outside.

404al14 For they prevent even the atoms present within living
beings from being extruded [by assisting in resisting what is
compressing and solidifying; and life, they say, continues as long
as they are able to do this].

These <atoms>, he says, that enter through respiration are not only
themselves causes of living, but they also prevent those that are
about to be excreted <from doing so> by keeping off the cold of the
external surroundings by means of the heat of their movement. And
they also pull in along with themselves those that are going out by
virtue of their greater movement; for when there are two opposite
movements going on, and if the one is more powerful than the other,
the stronger one pulls the weaker one along with itself. In this way,
then, with some <atoms> being inhaled and others exhaled, those
that are being inhaled are more numerous and pull in the others
together with themselves.

404a16 It seems that what is said by the Pythagoreans*? con-
tains the same idea: some of them said that motes in the air are
soul, while others said it was what causes movement to these.

The second doctrine he enumerates about the soul is that of the
Pythagoreans; some of these said that it was the dusty shavings that
become manifest in sun beams shining through windows, while oth-
ers said it was what causes these to move. This is not to suggest that
they called these things themselves soul (that would be ridiculous),
but we know that the teaching of the Pythagoreans was cast in
symbolic language, keeping their doctrines secret, so that, as Plato
says,*?3 they would not make their own wisdom clear to cobblers. Just
as with the myths of poetry, as again Plato himself says,** if one
sticks to their outward appearance, one will regard them as ridicu-
lous, yet if one seeks the thought hidden within them one will need
an inspired soul, the same applies also to the teaching of the
Pythagoreans; for if we listen only to what is apparent, it will be
ridiculous babble not of wise people but of old wives; yet if these
people are wise men, one needs to search for something more pro-
found than the superficial meaning. Just as by speaking of the soul
as a harmony*® they do not mean the kind of harmony that is
constituted by the strings (this would be ridiculous), but that it is like
a harmony — as the Pythagoreans themselves define the soul as ‘a
union of things that are heterogeneous*® and that think in two
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opposite directions’ (for harmony is achieved by mixing the bass tone
and the treble one, which are opposite, thus producing one skilful
tune) — likewise our soul, too, is a cause of harmony in the universe.
(For there are the things that are always high up, by which I mean*’
the intelligible objects and those completely separated from matter,
but there are also the things that are always low and unseparated
from matter, and these do not have anything in common and really
‘think in two opposite directions’; yet the soul binds these together by
being itself the intermediary, it unites them and produces one har-
mony out of them; for although it belongs to the higher beings as far
as its essence is concerned, it becomes part of the lower ones and 1s
as it were mixed with them, mixing the unmixed through itself and
letting the lower share in what is higher.) Just, then, as they said that
the soul is a harmony, likewise now, too, they say that the motes in
the air are the soul, thereby alluding to something different. For just
as those only become apparent in the light of the sunbeams, and if
there is no light they will not be known to exist, likewise the soul, too,
when it appears in its own light shows what mode of being it has, i.e.
a divine, incorporeal, and impassive mode of being; yet if it appears
in the dark, i.e. in the body and in the affections,**® we shall see it, as
Plato says, just as those observing Glaucus the sea-god,*® observing
not his true being as such but seeing the seaweed that surrounds him
as if it were he himself, I mean the affections or the body, and we will
believe that it is some of those.

Some of the Pythagoreans used to say that the soul is such things,
just as the Democriteans said that the soul is the atoms, whereas
others said that ‘it is what causes movement to these’. And they would
say that the soul in general uses these <atoms> as instruments.
Either, then, one should take this to mean that they talk about one
universal soul using these <atoms> as instruments and causing
movement to living beings through the intermediary of these things,
or <one should take this to mean that it is> the individual soul in each
living being that is causing movement to the body through these as
its instruments.

404a19 Concerning these, it has been said that they evidently
move continuously, even if there is complete absence of wind.

He now adds the cause why the Pythagoreans conceived of the soul
as the motes in the air. It has been said, he says, concerning these
that they are seen to be always in motion, even if there is absence of
wind, which suggests that the movement they possess comes from
within, not from the wind. Now since they, too, believed that move-
ment was most peculiar to the soul, and since what causes motion
must under any circumstances itself also be in motion, they have
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spoken of these things being the soul because of their being always in
motion.

404a20 All those who say that the soul is that which moves itself
tend in the same direction. [It seems that they consider move-
ment the most proper characteristic of the soul, and they think
that all other things are moved by the soul and the soul by itself,
because they never see anything causing movement which is not
itself also in motion.]

He alludes to Plato, Xenocrates,**° and Alcmaeon*®! here. These, too,
he says, held that what is most peculiar to the soul is its capacity to
cause movement. Yet, since they thought that it cannot cause move-
ment unless it is moved, they have said that the soul is self-moving.
That Plato, by saying that the soul is self-moving, did not mean
movement in the spatial sense he himself makes clear in the Laws:
‘It leads’, he says, ‘the things in heaven and earth and sea by its own
movements, which we call wish, thinking, and opinion, both of things
that are correct and of things that are not correct’.*? Xenocrates,*6?
too, says that the soul is a number moving itself and thereby that it
is self-moving.

404a25 Likewise, Anaxagoras,* too, says that the soul is the
moving agent, as indeed anybody else did who said that the
intellect has set the universe in motion [, yet not in completely
the same way as Democritus*® thought; for the latter regarded
the soul simply as identical with the intellect, saying that what
is apparent to the senses is the truth].

All those, he says, who have said that the universe has been set in
motion by the intellect, these also seem to be among the people who
say that motion is peculiar to the soul; one of these is Archelaus.*%
What does this mean?’ If they said that it was the intellect that
moves everything, how then does it follow that they also say that
movement is peculiar to the soul? Yes <it does follow>, he says; for
they held that soul and intellect were the same thing, as Democritus
held, too. Now we possess by no means a clear statement*? of this
from these <thinkers> to the effect that intellect and soul are the
same thing, yet he proves this through a syllogism. It is very clear, he
says, that this is what Democritus intends; for he has said openly that
what is true and what is apparent are the same thing, and that there
is no difference between truth and what is apparent to sense percep-
tion, rather what is apparent to each <person> is also what is judged
to be that and to be true, as Protagoras also said,*¢° though according
to correct reasoning they are different, with perception and imagina-
tion being concerned with the apparent, the intellect, however, with
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truth. Now if the intellect is concerned with truth, and the soul with
what 1s apparent, and truth is the same as what is apparent, as
Democritus thinks, then the intellect is the same thing as the soul.
For just as the intellect is concerned with the truth, likewise the soul
is concerned with the apparent; thus, crosswise, just as the apparent
is related to truth, likewise the intellect is related to soul. Now if the
apparent and the truth are identical, the intellect and the soul will be
identical too.

404a29 For this reason he <i.e. Democritus> says that Homer
was right when writing that Hector lay there with other
thoughts. [Thus Democritus does not use the term ‘intellect’ as
a faculty concerned with truth, but says that the intellect is
identical with soul. Anaxagoras*™ is less clear on these things;
for in many places he calls the intellect the cause of what is right
and correct, but elsewhere he says that it is the soul, for he says
that it is present in all living beings, both the large ones and the
small ones and both in the higher ones and in the lower ones.
Yet intellect in the sense of rational thought does not seem to be
present in a similar way in all living beings, nor even in all
humans.]

When Hector was lying there unconscious after the blow or deranged,
the poet, he says, said that he ‘lay there with other thoughts’,*"
reducing perception to the same thing as thought, as though there
was no sort of intellectual faculty concerned with reality apart from
the faculty that was concerned with what appeared and perceived;
this is why Homer called the absence of perceiving or ill-perceiving
‘being with other thoughts’. Now, Democritus says openly that the
intellect and the soul are identical, whereas Anaxagoras sometimes
seems to differentiate between the intellect and the soul, but some-
times also seems to treat them as one and the same thing. For when
he says that the intellect is the faculty and the cause of things that
are right and good, he distinguishes it from the soul. As though taking
it that there are also things that are not right and good and that there
is obviously a different faculty of the soul that is concerned with
those, he then says that the intellect is the cause of things that are
right and good, as if the intellect is something more divine compared
to the soul. Yet, again, in other places he seems to confuse the two
and to treat the intellect and the soul as if they are one and the same
thing, e.g. where he says that the intellect is in all living beings, both
small and large and both those of higher value and those of lower
value. The intellect in the strictest sense of the word, 1.e. in the sense
of intelligence,*”? is evidently not present in all living beings —indeed,
why did I say ‘living beings’? It is not even present in all humans.
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Consequently, when he says that the intellect is present in all living
beings, he is talking about the soul.

All these thinkers, then, held that movement was something pecu-
liar to the soul, ‘yet not in completely the same way as Democritus
thought’ (404a27). For contrary to Democritus, who says this clearly
and always, viz. that the intellect and the soul are identical,
Anaxagoras in a way says that they are identical, though in another
way he says they are different, as we have just said.

‘He does not use the term ‘intellect’ as a faculty concerned with
truth’ (404a30): for this is also the correct definition, that the intellect
is a faculty of the soul by which it knows the truth; yet Democritus
and Anaxagoras said that the intellect is the soul.

404b7 All those who concentrated on the movement of ensouled
beings conceived of the soul as being?™ particularly capable of
causing movement, whereas all those who concentrated on its
knowing and perceiving things say that the soul is the princi-
ples, with some making these plural, others saying there is just
one [, as does Empedocles, who held that the soul consists of all
elements, and that each of these is soul, too].

He has said that especially movement and perception are peculiar to
the soul, because it is in these respects that ensouled and unensouled
beings differ from each other. Among those who have expressed views
on the soul, some concentrated on the aspect of movement, and hence
they say that its essence is constituted from those things that,
according to them, have most to do with movement, whereas others
concentrated on the cognitive faculties. Having now enumerated the
opinions of those who concentrated on the soul’s movement and who
expressed views accordingly, he now wishes to enumerate those who
have concentrated on its cognitive aspect. They say that what knows,
desires to become similar to what is known; for like is known by like.
Indeed, what knows wants to suit what is known, and likewise like
wants to suit like. If, then, the soul knows all things, it must therefore
be composed of all things. Yet, since this is impossible, I mean that
the soul is all things, it has to be composed of the principles of all
things, so that by having the same principles as all things it knows
them through these principles. Hence all these thinkers posit that the
soul is composed of these principles, with each of them saying it is
composed of the principles he happens to entertain; and whereas
some say that there is a plurality of principles and accordingly posit
the soul as being composed of a plurality of principles, others who say
that there is just one principle posit that the soul is constituted of this
one principle. He begins by giving a report of the doctrine of Empedo-
cles, who supposed that there were four material principles of things,
the well-known four elements, and two creative principles, Strife and
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Love. He said that the soul, too, consists of these and that it knows
things also by virtue of consisting of these.

404b13 For by earth, he says, we see earth, by water water, by
aether awesome aether, by fire destructive fire, [Love by Love,
and Strife by gruesome Strife].*™

It is evident that, since Empedocles was a Pythagorean and the
teaching of the Pythagoreans proceeded in symbolic language, he, too,
spoke about these things in a symbolic way; and by saying that the
soul was composed of the four elements he meant this obviously not
in the sense that it is made up of fire and water and the other
elements. For <if that were the case>, why would it know the external
elements rather than them knowing it? So he did not simply mean
that the soul was these elements, but that it has the formulae of these
things within itself. He further said that it is composed of Strife and
Love, because he saw that it holds both a synthetic and an analytic
faculty: he called the synthetic faculty Love and the analytic Strife.
For Love is the cause of unification; and intelligible objects are more
easily unified, in as much as they are closer to the one single principle
of everything. But Strife rules in the perceptible objects, that is
analysis.*” Hence he also said: ‘Likewise am I, too, an exile here sent
from the gods and a wanderer, relying on maddened Strife’.4™

Plato says the same thing in the Timaeus. For he says that the soul
consists of the circles of Sameness and Difference.?”” Again, in the
Phaedrus he says that the soul has a superior horse and an inferior
one, thereby alluding to its synthetic and analytical faculties.*’® For
sometimes the soul is activated intellectually and stretches itself
towards the divine objects, whereas sometimes it is pulled down to
matter. For this reason, then, Empedocles said that the soul is
composed of Love and Strife, since he supposed that these two were
the creative principles of all things, since he had perceived in all
things both sameness and difference, union and disintegration. Yet
in the area of the intelligible objects, Love rules, whereas in the
perceptible domain it is the reverse, since as we said*” the former are
closer to the one and only principle of everything and are therefore
ruled rather by union. It is evident that Empedocles made these
distinctions in a symbolic way, and by saying that the soul is com-
posed of the four elements he was not saying that the soul is the
elements, but rather that their formulae are in it. Indeed, we could
say to Aristotle when he refutes the apparent <meaning of what
Empedocles says>: just as when you say that the soul is a location of
ideas,**® no one, I think, will say that there is a horse in the soul or a
man, but rather when you say ‘ideas’ you mean the formulae of these
ideas, likewise it 1s reasonable to think that Empedocles spoke, if
indeed he was a wise man, and perhaps it is reasonable to suppose
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this about the other thinkers, too. For if, as the appearances suggest,
they really said that the soul was perceptible fire or water or some-
thing like that and they did not assume this by way of analogy, they
were far inferior even to the uneducated masses.’

‘As does Empedocles, who held that the soul consists of all ele-
ments, and that each of these is soul, too’ (404b11-12). The whole soul,
he said, is composed of the elements, so that it differs according to
each of these; and he says that he said that each of them is soul, and
in addition Strife and Love; for it knows each thing through each of
these, since like is known by like. In this way, <according to Empedo-
cles,> we would have six souls. It is possible to understand the words
‘and that each of these is soul’ as if it referred to a part and faculty of
the soul; for we, too, speak of the spirited soul and the nutritive
soul,*®! and in this case we obviously give the name ‘soul’ to faculties
of the soul.

404b16 In the same way Plato, too, in the Timaeus postulates
that the soul consists of the elements, [saying that like is known
by like ...]

Plato, too, he says, claimed that the soul,*®? too, is composed of the
principles which he adopts and from which he said everything else
derives its existence, in order that the soul, being composed of all the
same principles, knows everything.®® He said that there are five
genera which are the principles of all things, being, sameness, differ-
ence, movement, and stability.*®* He called these ‘genera’,*® not as if
they are genera in the manner of the Peripatetics, where the genera
are divided from each other and where from each genus a kind of line
is produced of the subordinated genera and species; rather, he called
them genera because they permeate all things. For in all things there
is being, in virtue of which each thing has its being, as there is
sameness, in virtue of which we exist as a result of the one principle
of what exists; we further have difference, since the things are also
plurality, and where there is plurality, there is difference. There is
also movement in all things; by movement I do not mean incomplete
activity, as Aristotle does,*® but the activity of each individual thing;
for all things have their own activity, even, indeed, unensouled
objects; for they cause heat, cold, moisture, or dryness or some other
effect to the things surrounding them. Stability, too, is perceived in
all things; indeed, even things that are always in motion take part in
stability, not only by the fact that their main mass is stable, but also
in that the very fact of always being in motion is a form of stability.*®”
In as much, then, as moving objects remain in motion either perma-
nently or for a certain time, to that extent they partake in stability.
It is of these genera, then, that Plato postulates the soul is composed.
He says that the soul consists of being, sameness, and difference, not
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just any chance being, but the undivided being and the being that is
divided over bodies.**® He says that the essence of the soul is made up
of both, in order that it can know both.*® Yet, since knowledge of
everything comes about either through some kind of similarity and
sameness or through some kind of dissimilarity and difference (for we
know a white object both through the juxtaposition of white —for what
is similar to white is white —and through that of black — for white is
the opposite of black), these <i.e. sameness and difference>, too, he
says, are mixed in the soul’s substance, when he speaks of the nature
of sameness and that of difference. As to the fact that he also says it
is self-moved,* this i1s obvious; and in this it would also have its
stability.

404b18 ... and that things are made up of principles.*!

That is, the things that exist, and of which the soul has knowledge.
Because of this, then, since it is made up of the same principles as
things that exist, and since like is capable of knowing like, it knows
everything. Since he postulated that the soul is from the same ele-
ments as the things that exist, in order that it would know like by
like, it is clear that he, too, considered knowing to be most charac-
teristic of the soul.

404b18 Similar specifications have been given in the discus-
sions On Philosophy ...

He refers to the work entitled On the Good here as On Philosophy.*??
In this work Aristotle gives a report of Plato’s unwritten conversa-
tions.*” It is a genuine work of his <i.e. Aristotle’s>.** He gives a
report there of the doctrine of Plato and the Pythagoreans about
beings and their principles.*®® He says that they claim that the forms
are numbers, and that these numbers are decads;**® they said that
each of the forms is a decad. They called the forms numbers either
because, just as numbers measure and determine the objects they
relate to, likewise the forms are capable of measuring and determin-
ing matter (for the forms define and describe matter, which in itself
is indefinite, when they are instantiated in it), or because, just as all
numbers are derived from one starting point, viz. the monad,*”
likewise the forms are derived from the one principle of all. This,
then, is why they are numbers; they are decads because of the
perfection of the forms, for ten is a perfect number, since it encom-
passes every number within itself; for after the decad, all numbers
start again from one. This is why the decad was given its name, as if
it was a kind of receptacle.*®

The principles of these forms, he said, are the monad, the dyad, the
triad, and the tetrad,**® since combining these from one to four yields
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ten: one plus two plus three plus four makes ten. These tetradic
principles, then, he said, are present in all things and both common
and peculiar to them, both in intelligible objects and in natural
objects and in perceptible objects. The monad is common to all things
as the objects of intellect (for not only is their being undivided, but
also their activity, which is viewed in a state of stability and absence
of movement), the dyad as scientific knowledge or as the things that
have scientific knowledge; for it has the property of proceeding from
something to something in a determinate way. For <scientific>
knowledge is a passage from some determinate things to other deter-
minate things; it is not indefinite; indeed, this is where it has got its
name from, since it leads us to a state of stability.?® The triad is
present in natural objects and those that are objects of opinion; by
natural I mean universals in natural things, with which opinion is
concerned,®! as also Plato says in the Timaeus: ‘What is it that
always has being and does not have coming to be’,?? by which he
means the intelligible, ‘and what is it that is always in a state of
coming to be, but never is’,>* by which he means what is universally
present in natural things. For if he says that it is always coming into
being, and natural things come into being, yet among them the
particulars exist for a certain period of time and hence could not be
said to be always in a state of coming to be, it is clear that this
statement is about universals, with which he also says the activity of
opinion is concerned.’** ‘For the one’, he says, ‘is grasped by intellect
with reason’, which evidently means the intelligible, ‘the other is
judged by opinion together with non-rational perception’.’%> This,
then, is the triad, because it is an object of opinion, for opinion is a
triad because it urges away from something, yet not in the sense that
it urges to move in a determinate way towards something, but just
this way or that way.>*® Such, too, are the natural objects whose being
is in a state of flux and which are not in every way free from
movement or change: they stand firm in the forms, but they change
in this way and that way by alterations according to changes to the
opposite. In this way, then, the triad is present also in these things.
Indeed, one might even say that the celestial objects change place,
some of them from the place where they rise to the place where they
set, others in the opposite direction, and some from the south to the
north, and others from the latter to the former.

In the perceptible objects, I mean the particular and individual
things, the tetrad is present. In what manner the tetrad is present in
these, we will show as we proceed. This, then, is the way in which the
tetradic principle is viewed as being present in a way that is common
to all things that exist. He <i.e. Plato> says that it is also viewed
individually in the intelligible objects, and individually in the natural
objects, and individually in the perceptible and individual objects. For
these reasons he said that the living being as such, which in Plato is
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the Form of the living being and its model,?" is itself, too, a decad
consisting of the first monad, dyad, triad, and tetrad, i.e. of the one
as such, the dyad as such, the triad as such, and the tetrad as such;
and analogously to this, these principles are also present in the living
beings that come after the living being as such, I mean those that are
immortal®®® and those that are mortal. For just as all are decadic
numbers, likewise they are also made up of the monad, the dyad, the
triad, and the tetrad; yet the living being as such®®” is made up of the
first monad, dyad, triad <and tetrad>,'° while the others that are
posterior to the living being as such are at a distance from these
principles analogously to the distance that separates them from the
living being as such. For the divine and immortal living beings do not
stand so far away from the living being as such as the mortal living
beings do. Thus the divine beings themselves, too, are made up from
the second monad and the second dyad, and likewise for the triad and
the tetrad, and in this way the distance from the principles gets ever
greater analogously to their distance from the living being as such.
He said that these tetradic principles are principles both in the
intelligible objects and in the natural objects and in the perceptible
objects; and for this reason, since the soul knows all these things, it,
too, consists of the same principles, the monad, the dyad, the triad
and the tetrad.

Now what kind of monad, dyad, triad, and tetrad he said was
present in the intelligible objects, would be a subject of theology; but
even for natural objects we could not easily say this. One might say
that even in these there is a tetrad, because there are four kinds of
living beings to be perceived in the universe: the celestial ones, the
ones that live in the air, the terrestrial ones, and those that live in
water.5"! In the perceptible objects he adopts the point as monad, the
line as dyad, the plane as triad, and the solid as such as tetrad; for
these are the principles of the body. He adopts as monad the point
because it is undivided; as dyad the line, since when a point is moving
it generates a line, which is terminated by two points and is a length
without width; as triad the plane, either because the triangle is the
first of figures or, perhaps more likely, because, just as when the point
is moved it generates another point over the relevant distance in
length, that same point, if it is moved in width, will generate yet
another point, so that there will be three points, one being the
terminus of the length, the other the terminus of the width, and a
third the common point to both. The tetrad is the solid as such, either,
again, because the pyramid, which results from four triangles, is the
first of the solid figures, or, again, according to the same analogy: as
a point when it moves lengthwise generates another point, and again
when it moves in width generates another, likewise, when it moves
in depth, it will generate another, so that there are four points. Think
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of the rising straight line which creates depth.?!? In this way, then,
monad, dyad, triad, and tetrad are present in the perceptible objects.

Now since the soul knows all things, he said that it is likely for it,
too, to consist of these principles, in order that it should know them
all.5!% He said that in it, the monad is the intellect, through which it
makes its apprehensions of the intelligible objects; for the intellect,
being undivided, knows things by straightforward intuition. The
dyad is discursive thinking; for this has the ‘from where to what’; for
it proceeds along a certain way and proceeds from certain premises
to conclusions.’'* The triad is opinion, since this, once having urged
to make a judgement, is in doubt and as it were makes for itself a
twofold way, whether it should turn this way or that way, just as a
traveller who has gone a certain way, and then meets a cross-roads
and is in doubt as to whether he should turn this way or that way,
likewise opinion, too, uses a kind of hypothesis, then wishing to make
a judgement about this in either direction, it is in a state of doubt as
to where it should turn, and whether negation or affirmation is true;
for it wishes to possess some kind of insight about the soul and at once
it urges towards this and makes an assumption about what soul is, it
is in doubt and divided as to whether it should think of it as mortal
or immortal, or again as corporeal or incorporeal; and it goes like this
in all cases. The tetrad is perception, since the tetrad in the percepti-
ble objects signifies the body, and perception is the most corporeal of
all forms of cognition of the soul; for it grasps the individual; without
body it does not know anything. One should not be in doubt about the
question whether we have left out imagination;> for it is subsumed
under sense perception, since it derives its starting points from
there.516

404b19 ... that the living being as such is composed of the form
of the one as such ...

That is, the one as such and what is one primarily.5!”

404b19-20 ... and of the primary length and width and depth .. .58

We have already said that the living being as such is composed of the
first monad and dyad and the rest, and those after this proportionally
from the second and the third. The dyad and the triad etc. are applied
both to a discrete quantity, as when they are applied to the numbers
themselves, but they are also applied to the continuous, as when we
view them in the case of a line or a plane. Here, then, his account is
concerned with continua. One should take note here, since he named
each of these magnitudes by that in which it exceeds what is prior to
it, the line ‘length’, for it exceeds the point by its length, and plane
‘width’, since this exceeds the line in this respect, and the three-



Translation 99

dimensional body ‘depth’; for in this respect, it differs from plane. For
plane also has length and the solid has length and width. Not only
does continuous quantity consist of the tetrad, but discrete quantity
does so at a much earlier stage; for if each number that comes after
the number ten is broken down into decads and the principle of the
number ten is one, two, three, and four, the tetrad is the principle
both of the continuous and the discrete.

404b21 ... and the others in a similar way.

By ‘the others’ he either means those that come after the living being
as such; and by ‘in a similar way’, he means according to the same
analogy, composed of a monad, dyad, triad, and tetrad, as I already
said, but not of the first, from which the living being as such is
composed. Alternatively, he means the other models, for example,
beauty as such, man as such, and similarly for other things. It is also
written <in other copies> ‘the others® in a similar way’, and that
would be in accordance with the second interpretation: the other
forms, that of man, or that of angel.

404b21 And also in another way, the intellect being one, scien-
tific knowledge two; for it proceeds in a single line to one
conclusion; the number of the plane is opinion, whereas that of
the solid is perception.

That is to say, by means of a different intuitive apprehension, too, he
posits that the soul consists of these very same numbers. For believ-
ing that among the things that are, some are intelligible, others
objects of knowledge, yet others objects of opinion and again others
objects of perception, he has attributed the number one to the intel-
lect, which has the capacity to grasp the intelligibles; for this is
indivisible and similar to itself in all respects, knowing the things
simultaneously by primary intuition and without lapse of time. The
‘two’ he has attributed to scientific knowledge; for scientific know-
ledge 1s composite, since it is in the form of a syllogism, yet it is in a
single way only and not manifold, i.e., it is not this at one time and
that at another, but always true and the same, leading through one
way, the premises, to one end, the conclusion. The ‘three’ he has
assigned to opinion; for opinion is not in a single way only, as is
scientific knowledge; for opinion can be true and false, whereas all
scientific knowledge is true. In what way the ‘three’ is appropriate to
opinion, we have already said;?*° and the ‘four’ he has associated with
perception for the reason mentioned.??' This, then, is why he has said
that the soul is composed of these, the monad, the dyad, the triad, and
the tetrad, and thus knows everything because of its appropriateness
to these.
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But why does he <i.e. Aristotle> say that he <i.e. Plato> has called
the intellect one, and scientific knowledge two, yet has not also called
opinion three but said ‘the number of plane’? Our reply is that one
and two are not numbers. Indeed, according to the definition of
number, which says that number is the plurality that is arrived at by
monads, it would seem that the dyad is a number, too, yet in reality
this is not the case; for it is not a plurality of monads; the first
plurality is in fact that of three. Besides, each number when multi-
plied produces a larger number than when it is added, e.g. three plus
three makes six, whereas three times three makes nine, and this
applies to all numbers; yet with one it is the other way round: when
it 1s multiplied, the result is less than when it 1s added; for one plus
one makes two, whereas one times one makes one; and in the case of
two, the same result follows when it is multiplied and when it is
added. For two plus two and two times two produce in both cases four.
Therefore, neither one nor two are numbers. Consequently, the first
numbers are three and four, the one being the first odd number, the
other the first even. One and two are principles of numbers.

404b24 For the numbers were said to be the forms and princi-
ples of things,’?? and they are composed of the elements.

One should slightly transpose the words here in order for its meaning
to become clearer: ‘For the forms were said to be numbers and
principles of things, and they are composed of the elements.” For it is
the forms that were called numbers and principles of things; for it is
clear that they did not call these numbers that we have the forms of
things; rather, they called the forms numbers. By means of these
words he proves what has been said, I mean why the soul is made up
of the monad, the dyad, the triad, and the tetrad. He says that they
called the forms of things and their models numbers. These numbers
are composed of elements, the monad, the dyad, the triad, and the
tetrad. Indeed, we have already said®?® that they called the forms
decadic numbers, the decad consisting of these; and that the forms
belong to the intelligibles, the objects of scientific knowledge, opinion,
and perception. He makes this clear by saying ‘it judges some things
by means of the intellect, others by means of scientific knowledge, yet
others by opinion, and again others by perception’; for like is judged
by like. Consequently, if the forms of things are composed of the
monad, the dyad, the triad, and the tetrad (these being the elements
of the forms) and if the soul knows everything, they plausibly postu-
lated it as being composed of the elements of things so that like could
be known by like. It is clear to us from what has been said that those
who introduced the forms and said that they are the principles of
things again posited as other principles of these the monad, the dyad,
the triad, and the tetrad. This is why, when saying ‘the numbers were



Translation 101

called forms of things’ he added ‘they are composed of the elements’.
Indeed, earlier on he says: ‘the living being as such is composed of the
form of the one as such’ etc.; for the living being as such is a form and
a model.

‘These numbers are forms of things’ (404b24). Since above he said
that the numbers are forms, so that you would not think that what
he means by ordinary numbers are those that occur in the bending of
the fingers, when he says subsequently that ‘it judges some things by
means of the intellect, others by means of scientific knowledge, yet
others by means of opinion, and again others by means of perception’,
he has added ‘these numbers are forms of things’. He says ‘these’,
meaning that the numbers that are forms are intellect, scientific
knowledge, opinion, and perception. For just as there is the living
being as such, likewise there is the intellect itself, scientific knowl-
edge itself, and similarly also opinion and perception, and these are
forms of intelligible objects, and of objects of scientific knowledge, of
objects of opinion, and of objects of perception. The soul also, then,
having in itself these forms is capable of grasping the objects in
return; for it clearly judges and knows each thing in virtue of its form.

404b27 Since the soul is generally believed to be capable of
causing movement and of knowing, some people have con-
structed an account of it on the basis of both, by saying that the
soul is a number setting itself in motion.

We have said that among those who have spoken about the soul, there
are those who have concentrated on its kinetic aspect, others on its
cognitive aspect. Indeed, Plato sometimes defines it on the basis of its
kinetic aspect, as in the passages where he shows that it sets itself in
motion. Indeed, in the Phaedrus he says: ‘Since what is moved by
itself has been declared immortal, one would not be embarrassed to
say that this is what the essence of the soul and its definition are all
about.”®?* Consequently, he says that the definition of the soul is that
which sets itself in motion. But sometimes he defines it on the basis
of its cognitive aspect, as in the Timaeus in the passages where he
says it is composed of the principles of things that exist.??® Thus Plato
sometimes looks at its capacity to cause movement, sometimes at its
capacity to know. Xenocrates, who succeeded him, defines the soul on
the basis of both when he says that it is a number that sets itself in
motion;®?® he says that it is a number, as if he were a Pythagorean, on
the basis of its capacity to know things (for according to the
Pythagoreans, the number is the principle of all things); but because
of its capacity to cause movement, he attributes self-movement to it;
for according to them, what sets itself in motion is the principle and
source of all movement. And the others, whom he is going to mention
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in the sequel, defined the soul on the basis of both, as he is about to
show; this is why he has said ‘some people’.

404b30 They disagree about the principles, about what they are
as well as how many there are [, especially in that some posit
the principles to be corporeal, others incorporeal; and again
disagreeing with these are those who combine the two and say
that the principles derive from both. They also disagree about
their number, some assuming that there is just one, others
assuming a plurality].

Having expounded, in the previous passages, the doctrines of his
predecessors about the soul, both those who have concentrated on its
capacity to cause movement and those who have looked at its capacity
to know, he accordingly analyses in the present passage their dis-
agreement about the principles. For their disagreement about the
principles is also the cause of their disagreement about the essence of
the soul. This is at least why some said the soul is this, others that,
yet all say it consists of the principles which they supposed to be the
principles of things; and in particular those who concentrated on the
soul’s capacity to know said it was composed of the principles, with
the exception of Anaxagoras, as he is going to explain in what follows.

Now in the Lectures on Physics he has given an accurate account
of the disagreements among the natural philosophers about the
principles; but he is about to mention these now, too. It would seem
that he is repeating himself, since earlier on he has mentioned their
doctrines and he sums them up here again. Yet it is not mere
repetition. For earlier on his intention was to expound their doctrines
about the soul, but here he expounds how they disagree among
themselves about the principles; and with this he connects their
doctrines about the soul, which he has already summed up. He
divides their disagreement on the basis of the essence, quality, and
quantity <of the principles>: on the basis of their essence and quality,
in that some make them corporeal, others incorporeal; on the basis of
quantity, in that some say there is one, others more. Those who
posited that the principles are corporeal are the natural philosophers,
Thales, Democritus, Anaximenes, Anaximander, Heraclitus; those
who said they are incorporeal are those who say they are numbers,
such as the Pythagoreans and Xenocrates, as well as, apparently,
Plato. Those who said they are mixed are Empedocles, who along with
the four elements introduced Strife and Love as incorporeal natural
entities, and Anaxagoras, who along with the homoeomerous parts
introduced the intellect; for this, he said, is incorporeal. Among these
one might also count Democritus, who together with the indivisible
bodies introduced void. They disagree, he says, all among each other
both concerning the quantity and about the <nature of the> princi-
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ples, both those who defend corporeal principles against the incorpo-
real ones, and against both of these those who say that the principles
are mixed.

405a3 And their account of the soul corresponded with these
views.

That is, consequent upon their doctrine about the principles, they
held corresponding views about the soul. For each of them posited
that the soul is composed of the principles he recognised. He <i.e.
Aristotle> indicates by these words that not only those who concen-
trated on the soul’s capacity to know, but also those who concentrated
on the soul’s capacity to cause movement spoke plausibly in claiming
that the soul is composed of the principles. This is why he adds:

405a4 They supposed that, to have a nature such as to cause
movement belongs to things that are primary,52” and not unrea-
sonably.

Not unreasonably, he says, did they include the soul’s natural capacity
to cause movement in their account of a principle, for that producing
<effects> and movement belong to a principle is a reasonable thing to
say. This is why some said fire is the principle of all things, for it is
most easily moved of all things and holds within itself the starting
point of its own movement, and then, when it is itself moved, it causes
other things to move. This is why it is primarily through the move-
ment of innate heat that the living being moves, since innate heat is
not set in motion by any other body but holds in itself the cause of
movement, viz. nature.’?® Consequently, if the capacity to cause
movement belongs to the principles, it is plausible for those who
suppose that the soul causes movement most easily to postulate that
it consists of the principles. This is why some supposed it to be fire,
as he himself adds when he says:

405a5 Which is why some thought it is fire; for this is composed
of the finest particles and is the most incorporeal of the elements
[; furthermore, it primarily is <an element that> is moved and
moves the others].

Having said that for those, too, who suppose the soul to be that which
is most capable of causing movement, too, it was plausible to say that
it is composed of the principles, because the natural capacity to cause
movement belongs to the first things and to the principles (for it is
characteristic of a principle to be active and to cause movement), and
since the soul belongs to the things that are capable of causing
movement, he has added accordingly that this is why some people
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thought the soul is fire, which they said is a principle of things that
exist, since it consists of the finest particles and is most incorporeal
and therefore most easily set in motion and the cause of its own
movement and the primary cause of other things’ movement. By fire
they do not mean the flame (for this is an excess of fire), but the dry
vapour which Aristotle says in the Meteorology causes earthquakes
and winds and all other intense kinds of movement.?? One could
include Heraclitus®® and Hippasus®!' among those who supposed
that the principle is fire and that the soul is made of fire. However,
he is going to mention Heraclitus and his doctrine a little later; now
he will first set out the doctrine of Democritus, since even though the
latter posited a plurality, indeed an infinite number of principles, he
also posits that the soul consists of what for him are things that are
most easily set in motion, I mean the spherical atoms, of which fire is
also made. He <Democritus> has called fire incorporeal, but not
incorporeal in the most literal sense (none of them said that), but as
something incorporeal compared to other corporeal things because of
the fact that it consists of delicate particles.?3?

Now one might raise a query against their saying that the soul is
composed of the principles, to the effect that they even attributed to
it something more than the rest; for each of them said that it is all the
other things as well, since it is common to all things that consist of
the principles. In response to that they could say the following: ‘We
have said this first to prevent one from suspecting that the soul
consists of certain other principles and not of the common ones; and,
subsequently, the other things have as a result of the combination of
the principles become something else, either naturally, according to
those who affirm that the principles are impassive, or by appearance,
according to those who say that the principles are impassive and
unchangeable. However, the soul really is a part of the principles, and
it 1s different compared to the principles in virtue of the position it
has adopted in relation to the things that are derived from the
principles, I mean the living beings. This is why Democritus said that
fire and soul are the same,>® the difference lying, of course, in their
relation, as I said; this is also why some of the others said that the
soul is water, some air, even though they did not give that name to
the things that are derived from these, such as bricks, wood, etc.

405a8 Democritus®* gave a more ingenious account as to why it
would be each of these [; according to him, the soul is identical
with the intellect, and this consists of primary and indivisible
particles, and it causes movement because of the delicacy of its
particles and their shape; he says that the spherical shape is
most easily moved, and of this nature are the intellect and fire].

He praises Democritus for plausibly stating the reasons for what has
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been said before, i.e. causing motion and being moved; for he has said
that some say that fire, of which the soul, too, is composed, is what is
primarily moved and causes motion to other things. Democritus has
given a plausible account of the causes of these <, in answer to the
question> through what fire and soul are both moved and cause
movement: for both of these are composed of the same principles, I
mean the spherical atoms. For he <i.e. Democritus>, he <i.e. Aris-
totle> says, has posited that the intellect or the soul (for these are the
same for him) are composed of the first bodies, i.e. the atoms, and not
just any atoms but the spherical ones, which are the most kinetic for
two reasons, because they are finest and for that reason penetrate
everything easily because of their fine particles, and thus, when
themselves moved, they cause movement; furthermore, because of
their spherical shape they are easily moved. Consequently, he has
stated the reason why they are being moved as well as the reason why
they cause other things to move.

It is worth raising the question for what reason Democritus said
that the spherical atoms consist of the smallest parts, so that because
of that they would be easily moved. That what is spherical is easy to
set in motion, is obvious: he demonstrates <this by the fact> that a
sphere touches a plane at one point only; since it touches a plane at
one point, it moves easily because it slips easily; but why do the
spherical atoms consist of small parts, so that by that fact the cause
for their causing movement is yielded? This reasoning seems to be
very arbitrary; for it would be possible just as much for pyramidal, or
barbed shapes, or simply any other shape, to consist of very small
particles. Our reply is that in geometry it is shown that of figures that
have straight lines and equal circumference the ones that have more
angles have a greater surface than those that have fewer angles. Let
us assume, for instance, a quadrangle, each of whose sides has a
length of two cubits so that its circumference is eight cubits; and let
us assume another figure of six angles, each of whose sides has a
length of one and a third cubit, so that its circumference, too, is eight
cubits. And let us assume yet another octagonal figure, each of whose
sides has a length of one cubit, so that its circumference, too, is eight
cubits. Now all these figures, the quadrangle, the figure with six
angles and the figure with eight angles, have the same circumference
(each of these is eight cubits), but the one with eight angles has a
larger surface, the one with six angles a smaller, and the quadrangle
again a smaller one than that. Now if what has more angles also has
a larger surface, the circle will have the largest surface of all figures
with equal circumference, because the more angles a figure has, the
more it approximates the circle; for in as much they have more angles,
they are closer to being without angle, and the circle is without angle.
The same argument also applies to solid figures; therefore a sphere
will be more spacious than solid figures with straight lines and with
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equal circumference. Now if this is the case, and if among figures that
have equal circumference those that have more angles have a larger
surface, then crosswise among figures that have the same surface,
those that have more angles will have a smaller circumference.
Therefore spheres will have a smaller circumference than everything
<else>. Democritus was therefore right in positing that of atoms that
are equal in mass the spherical ones had the smallest parts, and that
for this reason they can penetrate everything, and since they move
very easily because they touch a plane at one point, they cause the
others to move.

405a13 Anaxagoras®® seems to say that soul and intellect are
different, as we said before,>*® but he uses both terms as if they
referred to one natural entity ...

By saying that the intellect is cause of what is just and good, as if
there were something different that was cause of things that are not
<just and good>, which is in fact the soul, he seems to distinguish the
intellect and the soul from each other. For since the soul knows the
nature of things on the basis of syllogisms, it is capable of error when
in the premises it assumes what is not the case as if it were the case.
However, the intellect grasps things by straightforward apprehen-
sions, as he says himself,?3” and it either knows or it does not, and for
this reason it is infallible; for if it erred, it would follow that the
intellect is without intelligence, which is contrary to reason. In these
statements Anaxagoras seems to distinguish intellect from soul; yet
in those passages where he says that the intellect moves everything,
and <where he says> that it can be seen in all living beings, both those
that are big and those that are small, and both in those that are valuable
and those of lower value, he has spoken of the intellect as if it were
identical with the soul. For it is characteristic of the soul, not of the
intellect, to cause movement and to be observable in all living beings.

404a15 ... except that he posits the intellect in particular as a
principle of all things [; for he says that this alone of the things
that exist is simple and unmixed and pure].>38

Indeed, for even though Democritus uses the word intellect, he does
not include it in his account of principles; yet Anaxagoras says that
the intellect is most of all a principle, obviously in the sense of
productive principle. Indeed, <Aristotle> praises him for this and for
the fact that he supposes it to be a simple and unmixed body, and for
not saying that just as the homoeomerous parts have all things mixed
in them, likewise the intellect has, but for saying that it is unmixed
and pure and simple. Which is why Aristotle himself, too, says the
same things about the intellect,>® and he does what he has prom-
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ised,?® I mean accepting the things that have been said rightly. At
any rate he states about him <i.e. Anaxagoras> that he ‘attributes to
the same principle both knowing and moving, when he says that the
intellect moves everything’; for by means of saying ‘intellect’, he has
attributed the cognitive faculty to this principle, and he clearly says
that the same principle also moves everything.

405a19 From what people report, it seems that Thales,?*! too,
supposed the soul to be something that is capable of causing
movement [when he said that the stone possesses soul because
it attracts iron].

It seems not suitable that he mentions the doctrine of Thales here; for
it being his present <concern> to show that those who concentrated
on the cognitive aspect of the soul said that it is composed of the
principles from which they posited things were made, because like is
known by like, he now reports the doctrine of Thales without saying
something similar to what he said about the others, but rather that
Thales called the stone that attracts iron ensouled, thereby saying
that movement was peculiar to the soul. Yet, while reporting the
doctrines of those that concentrate on the soul’s kinetic aspect, he has
said that each of them said that what he felt was the most kinetic of
all was the element of the soul, with Democritus adducing spherical
atoms, the Pythagoreans the motes in the air, another fire, and yet
another air; however, in the case of the doctrine of Thales, who
posited water as the principle of things, he does not say something
like that. For example, he does not say that Thales posits the soul to
be water and says that for this reason the stone attracts iron, because
it is something ensouled and therefore consisting of water. He does
not say this, but solely that he called the stone ensouled. For what
purpose? Either because no writings of Thales have been handed
down but only his sayings, and for this reason he <i.e. Aristotle> shied
away from criticising the vulgarity of what he <i.e. Thales> had said
without writing it down, or because he <i.e. Aristotle> has a certain
respect for him <i.e. Thales>, because many valuable doctrines of his
are being reported. They say that he said that Providence extends to
the extremes and nothing escapes it, not even the slightest thing.54?
For this reason, therefore, he does not say that this doctrine of the
soul being from water was his, but only that he, too, attributed
movement to the soul. In what comes next,?*? he says that Hippo was
of this opinion, i.e. that the soul was made of water; for he, too, said
that water was the principle of everything.

405a21 Diogenes,*** as well as some others, thought it was air,
[thinking that this is the most delicate of all and a principle, and
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that for this reason the soul knows <things> and causes move-
ment, and in so far as it is primary and all things derive from it,
it knows, while in so far as it is most delicate, it causes move-
ment].

Diogenes of Apollonia and Anaximenes®® said that air was the prin-
ciple of things and that the soul, too, consisted of this, and that the
soul knew everything because it had the principle of everything in it,
and that the soul was moved most easily because of the delicacy of its
parts. We have already said that what causes movement must consist
of the finest particles, so that it can penetrate the whole of what is
being moved, so that it indeed moves the whole; and air does consist
of fine particles.

405a25 Heraclitus,> too, says that the principle is soul, or at
any rate the vapour, from which the other things are held
together [; it is most incorporeal and always in flux].

It has often been said that he <i.e. Heraclitus> said that fire was the
principle of things, indeed fire, not flame; for as Aristotle himself
says, the flame is an excess of fire.?*" It is rather that by fire he meant
the dry vapour; of this, then, the soul is composed, too, since it moves
easily and consists of very fine particles. Since he said that things are
in constant movement and since he abolished stability from things,
as did Protagoras®*® and many others, and since he said that knowing
and causing movement is peculiar to the soul, this is the reason why
he said the soul is composed of vapour; for since objects are in motion,
what knows these objects must also be in motion, so that it runs
parallel to them and touches upon them and suits them; for how
would what is stable know what is in a state of motion? This is why
he attributed the knowledge of the soul both to the fact that it is
composed of the starting point of all things, I mean the vapour, and
to the fact that it is composed of what is most easily set in motion; for
what is being moved is known by what is being moved. He also said
that it moves because of the delicacy of its particles of the vapour and
because compared to bodies it is incorporeal. For what causes move-
ment, as we have said many times, must consist of fine particles, so
that it penetrates the whole of what is being moved; and the vapour
consists of fine particles and it is always in motion and the cause of
other movement, which is why, as Aristotle has shown,?* earth-
quakes and other motions arise from it, too.

405a27 What is being moved is known by what is being moved;
and he, as well as the majority of people, thought that things
were in motion.
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We should transpose the words here, so that its meaning becomes
clearer, in the following way: he, as well as the majority of people,
thought that things are in motion, and that what is moved is known
by what is moved. Since they supposed that things are in motion, they
said that this is why the soul is made up of what is most easily moved;
for what is being moved must be known by what is being moved; for
like is known by like. Yet he did not abolish stability from the realm
of things that exist, as they supposed, and this is shown both by Plato
in the Theaetetus®® and in many other places and by Aristotle in On
the Heavens and in the Metaphysics.?® They say that if there were no
stability in the universe, it would be impossible for there to be always
movement; for the very fact of there being always movement is a kind
of constancy and stability;?®? and if stability were abolished, move-
ment would be abolished as well; for if what is moved does not have
stability in its movement, it will obviously not be moved.

405a29 Alcmaeon seems to have held a view about the soul very
similar to these.’®® [He says that it is immortal because it
resembles the immortal beings; and this characteristic belongs
to the soul because it is in permanent movement; for he says
that all divine things are always in continuous movement, the
moon, the sun, the stars, and the whole of the heaven.]

He, too, being a Pythagorean, concentrated on the fact that the soul
is most apt to move, and said that it was composed of the heavenly
body and for that reason immortal (for it is always in motion, as those
bodies are), assuming without argument that the heavenly bodies are
immortal. What his basis was for attributing to the soul its cognitive
aspect, if indeed he stated other causes of some sort for its ability to
know, I cannot tell; the writings of these men are not available to us,
nor does Aristotle provide more information about them. What I am
saying, then, is not that all of them in all respects gave an account of
the soul’s movement and knowledge, but rather that some gave an
account of both, others of one or the other; hence there is no need for
us to look for both in all.

405b1 Some of the more vulgar said that it was water, as did
Hippo.?® [They seem to have arrived at this conviction on the
basis of the seed, which in all cases is moist; indeed, he refutes
those who argue that the soul is blood, on the ground that seed
1s not blood, and seed is the primary soul.]

He <i.e. Hippo> was called the atheist for this very reason, viz. that
he attributed the cause of all things to nothing else than water.>%
<Aristotle> has called his doctrine ‘vulgar’, especially because it is
merely bombastic to the audience, and also because it drags the soul
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down to something material and low in matter, and because water is
neither easily moved nor is it similarly apt to move, and it is passive
rather than active (for the moisture in which water’s being consists
is passive), whereas it is more appropriate for the soul to be active
rather than passive. He says that <Hippo> thought that the soul was
water on the ground that the seed of everything is moist; indeed, the
seeds of fruits are moist to start with. And against those who said that
the soul is blood he argued that the seed, which for living beings is
the source of being and life, is water and not blood. Yet if moisture in
the straightforward sense were soul, all moisture ought to be soul.
Moreover, the seed is not ensouled in so far as it is moist; obviously,
if it evaporates, it will still be moist, yet also lifeless and dead. And
not just that; for there are many things that have a moist natural heat
yet are not ensouled; they also require natural formulae.>®® He says
that the seed is the first soul, as if it is the seed of the soul and the
principle of the soul. For just as it is the principle of the human body,
likewise, he believes, it is the principle of soul.

405b5 Others said it was blood, as did Critias,?®” supposing that
perception is most characteristic of the soul [, and that this
belongs to it because of the nature of the blood].

Whether by Critias he means one of the Thirty who also attended
Socrates’ teaching, or someone else, does not make any difference for
us.5?® They say that there was yet another Critias, a sophist, to whom
the writings that have been handed down belong, as Alexander
says;®® for the member of the Thirty is said to have written nothing
beyond political works in verse. However this may be, Critias said
that the soul is blood: ‘for thought is blood in the region of the human
heart’.?®® This is because he said the soul was characterised by
perception, and those bodily parts that are bloodless lack perception,
such as hair, bone, nails, etc.; therefore blood is the cause of percep-
tion. Perception is peculiar to the soul; therefore the blood is soul. Yet
medical theory shows that nerves are either the only parts to be
sensitive or to the highest degree, and not just all nerves but only
some.’! Furthermore, if the soul is blood, bloodless animals will be
unensouled; and all insects, flies, ants and the like are bloodless, yet
it is evident that they share in perception. Therefore the blood is not
the cause of perception, and therefore the soul is not blood, since
bloodless animals, too, are ensouled and sensitive.?%?

405b8 All elements have received their judge, except earth.>s3
[No one has said that that is the soul.]

He uses the word 9judge’ instead of ‘champion’ for the person who
judges and posits each of them as being a principle. No one said that
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the soul is earth only, because no one supposed earth alone to be the
principle of things either, except, he says, those who have said that
all the elements are the principle, as Empedocles did; he said that the
element earth, too, is soul.?®* Or rather it is more plausible to say that
he gave the name soul to the combination of the elements. But against
this we are faced with what was said earlier on, that he said that each
of them individually, too, is soul, unless by soul we will understand
the faculty of soul, since we, too, often call the faculties of the soul
souls; for we say that man also has a vegetative and non-rational
soul.?®® Against nearly all doctrines that have been enumerated,
which say that the soul is composed of more than one thing, the
objection can be raised that they say that the soul and the body are
identical, since both are composed of the same principles. Why, then,
is the soul a body rather than that the body is soul? One could say in
defence of the majority that, even if they said that the soul and the
body are composed of the same principles, these are not in a similar
state; for it is by such and such a mixture and separation of the
principles that there come into being souls and the different kinds of
bodies, just as we, too, are different in body through the different
mixture of elements, and also the different kinds of metals come from
the different mixture of evaporations. However, in On Coming-to-Be
and Perishing Aristotle has refuted this doctrine which says that the
coming into being and passing away occurs through mixture and
separation of the elements.56¢

405b9 Except that some said it is composed of all the elements
or is all the elements.

Since the phrase ‘composed of all’ also refers to processes of mixture,
in which some sort of external form supervenes on the mixture, as the
form of flesh supervenes on the mixture of the four elements, and
since those who say that it is composed of all did not mean this in the
way in which we do now, but referred just to the bare combination of

elements as being the soul, for this reason, after saying ‘composed of
all’, he has added ‘or is all’.

405b11 All define the soul, so to speak, by three aspects, move-
ment, perception, and being incorporeal [; and each of these is
referred to the principles].

This is, as it were, a summing up of what has been said. ‘Define’ is
meant in the sense of ‘describe’ and ‘characterise’. Earlier he had said
that the soul is recognised by movement and perception, and now he
has added ‘being incorporeal’, as this, too, had emerged and had been
discovered on the basis of the doctrines enumerated before. For
moving easily and being always in movement is followed by being

30

90,1

10

15

20



25

30

91,1

10

15

20

112 Translation

incorporeal; here he does not mean incorporeal in the proper sense,
but in the sense of ‘consisting of small particles’. All these, he says,
movement, perception, and incorporeality are referred back to the
principles, i.e. they say that the soul is of this nature as it comes from
principles that are of this nature. And the phrase ‘all define’ is not
meant in the sense that all determine these three as aspects of the
soul but (and this is why he has added ‘so to speak’) some have
attributed all to it, others some, as can be found to be the case on the
basis of what has been said about their doctrines.

405b13 This is why those who defined the soul by its cognitive
aspect made it into an element or something composed of the
elements, speaking in very similar terms,’®” except one of them.
[They say that like is known by like, and since the soul knows
everything, they say that it is made up of all principles. Those
who say that there is just one principle and one element, also
posit that the soul is one, for example, fire or air; those who say
that there are more principles, also posit that the soul consists
of more. Anaxagoras is the only one to say that the intellect
cannot be acted upon and has nothing in common with any other
thing. But how the intellect, being like this, will know things
and through what cause he has not told us ...]

That is, all refer these three things, which they say are attributes of
the soul, back to the principles. At least among those who concen-
trated on its cognitive aspect, since like is known by like, each of them
said that the soul is composed of the principles he recognises, with
those saying that the soul is many, saying it is composed out of many,
and those saying that it is one, saying that it is composed out of one.
Since it is capable of knowing everything, they thought it had to
contain everything in itself. The only one, he says, not to go down the
same road as they did is Anaxagoras; for while all have attributed
corporeal principles to the soul because of its knowledge, he said that
the intellect was soul, since one of the activities of the soul is move-
ment, and since he said that the intellect moves everything; conse-
quently, he said that the intellect was soul, and this intellect he said
is pure, unmixed, and impassive, that is, incorporeal. He mentioned
the homoeomerous parts as the principles of things, and said that
these are in a state of mixture among each other, but the intellect, he
said, is unmixed with them and pure, as if he meant to say that it
were different from the principles from which all things are made,
thus going in the opposite way to all. Hence Aristotle accepts him as
someone who has said the soul is incorporeal, yet he says his account
of the soul was not correct; for he left it unclear how it, being unmixed
and unsharing and having no relationship to the principles from
which all things are made, will be able to know all things. For neither
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does Anaxagoras himself help us in this respect, nor is it possible to
infer this from his words. All, then, have posited principles of the soul,
some corporeal, some incorporeal only, yet no account was correct,
but each has said part of the truth. For the essence of the soul must
be incorporeal, since what knows must be superior to what does not
know, yet the principles of bodies must be in this incorporeal mode of
being, not the material principles but their formulae.

405b22 ... nor is it clear from what he has said.?68

In many cases something has often not been said explicitly by the
ancients, but it can be inferred from what they have said, as he has
inferred that Democritus and Anaxagoras said that the intellect is
the same as the soul.

405b23 All those who posit oppositions within the principles
also suppose the soul is composed of opposites.

Such a person was Empedocles. The four elements, from which he
says the soul is made up, consist of opposite qualities, and so do Strife
and Love.

405b23 Those, on the other hand, who posit one or the other of
the opposites, e.g. hot or cold or something else of the sort,
similarly posit that the soul is one of these. [This is why they are
guided by names: some say <the soul> is heat, and that this is
also why life is so called, whereas others who say that it is cold
say that the soul is so called because of respiration and cool-
ing.]56

One of the opposites is posited by Hippo and Heraclitus.?™ One of
them posits the hot; for he says that the principle is fire; the other the
cold, positing that water is the principle. Each of these, then, he says,
tries to provide an etymological basis about the word soul for his own
doctrine, the one saying that living things are said to be alive (zén)
because of the boiling (zein), i.e. the hot, the other saying that the
name soul (psukhé) is given because of the cold (psukhos), from which
it derives its mode of being, since it is the cause of our being cooled
through respiration.?” For since life is present as a result of soul, and
the soul as a result of cold (for it is made of water), this is why it
requires respiration, which by its cooling effect tempers the heat in
the region of the heart and does not allow it to become superior to the
power of the soul, I mean the cold.

25

30

92,1

10



This page intentionally left blank



Notes

1. On the interpretation of this phrase, and on the relationship between
Ammonius’ commentaries and those by Philoponus in general see Blumenthal
(1996) 49 and 58-60, and see Introduction above, p. 1.

2. On the relationship between the Prooemium and the Commentary, and
the unusual range and agenda of this Prooemium compared to other Neoplaton-
ist introductions to commentaries on Aristotle’s works see Verbeke (1985) 454:
‘instead of dealing with methodological questions, it [i.e. the Prooemium,
PJvdE] presents a comprehensive justification of the interpretation which is
given of the Aristotelian text. In this prologue a coherent doctrine regarding the
nature of the human soul and its various powers is developed: in the commen-
tary itself the author endeavours to show that this psychological doctrine
corresponds to the text of Aristotle.’

3. i.e. to mention all those in which they are divided; the point is not to find
an answer to the question ‘how many’, but to ensure that all faculties are
comprised in the answer. This will be discussed in 1,9-9,2.

4. i.e. to state all the doctrines of the ancients. Again, the point is not to find
an answer to the question ‘how many doctrines were there?, but to ensure that
all those doctrines are dealt with (see previous note). This will be discussed
below at 9,3-12,9.

5. diairesis: this starts at 12,12, where the discussion about the incorporeal-
ity of the soul is arranged according to the various faculties of the soul
distinguished in the preceding sections.

6. logikai ... alogoi: this division is not found in Aristotle’s DA but reflects
Philoponus’ Neoplatonic background; below in 20,28ff., Philoponus applies this
division to Aristotle’s practice in DA. A division between a ‘rational’ and a
‘non-rational’ part of the soul is found in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics
(1102a23-8), though with different subdivisions from what we find here. See
Blumenthal (1996) 28 and (1986) 332, referring to the parallel division in
Simplicius in Phys., Prooemium, 1,6-11.

7. zétikai kai orektikai: on these see below, 5,24ff. (with n. ad loc.).

8. These will be discussed below in 5,34ff.

9. This is in accordance with Aristotelian usage of doxa: cf. DA 428a27; EN
1147a26, 1147b17-18; Insom. 458b10-13; see also Verbeke (1966) li-lii, and
Blumenthal (1986) 332, who refers to parallels in Proclus, (Ps?-)Simplicius in
DA 2, 237,8-9 (on which see Blumenthal (2000) 145 n. 410) and (Ps?-)Philoponus
in DA 3, 501-4 passim.

10. For diakritikon cf. Plato Tim. 67E5 and Aristotle Metaph. 1057b8. The
example shows the close relationship between ‘opinion’ (doxa) and sensible
objects.

11. dianoéta, objects of dianoia, ‘discursive thinking’, which is closely associ-
ated with logos, ‘giving account’; cf. Aristotle, DA 428a13-14 and see n. 16 below.
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12. After this, t (see Introduction, p. 7) has an addition: ‘Therefore, opinion
is that which knows the universal in the perceptible objects and the conclusions
of objects of discursive thinking.’

13. Plato Soph. 264A10: doxa de dianoias apoteleutésis.

14. A pun on dianoia (‘discursive thinking’) and dianuein (‘complete’, ‘accom-
plish’).

15. i.e. clearer than the subject under investigation.

16. cf. Plato Phdr. 245C5-246A2.

17. nous, the highest cognitive faculty, which apprehends by direct mental
intuition, as opposed to dianoia, which understands intelligible objects by
means of reasoning (logos) and argumentation. Philoponus also distinguishes
the two in in DA 1.4, 155,4-35, where he points out that whereas nous is
separable from the sunamphoteron, the combination of soul and body, dianoia
is not; see also in DA 2.2, 229,29-32, On the Intellect 4, 20,71-88 and, in relation
to the rational activities of the heavenly bodies, in DA 2.3, 258,36-259,2 and
260,18-25. For the distinction see also Plotinus 5.3.3,23-9 (and on dianoia itself
see Plotinus 3.7.11,35-6); see also Blumenthal (1988) 110. The distinction
between nous and dianoia has some basis in Aristotle’s works (cf. An. Post.
89b7), although it is never fully or consistently articulated there (cf. EN
1142a25-6 and 1143a35-6, where, however, the distinction is between nous on
the one hand and phronésis and logos on the other); and in the DA, dianoia and
cognate terms are mostly used to refer to activity of the intellectual part of the
soul as a whole and as distinct from the sensitive part of the soul (e.g. 431al4;
427b15; 429a23) rather than distinct from the activity of nous. A distinction
between noésis and dianoia is made in Plato Rep. 511D6-E2.

18. This renders the verb epiballein and the noun epibolé, which refer to
immediate mental viewing or intuition, as opposed to discursive, argumentative
reasoning.

19. cf. Philoponus, On the Intellect 7, 91,62-5.

20. cf. Philoponus, On the Intellect 6, 89,96-9: ‘They say, however, that such
functioning (i.e. thinking about the transcendent forms) comes only to those
who have reached the summit of a good life and of knowledge, and rarely even
to them. Hence Plotinus (5.8.1) says in this connection that whoever shall have
functioned in this way will know what he means’ (tr. Charlton [1991] 103); see
also the comments by Verbeke (1985) 469.

21. For the idea of virtue (areté) as ‘purification’ (katharsis) see Plato Phaed.
69C, quoted by Plotinus in 1.2.3,8-10 and 1.2.4. For such purification see also
below, 18,16-24; 58,19-21, and 52,2ff.

22, i.e. without having to use phantasmata, appearances in which the
intelligible object is presented as having particular material properties (such as
size, shape, etc.; cf. Aristotle Mem. 450a1-10). Cf. below 58,19-21.

23. As Hayduck notes, no passage can be found that exactly matches this
reference (he refers to Plotinus 5.3.14 and 17, and 6.7.35-6). One may also think
of Plotinus 6.7.30,23-7 and 6.7.39,3, or of 5.8.1,1-6. The One’s incapability of
being communicated in words is referred to by Plotinus in 6.9.11,26 and
5.3.14,129.

24. noésis, the noun indicating the activity of exercising nous.

25. Tim. 28A1-2; ‘reason’ renders logos here, ‘rational account’.

26. Tim. 28A2-3.

27. On this typically Neoplatonic analogy between the hierachy of cognitive
faculties and the hierarchy within the universe see Blumenthal (1996) 86, 168.

28. On contemplation of the intelligible objects as the highest activity of the
soul see Festugiere (1950).



Notes to pages 16-18 117

29. Phaed. 66D2-17.

30. phantasia; however, for a more positive valuation of phantasia by Philo-
ponus see below 5,36ff. In the Platonic passage, phantasia is not mentioned: the
confusing agent there is the body itself. See Verbeke (1966) xlvi-xlvii. For a
discussion of the notion of phantasia in Philoponus see Lautner (1993).

31.1.e. intermediate between perceptible and intelligible objects; cf. Blumen-
thal (1996) 168: ‘soul on its way upwards must operate in accordance with
reason, which is directed to the intermediate kind of objects, ta dianoéta’.

32. i.e. the essence of mathematical objects does not involve matter, but they
do not exist separate from material objects in which they are instantiated.

33. i.e. in the domain of objects of reason, mathematics, etc.

34. Loosely resembling Plotinus 1.3.3,5-10, though the quotation is not very
accurate; Philoponus has phuseds for Plotinus’ pisteds (‘belief’, ‘proof’). Cf. also
Ammonius, in Isag. 12,20-33 and Olympiodorus Prolegomena 8,29-9,13.

35. For this ‘intertwining’ cf. (Ps.?-)Philoponus in DA 3.3, 491,21-7. On the
ambivalent state of dianoia in between phantasia and nous see also Philoponus
in DA 1.4, 155,4-35.

36. Adopting the reading peri (with Pal. and t) instead of D’s epi (preferred
by Hayduck).

37. indalmata, a frequent word in Neoplatonic texts (e.g. Plotinus 5.3.8,47;
6.8.18,27) for traces or images of transcendent beings.

38. koinai ennoiai, universally accepted ideas; cf. Aristotle An. Post. 76a37-
b2 and Euclid Elements 1.3, and von Fritz (1955). Philoponus returns to these
ideas below in 5,17 and 19,2.

39. For a discussion of these examples see Wolff (1971) 75 n. 77, who points
out that these are all propositions (as opposed to Stoic phantasiai).

40. Several textual witnesses (Pal., Suid., t) add here: “This is why the
intellect is called the starting point of knowledge, by which we know the
intelligible objects’.

41. An. Post. 72b23; ‘determining principle’ renders horos, which means
‘limit’, ‘boundary’; it is often used in the sense of ‘definition’, but here a more
general meaning of what can be called a ‘definition’ seems envisaged.

42. Above, 3,16-17.

43. See n. 41 on the meaning of horos; limit’ here renders Philoponus’ peras.

44. See n. 41 on the meaning of horos.

45. cf. Euclid Elements 1, def. 13.

46. Above, 2,2.

47. The two horses of Achilles (Iliad 16.149).

48. Below, 5,35f1f.

49. Cael. 291b17ff., also quoted below in 30,20-2; see also An. Post. 88a12-17
and 90a26 and the discussion of this by Richard Sorabji (see Preface above, p.
vii). In ancient astronomical thought, the moon counts as an astron, a ‘star’, as
much as the sun and other celestial bodies.

50. Above, 4,20-1.

51. Or ‘individual things’ (merikén, the reading of t).

52. As the wording suggests, Philoponus adds a thought here which is not in
Aristotle, i.e. the notion of innate knowledge of the formal principles of things,
which is evoked by sense perception through opinion; cf. further down, 51,16ff.,
and Philoponus On the Intellect 6, 83,42-4.

53. Adopting Hayduck’s emendation hoion enkatekhdésthésan.

54. For this comparison see also Philoponus, On the Intellect 4, 20,71-88,
where a distinction is made between ‘discursive thinking’ (dianoia) and ‘intel-
lect’ (nous), with the former being ‘intellect impeded by the body’: ‘for the body
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does not cooperate with the intellect, but rather hinders its natural operations,
as ash does those of a burning coal ... Just as if a burning coal is not functioning
in accordance with its nature because it is buried in ash, and someone says that
it is a burning coal in potentiality, that is, dispositionally, and that such a thing
does not exist without ash, he says this not because such a burning coal is
composed of burning coal and ash, but because it is only by ash that it is
hindered from functioning perfectly; in the same way, if dianoia should be said
to be not without body, this is how we will interpret the saying’ (tr. Charlton
(1991) 44). On dianoia’s susceptibility to influence and disturbance from the
body see also Philoponus in DA 1.4, 155,4-35 (and n. 17 above).

55. On this passage, esp. the notion of ‘projection’ (proballein) see Sorabji’s
Preface above, p. vii, with references to Proclus in Tim. 1, 251,4-9; in Euclid.
Elem. 1, 121,1-7 and 1, 141,2-19.

56. This is, of course, strongly reminiscent of the theory of knowledge as
recollection in Plato’s Meno. See Sorabji’s Preface above, p. vii, and cf. Philo-
ponus On the Intellect 4, 40,36; cf. also Wolff (1971) 76-7.

57. Following Hayduck’s preference for D’s reading sunaisthometha over t’s
sunesometha cf. Philop. in DA 293,22 and Lampe (1986) s.v.

58. cf. Blumenthal (1996) 167; Verbeke (1966) lii.

59. Greek aposkiasmata.

60. Reading panta gar haper (with t) instead of pan gar hoper (D Pal.)
adopted by Hayduck.

61. There is divergence between the manuscripts regarding the place of this
paragraph, which is located after alogoi dunameis at 6,25 in D and t. But this
clearly cannot be correct. Pal. has it here, and rightly so. It seems that this
paragraph constitutes the fulfilment of what Philoponus had announced at 1,12,
the ‘rational faculties concerned with life and appetite’, although the termino-
logy is slightly different here; nor do we find an explicit reference to ‘faculties
concerned with life’ in this paragraph. The unclarity seems to be due to the
ambivalent position of deliberate choice (proairesis), which is here said to be
‘intertwined’ with non-rationality (27-8) and hence to fit in somewhat awk-
wardly with the division into ‘rational’ and ‘non-rational’ faculties (cf. the use of
proairesis in (Ps.?-)Philoponus, in DA 3.9, 578,12-13, where it is said to be the
cause of locomotion).

62. boulésis and proairesis.

63. cf. Philoponus, in DA 2.3, 249,15; see Verbeke (1966) liii, and Sorabji,
Preface (above, p. viii), who refers for the ‘wavering’ nature of proairesis to
Tamblichus, On the Mysteries 1.10, 36,1-5, and for the superiority of wish over
choice to 1.12, 41,3-4.

64. cf. Charlton (1991) 22, who compares in DA 2.2, 241,7-9, where Philo-
ponus says that the intellect is practical only ‘from its relation to the body, which
is why, after its release from the body, it is exclusively contemplative’, and On
the Intellect 7, 107,51-5: ‘True and false are good and bad apart from action; but
the good which is truth differs from the practically good, and the bad which is
falsity from the practically bad, in that the true is absolutely and more univer-
sally and by nature good, and the false is bad in the same way. What is good
and bad in things to be done, by contrast, is good or bad not absolutely but at
certain times and for certain agents’ (Charlton [1991] 121).

65. A clear indication of the belief in the soul’s pre-existence before its union
with the body; cf. Blumenthal (1982) 60.

66. Below, 6,20-6.

67. For this notion of being ‘interwoven’ (epiploké) see Wolff (1971) 74, who
suspects influence of Hierocles here.
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68. cf. Verbeke (1966) xxviii and xliii: ‘L’ame rationnelle, au cours de son
existence transcendante, est fixée dans le bien; son dynamisme volitif est
orienté vers le bien véritable dont elle ne s’écarte pas. La possibilité d’option
surgit quand 'ame rationnelle s’engage dans le devenir et quand les puissances
irrationnelles lui sont attachées. C’est a partir de ce moment que ’homme est
en état de choisir ce qui est conforme a la raison ou ce que lui est contraire. Alors
que le vouloir (boulésis) appartient a ’ame rationnelle par elle-méme, en dehors
de tout autre contexte, le choix (proairesis) n’est pour elle que le résultat de son
“entrelacement” avec les puissances irrationnelles.’

69. phantasia; see n. 30 above.

70. tupoi, a term used sparingly in Aristotle and only for non-standard
perception (cf. Mem. 450a31, 450b5) but widely used in Hellenistic and Imperial
theories of sense perception: see Verbeke (1966) liii-liv; Charlton (1991) 14;
Lautner (1993) 165. For its use by (Ps.?-)Simplicius and (Ps.?-)Philoponus (in
DA 3) in relation to ‘imagination’ (phantasia) see Sheppard (1991) 170-3.

71. Actually there is no such statement in DA: phantasia is closely related
to, but still separated from nous by Aristotle. For Philoponus’ interpretation of
phantasia see also further down, 11,5-11, and On the Intellect 4, 13,1-4: ‘For
imagination is not strictly speaking intellect; it is not intellect without an added
qualification; with an added qualification it is called “passive intellect” — which
is as much as to say that it is not intellect at all’ (tr. Charlton [1991] 38). See
Blumenthal (1991) 202-5; Blumenthal (1996) 87 and esp. 159-60; Verbeke
(1966) liv-1v; and Lautner (1993). The view that phantasia and nous pathétikos
are identical is alluded to (but not endorsed) by (Ps.?-)Simplicius in DA 1.2,
27,20; see Urmson and Lautner (1995) 164 n. 81 and 167 n. 127. On the question
how phantasia, being ‘non-rational’, ‘concerned with particulars’ and ‘perish-
able’ (see 11,5-11 below), can be passive intellect, see Sorabji, Preface (above, pp.
vii-viii); see also Proclus in Euclid. Elem. 1, 51,10-52,20 and Ammonius in Int.
6,4-22.

72. i.e. in the activity of imagination, things are imagined with size, shape
etc.; cf. n. 22 above and Aristotle Mem. 450a1-10.

73. A pun on phantasia and phaostasia, the latter consisting of phaos (‘light’)
and stasis (‘stand still’, ‘coming to a halt’). Cf. Sophonias Paraphrase of DA
(121,19-20): phaostasia tis ousa kai ton phanenton stasis kai hupéremésis.

74. i.e. colour for sight, sound for hearing, odour for smell, etc. Cf. Aristotle
DA 418a10ff.; Insomn. 458b4-6. For imagination’s close connection to the con-
trolling common sense faculty cf. Aristotle Mem. 450a10-11.

75. Or: ‘anger’ (thumos).

76. epithumia. The distinction between thumos and epithumia is, of course,
already present in Plato’s tripartition of the soul in the Republic.

717. cf. the ‘formal’ description of anger in Aristotle DA 403a30-1, commented
upon by Philoponus below at 44,3-4; 55,3-5; 57,16-17; 58,24-5; 59,8. The point
of these imaginary questions is that ‘desire’ (epithumia) is also inherent in
‘anger’ and ‘reason’ and thus not to be treated as a separate faculty.

78. diathesis, here confronted with hexis (‘state’); cf. Philoponus in DA 1.3,
95,27;in DA 2.3, 249,16-18 and 251,12-13; in DA 2.5, 296,30-2. Cf. Aristotle Cat.
8b27; DA 417b15-16.

79. For this idea see Aujoulat (1998) 9-10, referring to Plato Tim. 30B;
39E-40A; Plotinus 4.8.1,41; and Wolff (1971) 74, who suspects influence of
Hierocles here. See also Festugiere (1953) 73ff. For the role of Providence see
also below, 17,29 and 20,17. For the expression ‘things here’ see below, 23,26
(with note).

80. i.e. the body; see below, 52,3-4.
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81. cf. Plato Phaed. 87D-E.

82. Or ‘plant-like’, phutikos.

83. cf. Philoponus On the Intellect 5, 48,42.

84. cf. Blumenthal (1996) 117: ‘He now divides them into the powers of
nourishment, growth and reproduction, thus maintaining the Aristotelian divi-
sion which we find in the De anima, but doing so in such a way as to prepare
the ground for seeing the operations of this part of the soul as separate
functions, each corresponding to an activity of what might otherwise be seen as
a unitary area of the soul’

85. cf. Aristotle DA 415alff.

86. Philoponus here posits a hierarchy of the senses: sight, hearing, smell,
taste, touch. In Aristotle, sight is often treated as the most important sense (cf.
Stigen [1961]; cf. Metaph. 980a22-3; Sens. 437a3; Insomn. 460b21-2), while
touch is said to be the most fundamental (DA 413b5-7; 414a2-3; 414b3; 415a3-5;
434a1l; 435a12-14), but no strict hierarchy of the other three senses is found.

87. The same notion of eidos underlies the translations ‘form’ and ‘species’.

88. i.e. mortal beings subject to decay.

89. cf. Aristotle Metaph. 1072b1-14.

90. i.e. individually.

91. Adopting the reading of t: homoion hautéi auto (deviation from Hayduck).
For the idea cf. Aristotle GA 2.1 passim (esp. 731b25-35) and DA 415a25-b7.

92. Adopting the reading of t: homoion hautéi (deviation from Hayduck).

93. Plotinus 3.4.2.

94. cf. Blumenthal (1996) 118.

95. Adopting Hayduck’s conjecture trophés for truphés (‘enjoyment’).

96. 6,21-2.

97. 1.e. the body.

98. i.e. the rational soul.

99. Omitting (with t) the first kai in line 19 (deviation from Hayduck).

100. sumpatheia, an originally Stoic notion but freely incorporated in Neo-
platonic thought; see Aujoulat (1998) 7 (referring to Plotinus 6.4.3,17-23) and
11.

101. Cf. Aristotle, EN 1102b25-1103a10.

102. Odyssey 20.17.

103. Odyssey 20.18.

104. Provenance unknown.

105. cf. DA 405a5 ff., discussed by Philoponus below at 83,10 and 90,10. Some
of the thinkers mentioned here, and the characterisations of their positions,
recur in Philoponus’ discussion of Aristotle’s doxography in DA 1.2.

106. Fr. 99 Wehrli.

107. See also below, 83,22.

108. DK 13 A 23; see also Wohrle (1993) fr. 48, with his comments on pp.
80-1.

109. See also below 82,18.

110. See also below at 86,34 and 88,23.

111. cf. DA 405b8, discussed by Philoponus below at 89,24ff.

112. cf. DA 403b31, discussed by Philoponus below at 67,11ff. and DA 405a8,
discussed by Philoponus below at 84,9ff.

113.1i.e. one of the ‘Thirty’, the oligarchs taking control of Athens in 404, also
discussed below in 89,8ff.

114. DK 88 A 23, also quoted below in 89,12-13.

115. logos tés kraseds, a view attributed by Alexander of Aphrodisias to the
Stoics (DA 25,2-9; see Todd [1977] 133 n. 62). See also below, 35,25-6 and
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50,31ff., where Philoponus refers to a medical view which attributes the move-
ments of the soul to the variations in the ‘mixture’ (krasis) of the body. Cf. also
the discussion of the harmonia theory of the soul in Philoponus in DA 1.4,
149,19f1f.

116. See below, 26,22-4; 33,1-5, where this view is attributed to ‘the doctors’;
and Philoponus in DA 1.4, 150,3ff., where the view is attributed to Empedocles.

117. entelekheia, the term coined by Aristotle to express his idea of the soul
as the form of the body that makes the body capable of exercising its functions
and thus brings it to completion and perfection (DA 412a10.21.27). Below in
33,4, Philoponus identifies Aristotle as the holder of this theory.

118. Fr. 47 des Places; cf. also Damascius in Phaed. 1.177. The view that the
whole soul is immortal is also referred to by Philoponus later on in in DA 2.2,
237,11.

119. Phdr. 245C5: psukhé pasa athanatos.

120. Below, 11,29ff. I read rhéseis here (with t), contrary to Hayduck’s
preferred variant khréseis (see his addenda).

121. Alexander’s commentary on DA has not been preserved; for a similarly
critical assessment of it by Philoponus see below, 21,22-3, and On the Intellect
4,70-2, on which see Blumenthal (1987b) 97-8; see also Philoponus in DA 1.4,
159,5 for more extensive polemics against Alexander. Alexander’s own treatise
On the Soul is extant (ed. Bruns, Supplementum Aristotelicum 2.1 [1887]; for
translations with commentary see Fotinis [1979] and Accattino and Donini
[1996]); see also his Mantissa (ed. Bruns, Supplementum Aristotelicum 2.1,
1887; tr. Sharples [2004]). For his views on the soul see Sharples (1987) 1202-14,
who points out that, although Alexander’s views on the intellect and the
question of its immortality are notoriously elusive and problematic, the intellect
is for Alexander not, strictly speaking, immortal in the sense in which it is for
Aristotle; see also Huby (1991) 138-40. For a discussion of some of the fragments
from Alexander’s commentary on DA as preserved by Philoponus see Moraux
(2001) 317-53.

122, i.e. the physical body, as distinct from the pneumatic body that serves
as the vehicle for the soul, which is mentioned a few lines further down and
which will be discussed more elaborately below in 12,20ff. On this distinction
cf. (Ps.?-)Simplicius in DA 3.3, 214,1-2 with Blumenthal (2000) 136-7 n. 278.

123. On this see below, 12,19ff., 15,11 and 17,17ff. (with note); see also
Karamanolis (2002) 278.

124. For an analysis of Philoponus’ claim that Aristotle believes that the
rational soul is separable and immortal, see Verrycken (1994) 220 n. 195 and
222-4. Cf. Philoponus On the Intellect 4, 39,21-7, and 5, 49,55-50,77.

125. In fact, this is in Book 1 of PA, 641a17ff.

126. That DA was considered to follow on PA 1 is understandable in the light
of what Aristotle says towards the end of PA 1 about the priority of the
‘functions’ over the parts (645b20-646a3). On the arrangement of Aristotle’s
works in the Alexandrian curriculum in general see Hadot (1987a).

127. cf. 26,9 below. By ‘width’ (platos), Philoponus means variety across a
wide number of animal species, by ‘depth’ (bathos) different levels of ‘psychic’
organisation; cf. Urmson and Lautner (1995) 157 n. 10.

128. PA 641a33ff., a passage which is also quoted by Philoponus, at in DA
2.3, 261,28, and discussed at some length by (Ps.?-)Simplicius in DA 1,25-3,2.

129. cf. below 25,10f1f.

130. On this argument in Aristotle, the so-called ‘correlative argument’, see
Lennox (2001) 142-4; Broadie (1997); and Charlton (1987) 410-11.

131. In fact, the quotation is from GA 736b27ff. (t reads geneseds here instead
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of morién, obviously a scribal correction). On any MS reading, Philoponus’
quotation is not entirely accurate; I suggest reading tais tou sématos energeiais
(with Pal.); there is no need to adopt Hayduck’s conjecture sématikéi energeiai.

132. DA 403a217.

133. DA 413b24.

134. DA 429a13.

135. DA 430a22; khoriston de esti D'R ; Rhorizetai t : khoristheis d’ esti D?et
Arist.

136. cf. above 6,1-2 with note.

137. DA 429a22.

138. DA 429a31-b4.

139. DA 429b4-5.

140. DA 430al7.

141. DA 408b18.

142. DA 411b18.

143. DA 413b24, also quoted earlier (10,31-11,3).

144. For the immortality of the rational soul see also Philoponus in DA 2.2,
241,27-8 and 242,18 and Philoponus On the Intellect 5, 49,56.

145. Tim. 41Bff.

146. i.e. the lower gods created by the Craftsman.

147. touto deontés Philoponus: tode ontés (‘this truly’) Plato.

148. thnétén Philoponus: non habet Plato.

149. Omitting Plato’s words ton aei dikéi kai humin ethelontén hepesthai (‘in
those that are prepared always to follow justice and you’).

150. A German translation of the section that now follows (12,10-15,8, with
some excisions) can be found in Béhm (1967) 233-6.

151. For this justification of the study of soul in the philosophical curriculum
see Blumenthal (1996) 3.

152. See also Philoponus in DA 2.3, 261,1-262,4.

153. On this pneumatic body (mentioned briefly above at 10,7), a fine-
textured material substrate for the soul interpenetrating the solid, mortal body
but also outlasting it, see below 17,17ff. (with note).

154. What follows is not an actual quotation, but a rather free paraphrase of
DA 3.2, esp. 426b30ff.

155. cf. DA 426b29ff.

156. 1.e. ‘be’.

157. DA 426b19.

158. I prefer the reading phutikoi (with t) for phusikoi (D R Pal., preferred
by Hayduck), also in 26 and 30; Philoponus is still working with (his version of)
the Aristotelian framework set out in the beginning (6,25). (See, however, the
reference to phusikoi logoi later on in 89,3.)

159. On the notion of epitédeiotés, matter’s suitability or predisposition for
receiving the form, i.e. its capability of being ‘informed’, see Todd (1972) and
(1980) 162-3 nn. 50 and 53.

160. Because it needs a certain extension to exist.

161. i.e. in the Neoplatonic sense of epistrophé, re-orientation towards the
One, which is impossible for corporeal things; see Proclus ET 83 and 171, and
Porphyry Sentences 41, 52,7-53,5 Lamberz.

162. cf. Blumenthal (1996) 149: ‘According to Philoponus (162,17-24) only the
intellect can turn to itself, just because it is entirely separate from the body, and
therefore has no conflict either with itself or with the body and the affections
and emotions that beset it.’

163. For a very similar argument see below, 51,35-52,4.
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164. See above, 10,8 and 12,18.

165. t adds ‘i.e. in the solid’ <i.e. body>, which is no doubt what is intended.

166. DA 402b21-403a12.

167. See the discussion of this passage by Verrycken (1994) 221. Philoponus
refers back to the present passage in On the Intellect 4, 35,21-17.

168. i.e. what something is.

169. cf. Cael. 271a33.

170. See also below, 24,12; 39,3ff.; 46,20-49,14.

171. I have kept the words kreitton de to téi phusei proteron in the text;
Hayduck in the apparatus suggests that they be deleted.

172. Or ‘potentiality’ (dunamis).

173. Adopting Hayduck’s conjecture to akhdristou to khériston.

174. cf. Aristotle Poet. 1451b18-19.

175. See also below, 46,28ff.

176. ‘Harmony’ (harmonia) refers to the ‘attunement’ or correct interrelation
between the constituents of a whole, e.g. the tones in a musical scale. Cf. below,
52,8-11.

177. See also in DA 2.2, 241,27-8 and 242,16-19.

178. cf. DA 403a30-1, often quoted as an example by Philoponus in his
commentary on Chapter 1, e.g. in 44,7-8, 50,19, etc.

179. cf. Plato Tim. 71B.

180. This is because the pneuma is linked to perception and emotion, which
plants do not have.

181. The MSS here read ‘where does this unsound and easily refutable
doctrine come from? I follow Hayduck in deleting this, as it obviously seems to
be a gloss. See also the next note.

182. At this point, Pal. adds: ‘But perhaps this theory is not true; for they say
that these <parts> do not grow but rather that, when the flesh around these
<parts> is decaying and waning, they are exposed and this is the reason why
they appear larger and to have grown; but these matters must be studied
separately.’

183. The doctrine of soul ‘vehicles’ (okhémata) or ‘envelopes’, and of pneuma
as the material constituent of these, has a long and complicated history, which
has been well described by Dodds (1933) 313-21. Elements of the theory go back
as far as Plato (e.g. Phaedrus 247B; Phaedo 113D and Timaeus 41D-E, 69C;
Laws 898E) and, as far as the specific role of pneuma is concerned, to Aristotle
(Generation of Animals 736b271ff.; On Sleep 456a7 and 456a13-18; see below, n.
209); thus Galen attributes a variant of the theory to Aristotle and ‘the Stoics’
(On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato 7.7.20-6 [5.643-4 K] = SVF 2.774,
885); and in a Christian context, we find Origen developing the notion of the
‘radiant’ or luminous’ body (augoeides séma) as a special, ethereal body with
which the soul is joined at the resurrection (cf. Philoponus below in 18,27-8, and
see Crouzel [1977] for references and discussion of passages in Origen). In
Neoplatonic thought, the concept of soul vehicles finds a more developed articu-
lation in Plotinus, Porphyry and Iamblichus (for references see Dodds [1933]
318-19; see also Finamore and Dillon [2002] 103-4 and 183-6). Philoponus’ideas
represent a later stage in the theory, strongly influenced by Proclus (see
Blumenthal [1996] 112), in which three bodies are distinguished: first, the
pneumatic body is distinguished from the ‘solid’ body as the material vehicle for
psychic activity (cf. in DA 1.4, 158,16-17 and 164,8-13; in DA 2.1, 222,15 and
2.2, 239,3ff.); but there is a further distinction between a pneumatic and a
‘luminous’ or ‘astral’ body, referred to by Philoponus below in 18,27-8 (see also
below, 49,5), with the former representing the lower, perishable vehicle associ-
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ated with the non-rational soul and indeed open to the influence of demons (see
below, 20,12). Especially this latter distinction represents a later development
in the theory first expressed by Porphyry, Synesius and Hierocles and sub-
sequently developed by Proclus, who refers to the pneumatic body as ‘the second
vehicle’ (to deuteron okhéma) (in Tim. 3, 236,31ff.; 238,18-21; 298,12ff.; ET 196,
207-9; TP 3.5, 18,24-19,15). For discussions see also Blumenthal (1996) 28, 84-5
and 98; Blumenthal (1992); Bidez (1913) 88-92; Kissling (1922) 322-3; Finamore
(1985); Verrycken (1994) 225-31; Urmson and Lautner (1995) 162 n. 57 (on
(Ps.?-)Simplicius in DA 1.1, 17,17) and 164 n. 83; Trouillard (1957); Aujoulat
(1986) 228-85 and (1998) and Sorabji (2004a), vol. 1, ch. 8.

184. cf. Plato Rep. 615A-616B; Gorg. 525B-C; Phdr. 249A.

185. A well-known principle, derived from Hippocratic medicine (cf. On
Breaths 1.5, 6.92 L) but widely known in antiquity (cf. Plato Phileb. 31C;
Aristotle EN 1104b17); also cited by Philoponus below in in DA 2.3, 250,17 and
254,10.

186. The terminology (expansion and contraction of the pneuma under the
influence of heating and cooling as pleasant or painful) is probably Stoic (see
Sorabji [2000] 37-41), but may also be an echo of Plato Phaed. 86B-C.

187. On sumpatheia, see n. 100 above.

188. On this notion, and its possible sources, see n. 183 above.

189. See above 4,31; 6,20-6; 12,6-9.

190. See above 6,20-6 and 12,6-9.

191. The use of ‘they say’ (phasin) here and throughout this passage is
striking, although Philoponus seems to adopt this view without reservation
(contrary to Evrard [1953] 350 n. 7, who claims that Philoponus does not
endorse the views reported here). He may be referring to Proclus, Porphyry and
Hierocles (see Aujoulat [1998] 13-15).

192. This might appear to be a reference to some sort of transmigration of
souls, but presumably what Philoponus means here is a return of the soul not
to the solid but to the pneumatic body, leading the kind of shadowy existence
referred to further down (19,20ff.). See Verbeke (1966) xxxiii and (1985) 459;
Verrycken (1994) 225; Aujoulat (1998) 13.

193. This is also referred to below in 49,5-6 (where it is similarly referred to
as something ‘they say’); in DA 1.3, 138,9; in DA 1.4, 162,2-27; and On the
Intellect 4, 24,60-5. Cf. also Themistius, in DA 1.1, 19,33 with Todd (1996) 161
nn. 26-7. On this ‘luminous’ body and its various versions in Neoplatonic
thought see n. 183 above; see also Dodds (1963) 315-16; Kissling (1922) 324 with
n. 62; Todd (1984) 108 n. 54; Verrycken (1994) 225-31; Aujoulat (1998) 14.

194. On this explanation see Verbeke (1966) xxxiii-iv: ‘L’idée qui semble
inspirer ces réflexions de Philopon est sans doute que I'ame, psukhé, doit
“animer” une certaine partie du cosmos ... il faut qu’on lui (i.e. 'ame rationnelle)
assigne une fonction a remplir dans 'ensemble de I'univers et celle-ci ne peut
étre que le gouvernement d’'une portion du monde.” Verbeke points out that this
means that the luminous body is not necessary for the rational soul’s existence
in the way the pneumatic body is for the non-rational soul’s existence. See also
Aujoulat (1998) 14.

195. cf. Blumenthal (1986) 332, who compares Proclus in Tim. 3,237,24-17.

196. On this penetration to lower soul levels see Hadot (1978) 174-5 and
Aujoulat (1998) 16 n. 96.

197. See 3,17 above.

198. cf. Plato Tim. 70B-D and 71B.

199. This was the by then accepted Galenic view on the physiology of sense
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perception; see Siegel (1970). Aujoulat (1998) 17 n. 103 refers to Synesius On
Dreams 5,564,17-18 Garzya. See also Hadot (1978) 184-6.

200. Philoponus is probably thinking particularly of Galen here, as seems
often the case when he mentions ‘doctors’; see the experiments mentioned in the
latter’s On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato quoted in the next note; see
also 89,16-17 for a reference to ‘medical theory’ about sensory nerves. For
Philoponus’ use of medical ideas in general see below, n. 371 on 50,31.

201. On this see Todd (1984) 106 n. 30, who refers to Galen, On the Doctrines
of Hippocrates and Plato 1.6 (78,33-80,3 De Lacy; 5.186 K): ‘If even before
inflicting a wound you apply pressure on any one of the ventricles the animal
will immediately lose voice and sensation, breath and voice. And the same
results are seen in the case of human beings themselves who have undergone
trepanning. When we excise the broken fragments of bone we are compelled for
safety to insert underneath the instruments called protectors of the dura mater,
and if you press the brain with them a little too heavily, the patient is rendered
incapable of sensation and all voluntary movements’; further references are
given by De Lacy in his note (vol. 3, 618); cf. also On the Affected Parts 2.10
(8.128 K) and 4.3 (8.232 K). For a discussion of Galen’s anatomical experiments
and of the use of this instrument see Rocca (2003) 183-4 and Debru (1994) 1734;
on the philosophical significance attributed to it by Galen see Tieleman (1996).
See also the interesting passage in Nemesius, On the Nature of Man 13,
69,17-71,4 Morani, on the disturbance suffered by several mental functions as
a result of different parts of the brain being damaged, and ibid. 8, 64,1-15
Morani, on the connection between the brain and the nerves in sense perception.

202. For these vivisectory experiments see Galen Anatomical Procedures
9.11-13; see also On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato 1.6.4-6 (5.185-6 K);
On the Affected Parts 2.5 and 4.3 (8.128 and 8.230-3 K); On the Organ of Smell
6 (2.886 K), and the discussion by Debru (1994) 1731-6.

203. For this belief in shadowy phantasms of the soul hanging around tombs
cf. Plato Phaedo 81C-D, where it is said of the human soul that has been polluted
by physical desires and pleasures that after its departure from the body it
continues to be permeated by and associated with the material world: ‘... this
bodily element is heavy, ponderous, earthy and visible. Through it, such a soul
has become heavy and is dragged back to the visible region in fear of the unseen
and of Hades. It wanders, as we are told, around graves and monuments, where
shadowy phantasms, images that such souls produce, have been seen, souls that
have not been freed and purified but share in the visible, and are therefore seen’
(81C8-D4, tr. Grube). It is also alluded to by Origen (Against Celsus 2.60, 1,183,5
Koetschau = 425,10 Crouzel-Simonetti), by Porphyry (Cave of the Nymphs 11,
64,15-21 Nauck; Sentences 29, 17,11-18,13 Lamberz), and by Proclus (in Remp.
2, 156,25-157,8 and 164,19-27 Kroll; cf. also in Tim. 3, 331,6-9 Diehl and in
Remp. 1, 119,11-122,20 Kroll). For discussions see Crouzel (1977) 228; Blumen-
thal (1996) 200 n. 20; Kissling (1922) 329-30; Todd (1984) 109 with nn. 65-6.
Philoponus seems to refer to this same theory further down in in DA 2.2,
239,8-12, where he cites people (presumably he has Porphyry and Proclus
particularly in mind here) who argue that the sense faculties are based in
pneuma and who refer for support of this claim to the ghost-like phantasms seen
around tombs, which are alleged to arise from the thickening of the pneuma by
vapours as a result of a vicious mode of life: ‘For the pneuma is not equipped
with organs, but just as water or anything else like that when thickened in a
pot becomes shaped along with the container, so also the pneuma, as a result of
a vicious mode of life in this body, is thickened by its vapours, which is why
phantasms are seen in tombs shaped like the body here, because it is easily
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moulded and is changed to other shapes when it is moulded along with imagi-
nation. That, they say, is why the more serious people use purgatives to thin
the vapours that arise in it and cultivate a delicate mode of life, and abstain
from many foods, which make it thicker; for it too is nourished by vapours’ (tr.
Charlton [2005a] 41, slightly modified). The resemblance in wording between
the two passages is very close indeed. Yet whereas in 239,15ff. Philoponus
criticises this view, or at least aspects of it (especially the claim that pneuma is
not ‘equipped with organs’), in the present passage he seems more sympathetic
to the theory (or at least some aspects of it; cf. Aujoulat [1998] 18), for he
introduces it in 19,18 as ‘even clearer eVldence of the facts themselves’, i.e.
evidence for the existence of the pneumatic body and of spirit’s and desu"e’s
being inseparable from it. And although he is careful to present the theory
throughout as something which is ‘said’ (phasin) by others, he does not explicitly
distance himself from it; at 20,10 he does raise some problems, yet without
coming to a clear conclusion, and the objection raised there is put in the mouth
of ‘someone’, tis erei aporén, as opposed to ‘I would say’, eipoimi an in 239,15,
and it perhaps applies more specifically to that part of the theory concerned
with demons (from 20,7 onwards).

204. cf. Philoponus, in DA 2.2, 239,8-9.

205. i.e. less compact.

206. katharmoi, medicinal purgatives, as suggested by the parallel passage
in 239,12.

207. On this passage see Aujoulat (1998) 18-19, who refers to Porphyry On
Abstinence 2.42, 172,2-6 Nauck and Cave of the Nymphs 11, 64,13-22 Nauck.

208. Aujoulat (1998) 20 compares Synesius On Dreams 5, 564,14 Garzya.

209. No such statement can be found in the Metaphysics as we have them;
see, however, On Sleep 455220 (kurids), which fits the quotation very well;
moreoever, in the same work, at 455a23-6, Aristotle explains the simultaneous
loss and recovery of all sensory function; and further on in On Sleep, we also
find the doctrine of the ‘connate pneuma’, and the body’s expansion and contrac-
tion under its influence (456a7 and 456a13-18).

210. cf. Plato Phaed. 81E; Rep. 620A-D; Tim. 90E-92C.

211. cf. the very similar wording in Philoponus, in DA 2.2, 239,7-9 (quoted
above in n. 203).

212. Philoponus seems to allude to the same theory at in DA 2.3, 255,6-15
where, as here, he refers to something ‘they say’ in relation to Aristotle’s words
at DA 414b19 ‘anything else there may be similar and superior <sc. to hu-
mans>": ‘they say he says <this> with reference to certain supernatural beings
(daimonoén tinén ... sustoitkhén anthréopeiai phusei) that are ranged along with
human nature. For the descent and the journey down, they say, from those that
are always above us ought not to be immediate, nor should the fall of rational
substance come straight to the last things, but there should be a sort of mean,
which is neither as involved in non-rationality as we nor yet unrelated to it. And
they say that the soul does not fall straight to this, but first becomes airy and
lives for a certain time a life less affected than this one, yet not totally unrelated
to the non-rational powers; which perhaps he hints at in these <words>" (tr.
Charlton [2005a], 58). Cf. also (Ps?-)Simplicius in DA 2.3, 106,24-30. The
holders of this theory presumably include Iamblichus and Porphyry (cf. On
Abstinence 2.39; Cave of the Nymphs 11; To Gaurus 6.1, 42,6-11 Kalbfleisch).

213. It seems that in this paragraph (from 20,10 onwards) Philoponus raises
some questions about the theory of shapes surrounding graves being pneuma-
tised human souls, which he had apparently accepted in 19,17-8 (where he
presented it as ‘evidence of the facts themselves’). There is no inconsistency as
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long as we take it that his criticism here is particularly directed to the view that
demons may be involved in the production of these phantasms too (20,7-8), an
assumption made by the spokesmen but which Philoponus thinks confusing (cf.
Aujoulat [1998] 21). Philoponus wonders whether, on this assumption, the
shapes seen around tombs are actually to be regarded as human souls, and
whether it is not more likely that these shapes are actually demons rather than
humans (20,14). He argues that if the human soul is forced by Providence to
remain where it is rather than ascend to the higher world, how can it do even
worse things than demons do, whereas one would expect it to be aware of its
faults and of the proximity of the places of punishment under the earth and
hence be more moderate. On the tentative nature of the passage see Verbeke
(1966) xxxv-vi (Il s’agit ici d’'un essai d’interprétation, qui ne manque pas de
susciter dans I'esprit de Philopon toute une série de questions laissées sans
réponse’) and Aujoulat (1998) 21-2.

214. On this division see n. 6 above.

215. Phys. 8.6.

216. Metaph. 1072b13, also referred to in 55,17.

217. GC 2.9-11.

218. The Greek word is eidésis, a noun derived from the verb eidenai, lit. ‘to
have seen’ and therefore ‘to know’; it is rarely used in Aristotle (see Hicks ad
loc.). In this section Philoponus associates the word with epistémé (and the verb
epistasthai), which is mostly used in the sense of ‘understanding’, ‘scientific
knowledge’, i.e. knowing why a thing is as it is (see below 22,11). A third term
used in this context (e.g. 21,10; 22,9; 22,12) is gnoésis (verbs gigndskein,
gnorizein), which is not explained by Philoponus, but which is the least qualified
of the three; it often refers to the act of getting to know and to perceptual
knowledge.

219. The discouragement is expressed by Aristotle ten lines later on (402a10-
11); this is quoted by Philoponus in 21,16.

220. Plutarch of Athens, the fourth-century Neoplatonist commentator,
mentioned only once in Philoponus’ commentary on Books 1 and 2, but very
frequently in Book 3, and by (Ps?-)Simplicius in DA; on him see Blumenthal
(1996) 56-7; the fragments have been collected and discussed by Taormina
(1989); the present passage is fr. 18 Taormina (with comments on pp. 183-4).

221. For a similarly sarcastic remark by Philoponus on Alexander’s distort-
ing interpretation of Aristotle’s psychology see above, Prooemium, 10,12-13
with note; on Alexander’s reputation among Neoplatonist commentators in
general see Blumenthal (1987). Alexander’s commentary on DA is not extant;
the references to it are discussed by Moraux (2001) 317-53 (present passage on
pp. 324-5).

222, i.e. ‘on these introductory words’, i.e. of Aristotle’s; this interpretation
is also favoured by Taormina (1989) 115: ‘Egli dunque, ha mostrato la sua
propria perversa concezione ricavandola da queste parole del proemio, e ha
interpretato lo stesso proemio in modo distorto’, although the absence of a
definite article is somewhat problematic. Blumenthal (1987) 98 renders ek
prooimién as ‘from the start’.

223. Alexander took the words t6n kalén kai timién not as a partitive but as
an objective genitive with eidésin: ‘considering that knowing the things that are
fine and valuable’ and then supplied ‘is <itself> fine and valuable’.

224. These are also mentioned below in 46,18 and 51,15, and at in DA 2.2,
232,5 (cf. also Olympiodorus in Cat. 8, 120,33; in Phaed. 83,31 and 94,12); on
the expression see Immisch (1904) 31. Philoponus may be referring to Plutarch
of Athens (see n. 220 above), and perhaps also Proclus and Damascius.
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225. Metaph. 980a22, where the infinitive eidenai is used.

226. Here the word gndsis is used.

227. Hayduck compares Plato Prot. 357Dff.

228. On the word epistémé see n. 218 above.

229. Phaedo 75D8-10; Plato’s text has apoldlekenai (‘having lost’) instead of
apobeblésthai.

230. Hayduck compares Gorgias 454E3-9, where eidenai is used.

231. Phys. 184a10; Aristotle’s text has at methodous instead of epistémas.

232. For this hierarchy of sciences according to criteria such as exactness and
nature of the subject-matter cf. Aristotle An. Post. 1.9; see also 1.13, esp.
78b37-79a2 and 79al4; on ‘exactness’ (akribeia) in the sciences in general see
also An. Post. 1.27, 87a31-5 and Metaph. 982a25-8. Cf. also Themistius in DA
1.1, 1,11-23, and (Ps.?-)Simplicius in DA 1.1, 7,1-14, where the same examples
(geometry, medicine, etc.) are found.

233. cf. Aristotle An. Post. 76a24; 78b37.

234. cf. Aristotle An. Post. 75b16; 76a10; 76a24; 78b38; 87a34.

235. téide, i.e. in mortal life in the natural world, as opposed to ekei, ‘yonder’,
i.e. the transcendent spiritual world; for these expressions see Urmson and
Lautner (1995) 157 n. 8; Verrycken (1994) 208 n. 127.

236. An. Post. 78b35, loosely paraphrased; see Lautner (2002) 89.

2317. cf. Aristotle Sens. 436a18-b2 and Respir. 480b22-31, where Aristotle
says that the more distinguished and philosophically-minded doctors derive
their principles from physics; for a discussion of these passages see van der Eijk
(1995); see also Todd (1984) 105 n. 21, who refers to parallels in Philoponus’ in
An. Post. 34,24-35,1, 146,17-25, and 100,25-31 (Wallies), and to Themistius in
An. Post. 25,25.

238. An. Post. 87a31-7.

239. Metaph. 993a30ff.

240. As distinct from the soul, which does change in actuality, as pointed out
below in 24,26.

241. Metaph. 993b9-11.

242. cf. above, Prooemium, 15,15-22.

243. Alexander’s views on the inseparability and the mortality of the soul are
also referred to by Philoponus above, Prooemium, 10,1-3. On the present
passage see Moraux (2001) 325.

244, The words translated as ‘inquiry’ and ‘inquirer’ are historia and epiistor,
which connote ‘expertise’ as against unprepared knowing (gnésis).

245. The Greek has préton and prétiston respectively.

246. Or ‘activity’ (energeia). It is possible that what lies behind this is the
view, taken by Proclus (in Tim. 3, 335,23-336,2; 338,6-13; 340,14-17; On the
Subsistence of Evils 21,22-8 Boese) and earlier by Iamblichus (On the Mysteries
of the Egyptians 1.10, 36,1-5), Plotinus (3.6.3,27-34) and Porphyry (On Absti-
nence 3.8.6) that the activities of the soul are subject to change, but not its
substance or essence (I am indebted to Richard Sorabji for these references).

247. Tim. 41C6ff.

248. Metaph. 1072b5-7.

249. EN 1102a18ff.

250. This question is discussed in the Prooemium, 10,9-11,29 and in On the
Intellect 4, 39,21-7, and 5, 49,55-50,77.

251. Or ‘intellection’: in Greek, the word nous can refer both to the faculty
and its activity.

252. PA 641a33ff., also discussed above in the Prooemium, 10,11ff.
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253. ‘Contribute’ is taken up from Aristotle’s usage of sumballesthai in
402a5, quoted above in 24,32; see the discussion by Lautner (2002) 91.

254. This reflects standard Neoplatonist doctrine; cf. Verrycken (1994) 204.

255. cf. above, Prooemium, 10,11ff.; On the relationship between the study
of the soul and the study of nature see Aristotle PA 641a18-b10, esp. 641b8-10.

256. e.g. PA 1.1, 640b28-9 and 641a18ff.; DA 2.1, 412a15ff.

257. diorgandsis, i.e. its ‘organisation’ in parts, as described by Aristotle in
PA 2-4.

258. i.e. a hierarchy of different levels of psychological organisation and
activity; for this use of bathos cf. above, Prooemium, 10,16 with note.

259. thedrésai, usually used for theoretical study, can also refer to initial
observation or consideration of a topic to be explored in greater depth.

260. gnonai; see n. 218 above.

261. phusis kai ousia. The latter term is used here (and below in lines 21, 25
and 28) to refer to the ‘what-it-is’, the essence of something; in lines 21-2 it is
used in the sense of ‘substance’, i.e. an entity.

262. For the view that the soul is a mixture, or a proportion of a mixture, see
above, Prooemium, 9,23-6 and n. 115 with further references; see also further
down, 33,1-6. The view will be further discussed in Philoponus’ comments on
DA 1.4.

263. Aristotle here uses sumbebéke, which Philoponus points out is not to be
taken in the sense of kata sumbebékos, ‘accidentally’, in the way in which
whiteness belongs accidentally to a stone, but in the sense of belonging to
something necessarily (in the way in which ‘having interior angles equal to two
right angles’ is a necessary feature of the triangle), though not necessarily
constituting the definition. See, however, below, 29,4 (with note) for a slightly
different sense of the expression kata sumbebékos.

264. An. Pr. 24b18.

265. koina kai tois zéiois di’ ekeinén Philoponus: di’ ekeinén kai tois zéiois
Aristotle vulg.

266. Here and in what follows, pathos is used; the Greek term covers
anything that may happen to, occur to, be experienced by, or be a property of,
something else.

267. The complex of soul and body, to sunamphoteron.

268. cf. DA 417b2-7; 431a4-17.

269. Sophist 244Dff.

270. The first-century BC ‘editor’ of the Aristotelian corpus; on his activities
see Moraux (1984) 45-142; he is also mentioned by Philoponus below, 45,8ff.

271. cf. Ammonius in Int. 5,24-7,14.

272, In the sequel: 402a13.

273. On ‘description’ (hupographé) see Urmson and Lautner (1995) 162 n. 62.

274. sustatikos.

275. huparxis.

276. apodeixin Philoponus: apodeixis Aristotle.

277. Aristotle had written t6n kata sumbebékos idion, ‘the proper attributes’.
Philoponus here attributes to Aristotle a distinction between sumbebékos,
‘accidental’, and kata sumbebékos (rendered ‘attribute’). The former is ‘acciden-
tal in the proper sense’ (29,12) and added ‘from outside’ (29,6), in the way
whiteness is accidental to a stone; the latter refers to features that accompany
or are ‘added to’ (episumbainei, 29,11) others even if they necessarily follow from
them. While the distinction is entirely Aristotelian, the terminology is not: for
while in Aristotle sumbainein can be used to express both accidental and
essential connections (the latter usually in combination with expressions like
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kath’ hauto), Aristotle uses kata sumbebékos almost invariably in contrast to
kath’ hauto or phusei (see Bonitz [1870] 714b5-43). Philoponus’ distinction here
is also slightly different from what he says about Aristotle’s use of sumbebéke
in 26,27ff. above, which does refer to necessary attributes expressed in syllogis-
tic reasoning.

278. This is easier in Greek, where the verb sumbainein can be connected
with a noun in the sense of ‘belong to’, ‘is peculiar to’.

279. In Greek kata sumbebékos idia.

280. An. Post. 75a28ff.

281. Cael. 291b18. See also above, Prooemium, 4,22.

282. ‘Indication’ renders tekmérion, ‘sign’ sémeion.

283. phési is not in Aristotle’s text.

284. cf. Aristotle Cat. 1.4.

285. cf. Simplicius in Phys. 722,30.

286. Xenocrates of Chalcedon, head of the Academy, contemporary with
Aristotle (fr. 180 Isnardi Parente). His theory is discussed by Aristotle in DA
408b32 and commented upon by Philoponus at in DA 1.4, 165,18ff. It is also
referred to below in 44,11, 71,13, 81,25 and 82,30.

287. For the view that the soul is a mixture, or a proportion of a mixture, see
above, Prooemium, 9,23-6 and 1.1, 26,22-3 with n. 262; see also below, 50,31ff.

288. ‘Actuality’ renders entelekheia.

289. This has not yet been established in the commentary (though it has been
taken for granted in the Prooemium, at least for the rational soul, in 16,3ff.) and
is therefore to be regarded as ex hypothesi. See below, 34,5.

290. Porphyry Isagoge 2,16.

291. i.e. the essence.

292, Phaedrus 237B7. Phaidréi is Hayduck’s conjecture for the MSS reading
Phaidéni, since no corresponding statement is found in the Phaedo.

293. Phys. 184a1-2.

294, i.e. it has the potentiality to become something it not yet is.

295. This is the Aristotelian view in GA, also referred to by Philoponus in On
the Intellect 5, 52,35; whether Philoponus himself adheres to this, considering
the Galenic view that the female contributes seed, is another matter (see Todd
[1980] 163).

296. i.e. why not ‘in actuality’ (entelekheiai) instead of ‘actuality’ (entelek-
heia)? In the translation the dative expressions are rendered by the adverbs
‘actually’ and ‘potentially’ (dunamei).

297. In Greek dunamis and en dunamei.

298. This is difficult to convey in English; the Greek has datives dunamei
and energeidi.

299. Or ‘pure actualities’; cf. Philoponus On the Intellect 84,24. See Verry-
cken (1994) 116 with n. 65.

300. Int. 23a23.

301. See above, n. 121.

302. cf. DK 68 A 105 (= fr. 110d Taylor). For a more extensive discussion of
Democritus’ position see below, 71,22ff.

303. On sumpatheia see n. 100 above.

304. For this typically Neoplatonist element see above, Prooemium, 13,24-
14,1.

305. The view that the soul is a mixture, or a proportion of a mixture, is also
referred to by Philoponus in the Prooemium, 9,23-6, and above in 26,22-3, and
33,1-6, where it is attributed to ‘doctors’, and below, 50,31ff.

306. See n. 121 above, and Moraux (2001) 325-7.
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307. cf. Tim. 91D6-92C9 (animals) and 76E-77C5 (plants).

308. i.e. the non-existence (or rejection) of A would involve the non-existence
(or rejection) of B, but not the other way round.

309. What is presupposed is prior by nature to the presupposing (at least in
cases where the relation is not mutual).

310. For this division of the soul see above, Prooemium, 5,34 and 6,26.

311. For the idea that the presence of the higher souls automatically implies
that of the lower ones see Aristotle DA 2.3, 414b28-415al1.

312. cf. the example of ‘health’ in Metaph. 4.1.

313. On Aristotle’s various attempts to give a definition of the soul in DA
2.1-2 see Ackrill (1972-73).

314. i.e. by using the expression ‘the living being in general’ (to de zéion to
katholou). Cf. Moraux (2001) 325-7, who refers to Alexander’s Quaestiones
1.11b.

315. Metaph. 1075a13-15.

316. Metaph. 4.1, 1003a34-b3; 1060b36-1061a6.

317. DA 430a14-15; 431al.

318. DA 429a27.

319. Metaph. 1074b33ff.

320. See Moraux (2001) 327-8.

321. This is a free paraphrase of DA 402b5.

322. On these ‘creative formal principles’ see below, 52,15-16.

323. ennoématikos.

324. Omitting ekeina (with R, t) (deviation from Hayduck).

325. This is one of the Aristotelian ‘rules’ which Philoponus refers to above
in the Prooemium, 15,15-22. See also above, 24,12.

326. This is true up to a point: cf. DA 3.4-5, which are primarily concerned
with the intellect before in 3.6 attention is focused on the objects of thought,
although in reality the distinction is not kept that sharp.

327. Here and in what follows, Philoponus is quoting Aristotle and inter-
spersing it with comments of his own; epi is not in Aristotle’s text.

328. At this point, the MSS have the phrase tou nou kai tou noétou, doxés kai
doxastou, kat tén loipén (‘both the intellect and the intelligible object, opinion
and the objects of opinion, etc.’). Hayduck has deleted this.

329. Plato Phdr. 245C.

330. Above, 29,14.

331. For these ‘common insights’ (koinai ennoiai) see above, Prooemium,
3,17.

332. Phys. 210b32 (freely paraphrased).

333. cf. Phys. 203b15ff.; 213a19; 217b30.

334. Meteor. 347b34.

335. to te Philoponus: ¢ to Aristotle.

336. On the interpretation of Aristotle’s phrase kata tén phantasian here see
Ross (1961) ad loc.

337. See Moraux (2001) 328.

338. Plato Phdr. 237B.

339. An. Post. 2.1, 89b23-5. See also Philoponus in DA 2.2, 226,1-3.

340. This is Aristotle’s example given in DA 403a30-31, commented upon
extensively by Philoponus below at 44,3-4; 55,3-5; 57,16-17; 58,24-5; 59,8; see
also above, Prooemium, 6,13-14.

341. As of now, thumos is used more or less interchangeably with orgé in the
sense of ‘anger’. Its use in the wider sense of ‘spirit’, ‘spirited part’, is found
predominantly in the Prooemium, e.g. 6,11; see also 38,27 above.
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342. See above, 32,33, with note and further references.

343. Above, 44,3.

344. noein, ‘thinking’ or ‘intellection’, the activity of nous, ‘intellect’.

345. cf. above, 27,21ff.

346. Int. 16a6.

347. i.e. hypothetically; cf. (Ps.?-)Simplicius in DA 1.1, 17,3-5.

348. DA 432a12.

349. For a slightly different listing of different usages of the expression ‘not
without’ (ouk aneu) see Philoponus On the Intellect 8, 119,42-9 (with Charlton
[1991] 132 n. 41).

350. i.e. these exegetes claim that Aristotle argued that if p, then g entailed
if not-p, then not-q instead of if not-q, then not-p.

351. See above, 21,28, with n. 224.

352. See above, Prooemium, 15,12-35 (and 24,12). For the slight discrepancy
between these two passages see Verrycken (1994) 221 n. 197.

353. See above, Prooemium, 16,19-21 and below, 52,8-11.

354. See above, Prooemium, 15,20-1.

355. A mixture of wine and honey widely used in ancient medicine.

356. For Philoponus’ views on the anatomy and physiology of visual percep-
tion see in DA 2.7, 336,29ff. and the discussion by Kupreeva (forthcoming).

357. Instead of ‘for it requires wholeness for its existence’, the MS A has the
following textual addition, which Hayduck prints at the bottom of the page: “The
old solution seems to resolve the objection by means of homonymy. But whether
it is rightly targeted and to the point, is another story. It would come closer to
a solution, I think, to say that seeing is the activity of the eye, but not in the
sense of the activity of the essence, but of the instrument, yet many instruments
do not allow separation nor a unity of such kind. And the activity of the soul was
taken in the sense of the activity of the essence and not of the instrument.
Furthermore, the eye is not in the body as something that is alien to it, for both
<the eye and the body> belong to the same corporeal substance. The soul is
something different from the body but is connected to it, which is why it is shown
to have its own activity and is seen and spoken of separately from the body.
More such things can be said, which the survey has to leave out.’

358. The analogy of the steersman is given by Aristotle himself: see DA
413a8-9, with Philoponus’ comments at in DA 2.1, 224,12ff.

359. The MS A has the following textual addition, which Hayduck prints at
the bottom of the page: ‘Perhaps there is also another solution which is not
inferior, viz. that in this case <of soul and body> the joint nature is one, even
though it is naturally joined from two different essences; but in this case, what
is the joint nature of the steersman and the ship? Or in what way is the ship
related to the body and will the steersman preserve the kinship to the soul, etc.?”

360. skhesis, ‘relation’ or ‘interrelation’ (cf. Prooemium, 9,29-30), refers to the
soul in its relationship to the body, i.e. as part of the ‘oint combination’
(sunamphoteron) of the two, as opposed to the soul ‘on its own’ (auté kath’
hautén); see also the discussion in in DA 1.4, 155,11-12.

361. On the ‘solid body’ (pakhu séma), as distinct from the pneumatic and
the luminous bodies, see above, Prooemium, 18,11ff. On the present passage,
and on its interpretation as a cautious reference by Philoponus to the possibility
of transmigration of souls, see Verrycken (1994) 225.

362. augoeidous is Hayduck’s conjecture for the MSS reading autoeidous (but
see Finamore and Dillon (2002) 131 n. 57 for references to occurrences of
autoeidés in Iamblichus and (Ps.?-)Simplicius). For the Tuminous’ body see
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above, Prooemium, 18,27ff. and the discussion by Blumenthal (1996) 84-5 and
112-13. On the present passage see Verrycken (1994) 229.

363. cf. An. Pr. 32al8.

364. An. Pr. 25a38.

365. i.e. that it is an attribute or characteristic of a straight line that it
touches a sphere at a point. On the meaning of pathos see n. 266 above.

366. For the purpose of consistency the word pathos has been translated
throughout as ‘affection’, although in several places ‘emotion’ would be prefer-
able for being clearer and more specific. In this section the Greek term covers
everything the soul experiences, including perception, imagination, and
thought. See also n. 266 above.

367. i.e. the complex of soul and body (to sunamphoteron).

368. The first ground follows immediately; the second one follows in line 24.

369. The Greek words rendered as ‘mixed’ and ‘mixture’ are kekramenoi and
krasis. In Greek medical thought the terms primarily denote a physiological
state determined by a blend, or rather a proportion, of different primary
physical qualities such as warm, cold, dry, and wet (as illustrated by the use of
the term in 51,5: ‘a dryer mixture’) or bodily fluids (such as black bile, yellow
bile, blood, and phlegm). Such a mixture can be present from birth, in which
case it ‘constitutes’ a person’s ‘nature’ (phusis), but it can also be acquired as a
result of a particular regimen (see 51,7-8: ‘the effect produced by the original
mixture may also be produced by the regimen which leads to this mixture’). This
‘mixture’ or ‘constitution’ is particularly defined in terms of inclinations towards
particular affections or diseases (‘constitution types’ such as bilious, phlegmatic,
splenetic, melancholic, etc.). But because of their relevance to emotional and
cognitive performance, the word krasis (and its Latin equivalent temperamen-
tum) gradually also came to be used to refer to the ‘temperament’ (in the
psychological sense) which was thought to correspond with this physiological
state. However, the translation ‘temperament’ would obscure the fundamen-
tally physical nature of the term, which is clearly present here in 51,5 and which
has been alluded to several times in the preceding pages (e.g. 9,26; 35,25-6). In
the present context, it is said that when the way people respond to certain
emotive stimuli shows a certain pattern, this is due to their krasis, i.e. their
natural, physiologically determined inclination to certain affections. (Ps.?-)Sim-
plicius, in his comments on the same passage (in DA 1.1, 19,34 and 20,4) uses
in addition to krasis also diathesis (‘disposition’, ‘inclination’, cf. diakeimenoi in
Philoponus in DA 1.1, 53,18).

370. On the term epitédeios, also used above in 14,6 and 14,18 (with n. 159),
see Todd (1972) and (1980) 162.

371. This is probably a reference to Galen’s treatise That the Faculties of the
Soul Follow the Mixtures of the Body, in which Galen quotes a number of
passages from Plato, Aristotle, and Hippocrates in support of his view of the
dependence of the soul on the body (for a translation of this Galenic work see
Singer [1997] 150-76; for a discussion of Galen’s method in this work see Lloyd
[1986]). Philoponus refers to the same view at in DA 1.4, 155,33-4 (where he
accepts that even dianoia, ‘discursive thinking’, is susceptible to the influence
of the bodily mixture), and at in DA 1.3, 138,5, where, however, he claims that
when the soul is in control of the body, it does not follow the body’s movements.
He does not mention Galen by name in either of these passages, or indeed
anywhere else in this commentary (but see p. 407 Hayduck in app., where in the
commentary on DA 422b15 there is a discrepancy between the MSS, with MS A
having a longer version in which there is an explicit reference to Galen’s work
on Simple Medicines; and in his Corollaries on Place 576,13-21, Philoponus
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refers to Themistius’ criticism of Galen; furthermore, Proclus in Tim. 3, 349,22
Diehl, attributes the same view as that quoted here by Philoponus explicitly to
Galen). For a discussion of the present passage, also in relation to earlier
commentators, and for Philoponus’ knowledge and use of medical ideas in
general, and Galenic ideas in particular, see Todd (1977), (1980) 168-9, and
(1984), who cites Philoponus’ references at in DA 2.4, 274,8-10 to ‘the treatises
of doctors on the usefulness of the parts’ (hai peri khreias morién tén iatrén
pragmateiai), which could be a reference to, inter alia, Galen’s work with that
title, especially considering the teleological context and the fact that fragments
of an Arabic version of a commentary by John Philoponus on Galen’s On the
Usefulness of the Parts have been preserved in a Gotha manuscript; see
Strohmaier (2003); Todd also refers to Philoponus’ On the Eternity of the World
against Proclus 319,5-8 and 600,2 Rabe, where Philoponus refers to Galen’s
works On the Affected Parts and On Demonstration. See also Introduction, p. 2.

It should be noted, however, that the idea of the soul’s dependence on the
body is not restricted to medicine: indeed, the present passage also strongly
echoes the beginning of the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise Physiognomonica
(805al): ‘That mental states follow the bodies (in which they occur) and do not
exist on their own being unaffected by the movements of the body’ (hoti hai
dianoiai hepontai tois somasi kai ouk eisin autai kath’ heautas apatheis ousai
ton tou sématos kinéseén); and the use of the word dianoia is particularly
striking here in connection to what Philoponus has to say about the susceptibil-
ity of dianoia, ‘discursive thinking’, to bodily influence and suitability,
epitédeiotés, in in DA 1.4, 155,4-35; in this context, Philoponus explicitly refers
to ‘physiognomonists’ at in DA 1.4, 155,22-3, a few lines before again quoting
the principle that ‘the faculties of the soul follow the mixtures of the body’ in
155,33-4. The idea is indeed fundamental to ancient physiognomical thought;
see Barton (1994) ch. 2; see also Sorabji (2003) 157-8.

372. On Aristotle’s notion of ‘the melancholics’ and the medical background
of his views, see van der Eijk (1990). Melancholics are people whose bodily
constitution is characterised by a predominance of black bile, or by the presence
of black bile in particular parts of the body; this affects their behaviour and their
cognitive performance. The melancholics are Aristotle’s standard example for
people whose mental abilities and activities are influenced by the natural state
of their bodies; see especially EN 1154b11; 1150b25.27; 1152a19.28; Mem.
453a19; Insomn. 461a22; Somn. 457a27; Div. 463b17; 464a32; EE 1248a39. Cf.
also (Ps.?-)Simplicius, in DA 1.1, 19,39.

373. cf. Aristotle, Mem. 449b7-8 and 450a31. That Philoponus was aware of
Aristotle’s work On Memory and Recollection is argued for by Lautner (1993).
For Philoponus’ views on the location of memory in the brain and in the pneuma
see in DA 1.4, 155,28-9, 158,8-22 and 164,8-28 and Blumenthal (1996) 148-9.

374. For the idea that regimen may lead to better intellectual and moral
development see Galen, That the Faculties of the Soul Follow the Mixtures of the
Body (see n. 371 above), ch. 11 (p. 79,2-4 Miiller, 4.821 K). As pointed out by
Todd (1977) 132 n. 54, the quotation ‘a fat belly does not produce a subtle mind’
occurs in Galen’s Thrasybulus 38 (p. 85,8-9 Helmreich; 5.878 K), but Galen
himself says that it is a widely used proverb; it is also quoted by Anonymus
Londiniensis 16.3 in his report of Plato’s views in Timaeus 74A-75C.

375. Or ‘more intelligent’, ‘brilliant’: as in Aristotle, euphués often denotes a
kind of natural cleverness or genius (cf. Poet. 1455a32; Probl. 954a32; MM
1203b1).

376. See above, 21,28. Cf. (Ps.?-)Simplicius, in DA 1.1, 19,4-11: “... in the
uneducated the bodily mixture is evident and becomes the cause of these



Notes to pages 68-69 135

affections, while in the educated this is the initiating activity of the soul, which
does so either without exciting the body, or controls the change if the body is
excited. But Aristotle omitted to mention that the rational soul controls the
arousal and domination of these affections, as being obvious from moral philo-
sophy. That is why towards the end of this book it is confirmed that the intellect
also rules and controls the body’ (Urmson and Lautner [1995] 34). For a
translation and discussion of this passage see Sorabji (2000) 267-8.

377. Here, and also in lines 21, 28 and 33, hormé (‘impulse’, ‘drive’) is used
instead of dunamis (‘faculty’, ‘power’) or pathos (‘affection’, ‘experience’). It
refers particularly to what initiates and motivates action; see above,
Prooemium, 18,21, and below, ch. 2, 65,31. Cf. also Todd (1977) 132 n. 50 and
(1984) 105 n. 18.

378. apotelesma kraseds, an expression attributed by Philoponus to doctors
also in his commentary on On Coming-to-Be and Perishing 169,5-6, as pointed
out by Todd (1977) 133 n. 63; see also Berryman (2002) 68-9. Apotelesma is also
used above in 8,8; on its philosophical significance see Sorabji (2003) 156-8. It
was also used as a technical term in medical thought referring to the long term
effect or outcome of a disease or condition, which was believed to be difficult to
cure; see Caelius Aurelianus, Chronic Affections 2.12.137.

379. There is no explicit statement to this effect in Galen’s That the Faculties
of the Soul follow the Mixtures of the Bodies (pace Todd [1984] 110). But the idea
corresponds roughly with the tenor of Galen’s other psychological work On the
Affections and Errors of the Soul; see Hankinson (1991b).

380. i.e. if the body were the soul’s subject, the existence of the body would
be necessary for the preservation of the soul. Consequently, fighting against the
body would imply a struggle for death, which is absurd. Cf. above, Prooemium,
15,5, and in DA 1.4, 162,20; see also Proclus in Tim. 3, 349,21-350,8 Diehl.

381. i.e. the cause of its existence.

382. See also in DA 1.4, 155,4ff., where Philoponus considers this question
in relation to dianoia, ‘discursive thinking’.

383. i.e. if the body were the soul’s substrate, quod non.

384. I take it that Philoponus’ report on what ‘the Attic interpreters’ had to
say on this passage ends here, and that what follows in the next paragraph is
his own additional comment, as is suggested by the references he inserts to
earlier passages in his commentary; moreover, the next section picks up a
number of points made in the Prooemium.

385. See above, Prooemium, 17,26-18,16.

386. i.e. the material vehicle of the soul; see above, Prooemium, 12,18; 18,26.

387. See above, Prooemium, 18,11.

388. See above, Prooemium, 16,20-21.

389. On the expression apotelesma kraseds, see n. 378 above.

390. For this phrase see also Philoponus in DA 2.4, 268,33, and in GC 169,7,
with the discussion by Todd (1980) 163 n. 54, who refers to Proclus, in Tim. 3,
53,6-9 Diehl; 1,446,1-7 Diehl, and Damascius in Phaed. 1.3 Westerink.

391. See above, 38,14-15.

392. axia, a term referring to a thing’s status in a hierarchy, also used above
in 37,7.

393. Here, in Greek the word mixis is used.

394. The Greek text, as it stands, produces an anacoluthon, and there seems
to be a lacuna after démiourgousi, but the meaning is clear.

395. From 51,18 onwards. Cf. also above, Prooemium 15,22-34.

396. This is, of course, Aristotle’s own hylomorphic position, which Philo-
ponus himself adopts only for the non-rational soul. The difference between the
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‘mixture’ theory, which is essentially ‘bottom-up’ and determinist, and the
hylomorphic theory, which is essentially ‘top-down’, is clearly expressed here.
Philoponus argues that the view that the soul is related to the body as to its
substrate clearly gets the priority wrong and reduces the soul to a mere
attribute of the body.

397. sumbainonton Aristotle: om. Philoponus.

398. i.e., when their natural bodily mixture is of the same kind as the bodily
mixture any man may incidentally get when being frightened.

399. Homer Iliad 3.35.

400. i.e. not similarly to the states of the body, but similarly to itself: the
pattern of reactions to affections should be constant, irrespective of bodily
changes.

401. In Greek logoi enuloi. Both words are difficult to interpret, and the
phrase has extensively been discussed (see Hicks [1907] ad loc.). Logos is
usually translated as ‘form’ or ‘formula’, which suits Philoponus’ context rather
well, although from an Aristotelian view, something may be said for ‘proportion’
(Just as perception is, in Aristotle’s view, a kind of proportion: see e.g. DA
424b27). enulos is rare in Aristotle, but very frequent in Neoplatonist thinking
to express the immanent status of the forms.

402. ‘Expert’ and ‘expertise’ render tekhnités and tekhné respectively; the
latter can also be translated ‘skill’, ‘craft’, ‘art’, or ‘science’.

403. Gorgias 465A5-6.

404. PA 641a32, quoted above in 25,13 and in the Prooemium, 10,11ff.

405. Above, Prooemium, 21,4-6.

4086. cf. above, Prooemium, 21,4; as stated there in n. 216, the reference is in
fact to Metaph. 1072b13 (kosmos Philoponus: phusis Aristotle); cf. also Phys. 8.6.

407. GC 2.10.

408. Tim. 33B.

409. Cael. 286b10ff.

410. Plotinus 2.2.1.

411. See above, Prooemium, 14,35-8, and in Meteor. 12,25-6.

412. Greek: pléroma; cf. Philoponus in DA 1.3, 126,32 and On the Intellect 8,
111-112,67-8; cf. Proclus ET 177 (156,1 Dodds) with Beierwaltes (1979) 39-41.

413. For this expression cf. Aristotle DA 432a2.

414. Gorgias 465A5-6. See above, 54,26 and below 61,33.

415. This is in accordance with Aristotle’s views on common sense-objects:
see DA 418al0ff.; 425a14ff.; 428b22; Sens. 437a8-9 and 442b4ff.; Mem. 450a9;
Somn. 455a14ff.; Insom. 458b4-6. On Aristotle’s notion of ‘common sensibles’
see Block (1964), (1965), and (1988); Graeser (1978); Hamlyn (1959) and (1968);
Kahn (1966); Kosman (1975); Owens (1982); Welsch (1987).

416. On this passage see the comments by Sheppard (1997) 117-18: ‘Phi-
loponus ... combines the distinction between extended and unextended Forms
with an “Aristotelian” abstractionist account of how the mathematician grasps
figures such as the triangle and the circle ... It is interesting that Philoponus,
like Syrianus, mentions the abakion, a board for drawing diagrams ... Phi-
loponus, or the tradition on which he is drawing, has transferred the board from
the level of perceptibles to the level of phantasia.’

417. arkhetupos, a term used by Philoponus in this commentary only here;
cf. in Phys. 2.8, 316,25, and in Nicom. 1, Ao, 4. For a discussion of this passage
see Verrycken (1994) 219.

418. eidé démiourgika, also referred to above as ‘formulae’, or ‘formal princi-
ples’ (logoi) in 38,14-15 and 52,20.
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419. This, of course, reminds us of the doctrine on Plato’s Meno 81C9-D5. See
the discussion of this passage by Lautner (1993) 164.

420. ho de tou pragmatos Philoponus: eidos tou pragmatos Aristotle.

421. The words in round brackets are not in Aristotle, but clearly explicative
expansion by Philoponus.

422, Gorgias 465A5-6, also quoted above at 54,25 and 57,12; the Greek word
tekhné conveys systematic skill and expertise with practical application, which
is capable of being taught to others; translations vary between ‘skill’, ‘expertise’,
‘discipline’ or ‘science’.

423. On Alexander’s (lost) commentary on DA see above, n. 121. Moraux
(2001) does not discuss the present passage.

424. i.e. to acknowledge.

425. Metaph. 1075al1, also quoted above in 37,21-2.

426. Int. 23a23; see also above, 35,2.

427. On pneuma as the material substrate for emotions see above,
Prooemium, 10,7-8; 15,11; 18,9; 18,26.32.33; 52,6.

428. On this passage see Todd (1984) 109 n. 58: “The discussion turns on the
relation between thumos and the body; thumos is said to be in reason and to
pneuma, but reason moves desire by means of pneuma, while pneuma moves
the blood around by means of desire. The basic physiology here may be Aristo-
telian rather than Galenic, but there is also a dual role assigned to the pneuma,
as the substrate of a psychic faculty (cf. 64,14-15, where it is said to be separable
from the physical body) and also as an agent in the operation of that faculty.’

429. cf. Metaph. 1075a11ff., also quoted above in 37,21-2.

430. e.g. in Metaph. 995a27-b4, with the same pun on euporia and aporia as
Philoponus uses here.

431. See above, 44,21ff.

432. See above, 40,17-22.

433. See DA 2.1, esp. 412a13ff.

434. For a German translation of the next section see Scholten (1996) 208-9.
See also the discussion by Wolff (1971) 69-81.

435. So far from earth having a natural tendency to move downwards,
Philoponus says, the natural state of any element is to be at rest in the main
mass (holotés) of that element. It is only if it gets unnaturally trapped away from
its natural place that it moves and it does so in order to reach its natural place
and rest there. In the next sentence, Philoponus considers the possibility that
there might be an exception for the fiery sphere just below the fifth element,
since the fifth element moves in a circle according to Aristotle (not that Phi-
loponus believes in this; see next note). But in fact, Philoponus argues, rotation
is a kind of rest, for it is only the parts of the spinning top that move; it does not
move as a whole.

436. The highest sphere in the sublunary world, according to Aristotle, see
Cael. 311b21ff. and Meteor. 340b21ff. For the reception of this theory, and of the
question about its movement, in late antique cosmology, see the discussion by
Wildberg (1988) 125-34 and Scholten (1996) 208ff.

437. i.e., if one wants to know what is natural for air, water, etc. one should
look for it in their ‘main mass’; see n. 435 above, and Proclus ET 209.

438. hodoi, ‘ways’; for the expression cf. Aristotle Phys. 193b13.

439. Aristotle Metaph. 12.7, esp. 1072b3.

440. DK 67 A 28 (= fr. 106a Taylor).

441. The atoms.

442. Phys. 188b22-6. Philoponus is freely paraphrasing Aristotle, but pre-
serving elements of direct speech.
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443. If this conditional clause represents an observation by Philoponus, it
could be a reference to Galen, esp. his work On the Elements according to
Hippocrates, although the view was more widely accepted and could even be
said to go back to fifth- and fourth-century BC medical theory roughly contem-
porary with Democritus, such as Empedocles, Philistion of Locri (Anon. Lond.
20.25ff.), and of course Plato’s Timaeus. (The Hippocratic work On the Nature
of Man has a theory of four elementary qualities, but not of the four elements
themselves.)

444. stoikheion Philoponus: stoikheia Aristotle.

445. DK 67 A 28.

446. panspermia, a word referring to a chaotic mixture of different items; for
parallels see Hicks (1907) ad loc.; see also Morel (1996) 140 n. 30.

447. cf. Aristotle Metaph. 985b16; 1042b14; see DK 67 A 6.

448. Suggesting a connection between rhusmos and the verb rhein, ‘flow’.

449. rhusmos (see above), tropé and diathigé; cf. Aristotle Metaph. 985b16-
17: ‘They say that being is differentiated by rhusmos, diathigé and tropé only;
of these, rhusmos is shape (skhéma), diathigé arrangement (taxis), and tropé
position (thesis)’; cf. also Metaph. 1042b14; cf. Plotinus 4.5.2; 4.5.6.

450. For a more extensive account of Democritus’ theory of respiration see
Aristotle Respir. 471b30-472b5.

451. I suggest emending sumbainein to sumbainei (deviation from Hayduck),
although the infinitive may also be related to the use of reported speech in lines
21-3.

452. DK 58 B 40.

453. Hayduck refers to Theaet. 180D, but concedes that no really matching
passage can be found.

454. Hayduck refers to Epist. 2, 314A, but concedes that no really matching
passage can be found.

455. This will be discussed in Chapter 4; on the meaning of harmonia see
above, n. 176.

456. cf. Philolaus DK 44 B 10.

457. Reading phémi instead of phési, an emendation suggested by Hayduck
in app., as there is no satisfactory referent for ‘he says’. I regard this whole
parenthesis (70,10-16) as Philoponus’ comment, not a rendering of the Pythago-
rean doctrine.

458. pathé; see above, 52,4-5 and Prooemium, 17,26-18,16.

459. Rep. 611D, also quoted by Philoponus in On the Intellect 5, 53,64 and by
Plotinus 1.1.12.

460. Plato’s successor as head of the Academy; his view that the soul is a
self-moving number is referred to by Aristotle in DA 408b32ff. (with Philoponus’
comments at in DA 1.5, 172,22ff.); Philoponus has already referred to it several
times in the previous chapter (see above 32,33 and 44,1, with note); see also
below in 81,25 and 82,20.

461. The sixth/fifth-century Pythagorean philosopher and medical writer
from Croton, quoted by Aristotle in DA 405a29 (DK 24 A 12) and by Philoponus
in 88,9-12.

462. A strongly edited and abbreviated version of Plato Laws 10, 896E8-
897A2.

463. This is Hayduck’s emendation for the MS reading Anaxagoras. See
above, n. 460.

464. DK 59 A 99.

465. DK 68 A 101.
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466. Pupil of Anaxagoras; see DK 60 A 18. Hicks (1907) ad loc. suspects that
Aristotle alludes to Hermotimus of Clazomenae here.

467. The following passage is printed by DK as 68 A 113; see also Taylor
(1996) fr. 183a, and Morel (1996) 178.

468. I take it that oudaméds is to be construed with ekhomen, not with hoti
tauton nous kai psukhé. Philoponus is not saying that he has a clear statement
from these thinkers saying that intellect and soul are not by any means the
same thing; rather he is saying that whereas he has not by any means a clear
statement from these thinkers saying that intellect and soul are identical, he
can prove that this is what they thought. “They’ must be Anaxagoras and his
followers; as for Democritus, in 72,8-9 we read ‘Now Democritus says openly
(antikrus) that the intellect and the soul are identical’.

469. cf. DK 80 B 1.

470. DK 59 A 100.

471. Iliad 23.698: allophroneén, though said of Euryalus, not Hector; see
Hicks (1907) ad loc., who compares Metaph. 1009b28, and Mansfeld (1986)
39-40.

472. nous kata tén phronésin.

473. einai Philoponus: om. Aristotle.

474. DK 31 B 109.

475. Or ‘dissolution’.

476. DK 31 B 115,13-14 (= fr. 107,13-14 Wright [1995]).

477. Tim. 35A4ff. and 37A-C. See also further below, 74,30ff., where Phi-
loponus discusses Plato’s position at greater length.

478. Phdr. 246Bff.

479. Above, 70,10-17.

480. DA 429a27-8.

481. For this division of the soul see above, Prooemium, 6,11 and 6,26.

482. i.e. the world-soul.

483. Plato Tim. 34Cff., 37A-C (‘like by like’) and 41D4ff. (other souls).

484. cf. Plato Tim. 35A, which distinguishes between indivisible being,
divisible becoming, being, sameness, and difference; see also Soph. 251A-259B.

485. Actually, in the Timaeus they are called eidé, or ideai. The term genos
is used in the Sophist, e.g. 254D4.

486. Phys. 201b31.

4817. See above, 65,36-8.

488. Tim. 34C3-35A8.

489. Tim. 37A3-C5.

490. Tim. 37A7-8; cf. Phdr. 245C5ff.

491. Printed by Hayduck as a quotation, not as a lemma.

492, There has been considerable controversy over the question whether by
the phrase en tois peri philosophias legomenois Aristotle refers here to lectures
by Plato or to his own (lost) dialogue On Philosophy (Peri philosophias), a work
to which he sometimes refers himself (see Bonitz [1870] 104b28-37, though not
all references are equally secure, cf. Gigon [1983], p. 270) and which is attested
in the indirect tradition. There is also discussion as to where exactly in Aris-
totle’s text the report of Plato’s doctrines ends and at what point Xenocrates
(referred to at 404b28 without his name being mentioned) comes into the
picture. For an account of the discussion see Ross (1961) 177-8. Philoponus here
clearly takes the passage as a reference to a work by Aristotle (which Philoponus
also refers to at in DA 1.5, 186,25). But the exact basis of this interpretation,
and in particular of his (and (Ps?-)Simplicius’) more specific claim that this is in
fact the same work as Aristotle’s On the Good, is less clear. Aristotle is reported
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also by other sources to have written a work On the Good (see fr. 84-97 Gigon),
but apart from the present passage in Philoponus (and the corresponding one
in (Ps?-)Simplicius) there is no other evidence to suggest that this was the same
work as On Philosophy, and it does not seem prima facie very likely (see Stenzel
[1924] 94-5, n. 2). Whether Philoponus had actually seen the work is doubtful,
and several interpreters think that he, and (Ps.?-)Simplicius in his discussion
of the same passage (in DA 1.2, 28,7-9), were relying on an intermediate source
such as the report (supposedly) given by Alexander in his (lost) commentary in
DA; cf. Gaiser (1963) 486; Moraux (1951) 39 n. 64; Stenzel (1924) 95ff.; Saffrey
(1971) 11-12, 19 n. 1, and 45; Cherniss (1944) 119 n. 77 and 566; Cherniss (1959)
39 (comparing Philoponus in GC 226,17-30); Gourinat (1996) 90-5.

493. See Isnardi Parente (1997) 479-84; other discussions in Aristotle’s works
relating to this topic which provide parallels to Philoponus’ report can be found in
Metaph. 992a10ff.; 992b13ff.; 1036b13; 1085a7ff.; 1090b21ff. See also Themistius
in DA 1.2, 11,30, with the comments by Todd (1996), and Sextus Empiricus Adv.
Math. 10.281 (on which see Wilpert [1941] and de Vogel [1949] 209-16).

494. On this phrase see Saffrey (1971) 11 n. 2, who suggests that this phrase
points to research into the authenticity of the Peri tagathou, perhaps prompted
by a comparison between fragments of the work preserved by Alexander and a
‘Neopythagorean’ version of Plato’s unwritten doctrines as testified by Sextus
Empiricus (see previous note). A critical stance on Saffrey’s views (first publish-
ed in 1955) was taken by Cherniss (1959), reprinted in Saffrey (1971).

495. A detailed assessment of Philoponus’ report as a testimony to Plato’s
unwritten doctrines, also in relation to the other evidence, cannot be offered
here. For a discussion see Saffrey (1971) passim, esp. 11 n. 2 and 44-6, where
he characterises Philoponus’ report as ‘le plus invraisemblable mélange
d’éléments platoniciens et pythagoriciens’. The Platonic elements, according to
Saffrey, are: (1) the Forms as determining principles of things (76,4ff.); (2) the
correspondences between the objects of intellection, thinking, opinion and
sense-perception with the one, the two, the three and the four (76,14-77,5), both
based on Tim. 27D and 28A (quoted by Philoponus in 76,23-5 and 76,28-30); (3)
the distinction between the ‘living being as such’ (t0 autozéion) and the ‘divine
and immortal beings’ (77,10.16.17); (4) the distinction between beings that live
in the heavens, in the sky, on the earth, and in water (77,26-7); and (5) the
definition of a line as a ‘length without width’ (77,32). ‘Pythagorean’ elements,
according to Saffrey, are the theory of decads (76,2ff.); the qualities ascribed to
the number ten and the etymological connection between dekas and dekhas
(76,11); the theories of the moving point (77,30-31, 33-7, 78,3-5), for which cf.
Gaiser (1963) 355 n. 64; and the doctrine of the triangle as the primary plane
figure (77,33) and of the pyramid as the primary three-dimensional figure.
Saffrey suspects that Philoponus, just as (Ps?-)Simplicius, Themistius, and
Alexander, had no immediate access to Aristotle’s On Philosophy and that the
confusion of ideas of different provenance which their reports represent may
have been influenced by a ‘rédaction néopythagoricienne’ of the Peri tagathou,
which is not extant but traces of which can be found in Sextus Empiricus (see
n. 493). Saffrey also suspects influence of Proclus here (45). Other scholars
writing on Plato’s unwritten doctrines largely seem to share Saffrey’s scepticism
regarding the value of Philoponus’ report: see van der Wielen (1941) 159-68;
Kucharski (1952) 42 n. 1; Robin (1908) 481; Cherniss (1944) 565-80 and (1959)
74-5; De Vogel (1949); Wilpert (1941) and (1949).

496. Or ‘companies of ten’, dekadikos.

497. monas, ‘monad’ or ‘unit’; in Greek mathematics, one and two were not
regarded as numbers (see below, 80,2).
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498. dekas 1s related here to dekhas (‘receptacle’), related to the verb dek-
homai (‘receive’). Cf. (Ps.?-)Iamblichus Theol. Arith. 59, p. 80,8 De Falco, and
Saffrey (1971) 44 n. 4 for further references.

499. Or, alternatively: ‘unity, duality, the threefold, and the fourfold’.

500. A widely used pun on epistémé (‘knowledge’) and epistasis (‘standstill’);
cf. Plato Phaed. 96BS8; Aristotle MA 701a27; An. Post. 100alff. and 15; Int.
16b20; DA 407a32-3.

501. cf. Prooemium, 1,16.

502. Tim. 27D6.

503. Tim. 28A1-3.

504. cf. above, Prooemium, 1,16.

505. Plato Tim. 28A.

506. On the ‘third rate’ status of opinion cf. Prooemium, 2,22-4.

507. cf. Tim. 39E-40A and the discussion of Saffrey (1971) 49, who points out
that Philoponus diverges here from the interpretation of this phrase as referring
to the intelligible world found in Themistius and (Ps?-)Simplicius; see also van
der Wielen (1941) 161.

508. i.e. the lower gods created by the Craftsman; cf. Prooemium, 11,33.

509. The autozéion; cf. Themistius, in DA 1.2, 12,1, who interprets this as the
intelligible cosmos.

510. kai tetrados add. Hayduck.

511. For a German translation and discussion of this passage see Stenzel
(1924) 97-8. See also Wilpert (1949) 175 n. 6.

512. i.e. if one takes the point as able to flow along any of three dimensions,
it will create a terminal point additional to itself in each of those three direc-
tions, rendering four points altogether.

513. For the following cf. the discussion of the cognitive functions of intellect,
discursive thinking, and opinion in the Prooemium, 1,13-5,23.

514. cf. Prooemium, 2,2-3.

515. phantasia. The present comment by Philoponus makes good sense in
relation to his hierarchy of cognitive faculties as expounded in the Prooemium:
after the ‘rational’ modes of cognition intellect, thinking, and opinion, come
imagination and sense-perception (5,35-6,10). Therefore, one would expect
phantasia also to be mentioned here; however, it is not, but subsumed under
aisthésis.

516. cf. Prooemium, 6,9-10, where imagination is said to receive the ‘impres-
sions’ (tupoi) from sense perception. The close connection between the two is in
accordance with Aristotle’s thought; cf. DA 429a1-2; 428b11ff.; 432a31-b2;
Insom. 459a16-17.

517. On this see Cherniss (1959) 75 n. 2.

518. Printed by Hayduck as a quotation, not as a lemma.

519. tas allas sc. ideas instead of ta alla.

520. Above, 76,22ff.

521. See above, 77,1ff.

522. tén ontén Philoponus: om. Aristotle.

523. Above, 76,2.

524. Phdr. 245E2-4.

525. Tim. 35Aff., also quoted above at 74,1.

526. See above, n. 460.

527. Aristotle’s Greek is ambiguous, but the present translation follows the
interpretation of the commentators (cf. Themistius in DA 13,7; (Ps.?-)Simplicius
in DA 30,33ff.). See Hicks (1907) ad loc.
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528. This is in accordance with Aristotelian physiological theory as ex-
pounded in the On Youth and Old Age; see King (2001) 95-106.

529. Meteor. 2.4, 2.8, 2.9.

530. cf. DK 22 B 118.

531. The Pythagorean philosopher from Croton (or Metapontus), mentioned
in one breath with Heraclitus also in Aristotle Metaph. 984a7 (DK 18 A 7).

532. cf. DK 68 A 101.

533. Deleting kai, following Hayduck’s suggestion in the apparatus.

534. DK 68 A 101 (cont.).

535. DK 59 A 100.

536. DA 404b1ff.

537. Metaph. 1051a22-1052a11, cf. Plotinus 1.1.9 and Philoponus On the
Intellect 6, 88,61-3. Cf. An. Post. 100b10-15.

538. Printed by Hayduck as a quotation, not as a lemma. For Anaxagoras cf.
DK 59 B 12.

539. DA 429a18-19 (where Anaxagoras is also mentioned); 430a18.

540. At the beginning of DA 2, 403b23.

541. DK 11 A 1 and 22.

542. Not in DK, but c¢f. DK 11 A 22.

543. DA 405b1-3.

544. DK 64 A 20.

545.cf. DK 13 A 5,6, 7.

546. DK 22 A 15.

547. GC 331b25.

548. See above, 71,26.

549. See above, n. 529.

550. Hayduck says it is uncertain which passages Philoponus has in mind,
and tentatively suggests Soph. 249Bff and Theaet. 180Dff. In his ‘Addenda et
corrigenda’ he refers to Theaet. 181Dff.

551. Cael. 1.3, 1.9, and 2.6, esp. 288a27ff.; Metaph. 12.6, esp. 1072a9f1f.

552. See above, 75,13.

553. DK 24 A 12.

554. DK 38 A 8.

555. See Hicks (1907) ad loc. Cf. Prooemium, 9,10-11.

556. phusikoi logoi; cf. above, 52,16.

557. DK 88 A 23.

558. cf. above, Prooemium, 9,19, and DK 88 A 22.

559. See Hicks (1907) 233.

560. See above, Prooemium, 9,19, where the same Empedoclean quotation is
attributed to Critias.

561. The role of the nerves in sense perception had been discovered by means
of dissection by the Alexandrian anatomist Herophilus in the third century BC,
and was adopted and further explored by Galen; see Siegel (1970). See also
Nemesius of Emesa, On the Nature of Man 8, 64,1-15 Morani on the connection
between the brain and the nerves in sense perception. See also Prooemium, n.
201 above.

562. cf. the Aristotelian position as set out in PA 656b19ff.; 666al7ff.;
650b3ff., with the comments by van der Eijk (1994) 81-2.

563. cf. Prooemium, 9,12-13.

564. See DA 404b13; cf. Prooemium 9,3 and 9,16.

565. For this division of the soul, see Prooemium, 6,26-7.

566. GC 1.2.
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567. The Aristotelian text has allélois here (‘to each other’), which Philoponus
omits (except in t).

568. Printed by Hayduck as a quotation, not as a lemma.

569. Printed by Hayduck as a quotation, not as a lemma. The point is the
etymological links between zein (‘blaze’, boil’) and zén (‘live’), and between
katapsuksis (‘cooling’) and psukhé (‘soul’).

570. DK 38 A 10.

571. cf. Plato Crat. 399Dff.
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English-Greek Glossary

able, be: dunasthai

abolish: anairein

absence: apousia

absence of movement: akinésia

absence of wind: nénemia

abstraction: aphairesis

abstraction, by (means of):
aphairesis, ex aphaireseds

accept: lambanein

accept (in advance): prolambanein

accidental, be: sumbainein,
sumbebékenai

accidentally: kata sumbebékos

accompany: hepesthai, akolouthein,

parakolouthein, suntrekhein
accord, of own: proairetds
accordance, in: akolouthds,
sumphénos
accordingly: akolouthds
account: logos
accurate: akribés
accustomed, being: sunethismos
accustomed, make: sunethizein
act: poiein
acted upon, be: paskhein
activate: energein
active: poiétikos
active, be: energein, poiein
activity: energeia, ergon
actuality: energeia, entelekheia
actuality itself: autoenergeia
actually: energeidi (dative),
entelekheidi (dative)
adapt accordingly: metharmozein
add: paralambanein, suntithenai
adduce: sunepipherein
adjoining: prosekhés
admit of: epidekhesthai
adopt: paralambanein,
apolambanein, lambanein,
analambanein

adorn: katakosmein
adornment: kosmos
adumbration: aposkiasma
aether: aithér

aethereal: aitherios
affected, be: paskhein
affection: pathéma, pathos
affirmation: kataphasis
afraid, be: phobeisthai
age: hélikia

agree on: homologein
aim: skopos

air: aér

airy: aerios

alive, be: zén

allude: ainittesthai
alteration: alloidsis

analogous account, give an: analogein
analogously: analogds, kat’ analogian

analogy: analogia

analogy, as an: analogos
analyse: dialambanein

analysis: diakrisis

analytic: katagdgos

ancients, the: hoi palaiot

angel: angelos

anger: orgé, thumos

angle: génia

angles, having many: polugénios
angry, be: orgizein, thumousthai
animal: zéion

antecedent: hégoumenon
apparent: phainomenos, phaneros

appearance: dokésis, doxa, phantasia,

phasma
appearances: ta phainomena
appetite: orexis

appetite, concerned with; appetitive:

orektikos
apprehend: antilambanesthai

apprehending, capable of: antiléptikos
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apprehension: antilépsis, epibolé,
prosbolé

appropriate: otkeios, prepodés

appropriate, be: prosékein

appropriateness: oikeiotés

apt to move: kinétikos

archetype: arkhetupos

architect: oikodomos

argument: logos

arithmetic: arithmétiké

arithmetical: arithmétikos

arouse: kinein

arrangement: diakosmésis

ask: zétein

asleep, be: katheudein

assent: suntithesthai

assimilate: proskrinein

assimilation: exomoidsis

assistance: sunergia

assume: hupolambanein, lambanein,
sullambanein

assumed, be: hupokeisthai

astral: astroeidés

astronomy: astronomia

asymmetrical: asummetros

atheist: atheos

atom: atomos

attention: epimeleia

attribute: pathos, huparkhon,
parakolouthoun

attribute (v): anatithenai, aponemein

attribute, be an: sumbainein,
huparkhein

attribute, be an essential: huparkhein
kath’ hauto, sumbebékenai

audience: okhlos

aware, be: sunaisthanesthai

back: nétiaios

bad: mokhthéros

ball: sphaira

base: basis

bass: barus

battle: makhé

battle (v): makhesthai

be: einai, huparkhein

be as it is, to: téi tauta einai
beauty as such: autokalon
becoming (domain of): genesis
beginning: arkhé

being: to einai, ousia

being, mode of: to einai, ousia
being, true: ousia

English-Greek Glossary

beings/things that exist: ta onta

beliefs, form: hupolambanein

believe: nomizein

belly: gastér

belong to: huparkhein, sumbainein

belong to, things that: ta huparkhonta

belonging to the same series:
sustotkhos

bending: kampsis

between, come in: parempiptein

birth, give: tiktein

blood: haima

bloodless: anaimos

blush: eruthrainein

bodily part: morion

body: séma

body, of the: sématikos

boil: zein

boiling: zesis

bondage: desmos

bone: ostoun

brain: enkephalos

break down: analuein

breast: stéthos

breathe: anapnein

breathing: anapnoé

bring to light: ekphainein

call: onomazein

capable, be: dunasthai

careful, be: eulabeisthai, phrontizein

categorise: katégorein

category: katégoria

causal trigger: prophasis

cause: aitia, aition

cause of: aitios

cause of, give as: aitiasthai

celestial: ouranios

celestial body: ouranion (séma)

centre of the heavens: mesouranéma

cerebral membrane: méninx

change: metabolé

change (v): exallattein, metaballein,
summetaballein

change, free from: ametablétos

character: éthos

characterise: kharaktérizein,
huparkhein

characteristic: kharaktéristikos,
otkeios

chastise: kolazein

chastisement: kolasis

circle: kuklos
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circular: diallélos, kuklos, peripherés

circumference: perimetros

claim: hupotithenai

clear: phaneros, saphés

cognition: gnaésis

cognition, concerned with: gndstikos

cognitive: gnoéstikos

cognitive aspect: to gindskein

coincide: epharmozein

cold: psukhros

cold, become: psukhesthai

combination: sunkrisis, sunthesis

combine: sumplekein, suntithenai

come into being: ginesthai

come into contact with: prosballein

coming into being: genesis, genétos

coming to be: genesis, gennétos

commensurate: summetros

comment: hupomnématizein

common: koinos

common, have in: epikoindnein

commonly: koinds

communicate: herméneuein

compact: puknos

compact, be made, become:
puknousthai

compare: paraballein

complete: pantelés, teleios

complete (v): sumpléroun

completeness: to panteles

compose: sunistanai

composite: sunamphoteron, sunthetos

compress: sundiatupoun

conceive of: hupolambanein

concentrate on: apoblepein

conception: epinoia

conceptually: epinoidi (dative), kat’
epinoian

conclude: sullogizesthai

concluding decision: epikrisis

conclusion: sumperasma

concomitant attribute: sumptéma

conditional: sunémmenos (sunaptein)

configuration: sundromé

confirmation: kataphasis

confuse: sunkhein

conjecture: eikasia

conjunction: sunodos

connect: epharmozein, sumplekein

connected: prosekhés, suntetagmenos

connecting: sundesmos

connection: sunapheia

consciousness, state of: sunaisthésis

consider: hupolambanein

consist: sunistasthai, sunkeisthai,
huphistanai

constancy: moné

constant: sunekhés

constitute: sunistasthai

constitutive: sustatikos

construct: sumplekein

contemplation: thedria

contemplation, of: thedérétikos

contempt, holding in: huperoptikos

continuous: sunekhés

continuously: sunekhds

continuum: sunekheia

contract: sustellein

contraction: sustolé

contraction, undergo: sunkrinesthai

contradistinguish: antidiastellein

contrast: antidiastellein

control: kratein

controversial: amphibolos

controversy: amphibolia

conversation: sunousia

conversion: antistrophé

cooling: psuxis

co-operate: suntelein

corporeal: séma, sématikos,
somatoeidés

corpse: nekron séma, nekros

corresponding: sustoikhos

cosmic: enkosmios

cosmos: kosmos

couple with: sunduazein

courageous, be: tharsein

cowardice: deilia

cowardly: deilos

craftsman: tekhnités, démiourgos

Craftsman, the: démiourgos

create: démiourgein

creation: démiourgia

creative: démiourgikos, poiétikos

criterion: kritérion

cross-roads: hodos skhisté

cube: kubos

cubit: pékhus

curved: kampulos

cut: temnein

dark: skotos

dead: nekros

death: thanatos

decadic/decad: dekadikos/dekas
decay: phthora
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deficient, be: endein

defile: lumainesthai

define: diorizein, horizein

define the form: eidopoiein

defined: hdrismenon

definite: didrismenon

definition: horismos, horos, logos

definition, by means of: horistiké

definition, give a: diorizein

deliberate choice: proairesis

delicacy of parts/particles: leptomereia

demon: daimén

demonstrate: apodeiknunai,
deiknunai

demonstration: apodeixis, deixis

demonstration, based on: apodeiktikds

demonstrative: apodeiktikos

density: to puknon

depth: bathos

descend: kataduein

describe: perigraphein

description: hupographé

designate: katégorein

desire: epithumia, orexis

desire (v): epithumein

desire, object of: orektos

destroy: aposbennunai, phtheirein

destruction: phthora

destructive: aidélos

determinate: hérismenos

determinate way, in a: hérismends

determine: diorizein, horizein

determining principle: horos

deviate: existémi

dialectic: hé dialektiké

dialectical: dialektikos

dialectician: ho dialektikos

dialogue: dialogos

diametrical, in d. opposition:
diametros

difference: diaphora, heterotés

different: diaphoros

differentia: diaphora

differentiate between: diakrinein

dignity: axia

disagreement: diaphora

disappear: oikhein

discern: diakrinein

discourage: apotrepein

discouragement: apotropé

discourse: logos

discrete: diérismenon

discrete quantity: diérismenon poson

English-Greek Glossary

discursive thinking/thought:
dianoeisthai, dianoia

discussion: logos

disease: nosos

disintegration: diakrisis

dislodgement: mokhleia

display: ekthesis

disposition: diathesis, hexis

dispute: amphisbétein

dissimilarity: anomoiotés

dissociated: exéirémenos

dissoluble: skedastos

dissolution: diastasis

dissolve: analuein

distance: diastéma, apostasis,
diastasis

distinguish: diakrinein, diastellein,
khorizein

distort: sunkataspan

distorted: diastrophos, endiastrophos

distraction: periolké

divide: diairein, dialambanein,
merizein, temnein

divided: meristos

divine: theios

division: diairesis

division, by means of: diairetikos

doctor: iatros

doctrine: dogma, doxa

doubt, be in: distazein, aporein

draw conclusion(s): sullogizesthai,
sumperainein

draw in along with: sunepispan

dry: xéros

dryness: xérotés

dull: amauros, amudros

dull-witted: néthés

dyad: duas

dyad as such, the: autoduas

earth: gaia, gé

earthquake: seismos

earthy: géinos, geddés

element: stoikheion
elementary: stoikheiddes
eliminate: anairein, sunanairein
eliminate together: sunanairein
embellish: katakosmein
embodied: ensématos

emit: ekkrinein

emotion: pathos

empty: kenos

encapsulate: enkatakhdénnunai
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encompass: periekhein, perilambanein

encourage: protrepein

encouragement: protropé

end: telos

engendered in, be: enginesthai

enmattered: enulos

ensouled: empsukhos

ensouled being: to empsukhon

environment: topos

equal: isos

equipment with different organs:
diorgandsis

equipped with different organs, be:
diorganousthai

err: hamartanein

essence: ousia

essence, in virtue of the: kat’ ousian

essential: kath’ hauto, ousiédés

essential attributes: ta ousiédds
huparkhonta, ta sumbebékota
kath’ hauto, ta huparkhonta kat’
ousian

essentially: kath’ hauto, kat’ ousian,
téi ousiai

eternal: aidios

eternity: aidiotés

ethical: éthikos

ethical philosopher: ho éthikos

ethics: éthiké

evaporation: anathumiasis

even number: artios

evidence: enargéia

evident: délos, enargés, saphés

evidently: enargds

evil: kakos

exact: akribés

exactness: akribeia

examine: episkopein, zétein

example: paradeigma

example, selected for: exairetos

excess: huperbolé

excess, be in: pleonazein

excitement: to paroxunesthai

exciting factors: ta paroxunonta

excrete: ekkrinein

exercise: energein

exercise activity: energein

exhale: ekpnein

exhaling: ekpnoé

exhibit: gumnazein

exist: einai, huphistanai, sunistasthai

exist before: proiiphistasthai

exist independently: huphistanai
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exist on own/have existence of own:
huphistanai

existence: huparxis, hupostasis

existence, in a mode of existence of its
own: authupostatos

existing in thought only:
ennoématikos

expansion, undergo: diakrinesthai

experience: paskhein

expert: tekhnités

expertise: tekhné

explain: exégeisthai

explicitly: diarrhédén

extended: diastatos

extension: diastatos, ekstasis

external: ektos

extinction: to aposbennusthai

extinguish: sbennunai

extreme: eskhatos

extreme end: akron

extrude: ekkrinein, ekthlibein

eye: omma, ophthalmos

fact: pragma

fact; the fact ‘that’: to hoti

faculties, having many (different):
poludunamos

faculty: dunamis

false: pseudés

falsehood: pseudos

fat: pakhus

fattiness: gliskhrotés

fear: phobos

feed: trephein

female: thélus

figure: skhéma

final: telikos

final result: apotelesma, apoteleutésis

fine: kalos, leptos, leptomerés

fine arrangement: eutaxis

finite: hérismenon (horizein)

fire: pur

first things: préta pragmata

fit: epharmozein, harmozein, sunagein

flame: phlox

flesh: sarx

flow: rhuiskesthai

flux: rhuiskesthai

flux, state of: rhusis

follow: akolouthein, parakolouthein,
sumbainein

for the sake of: heneka

force: bia, rhumé
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form: eidos, idea

form, having one: monoeidés

form, make up the: eidopoiein

formal principle: logos

formation, concerned with:
diaplastikos

formative: eidikos

formless: aneideos

formula: logos

freedom: skholé

from where to what, the: to pothen poi

fulfilment: teleidsis

fullness: pléréma

function(ing): ergon

gain strength: akmazein

gain strength with: sunakmazein

gathering: sunodos

general: genikos, haplous, katholikos,
katholou, koinos

general, in: haplés, holoskherés,
katholou

general kind: katholou to

general outline, in: holoskherés

generally speaking: epipan, haplés,
katholou

generally: haplés, koinds

generate: gennan

generation: gennésis

generation, concerned with:
gennétikos

generative: gennétikos

genuine: gnésios, ontos

genus: genos

geometrical: grammikos

geometrical figure: skhéma

geometrician: geémetrés

geometry: geémetria

germane: prosphués

god: theos

good: agathos, kalos

good life: euzdia

grasp: antilambanesthai, epiballein,
ephaptesthai, lambanein,
prosballein

grasp, having capacity to: antiléptikos

grasp intuitively: epiballein

grasped, be: periléptos

grasping: lépsis

grow: auxanein, phuein

growth: auxésis

growth, concerned with: auxétikos
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happen: sumbainein

harmonics: harmoniké

harmony: harmonia

head: kephalé

healing: hugiansis, iama

health: hugieia, hugeia

healthy, be: hugiainein

hearing: akoé

heart: kardia, kradié

heart, in the region of the: perikardios

heat: kauma, kausis, thermon,
thermotés

heat (v): thermainein

heat, natural: thermotés, emphutos
thermotés

heating: thermainesthai

heavenly: ouranios

heavenly body: ouranion (séma)

heavens, the: ouranos

hemisphere: hémisphairion

heterogeneous: heterogenés, polumigés

hierarchical position: taxis

high up in the sky: metedros

higher: ané

higher region of the atmosphere:
metedros

higher things: ta hupertera

hold: hupolambanein

hold together: sunekhein, sunistanai

homoeomerous: homoiomerés

homoeomerous parts: ta homoiomereia

homogeneous: homogenés

homonymous term: homénumos phéné

hot: thermos

human: anthrépeios, anthrépinos,
anthrépos

human being: anthrépos

human-like shape: andreikelon

humour: khumos

hypotenuse: diametros

hypothesis: hupothesis

hypothetically, hypothetical: ex
hypothesi: en hupothesei

idea: dianoia, eidos

identical in essence: homoousios
identical in name: homénumos
ignorance: agndsia

ignore: agnoein, lanthanein

ill, be: kamnein

illuminate: ellampein, phétizein
illumination: ellampsis, phétismos
image: eikén, phantasma
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imagination: phantasia, phantastikon

imagine: phantazein

imagining: phantasiousthai

imitate: mimeisthai

imitation: miméma

immaterial: aiilos

immediately: amesds

immobile: akinétos

immoderate: ametros

immortal: athanatos

immortality: athanasia

impassive: apathés

impede, be an impediment:
empodizein, parempodizein

imperishable: aphthartos

impression: tupos

impulse: hormé

inclination: epitédeiotés

inclined, be: diakeisthai, euemptotos
ekhein

inclined to: epitédeios

inclined to anger: thumikos

inclined to get beside oneself: manikos

incomplete: atelés

incorporeal: asématos

indefinite: aoristos

indefinitely: eis apeira

indicate: ménuein, sémainein

indication: tekmérion

indicative of: sémantikos

individual: kata meros, merikos

individual parts, in: meristés

individual thing/object: atomos

individually: idids

indivisible: adiairetos

inevitable: anankaios, ananké

infallible: aptaistos

infer: sullogizesthai, tekmairesthai

inferential: tekmériédés

infinite: apeiron

infinitum, ad: ep’ apeiron

inform by form: eidopoiein

inhale: eispnein

inhaling: eispnoé

initiate: huparkhesthai

initiative: hormé

innate: emphutos

inquire: epizétein

inquirer: epiistor

inquiry: historia, to zétein

insensitive: anaisthétos

inseparable: akhdristos

insight: ennoia
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inspired, be: enthousiazein
instrument: organon
instrument, as a kind of: organikés
intellect: noésis, nous
intellect (active): nous ho kat’
energeian
intellect itself, the: autonous
intellect, objects of: ta noéta
intellection: noésis
intellectual: noeros
intellectually: noétds
intelligence: phronésis
intelligible: noeros, noétos
intelligible objects (objects of
thought): ta noéta
intermediary: mesos
intermediate: mesos
interpret: exégeisthai
interpretation: exégésis
interpreter: exégétés, exégoumenos
intertwine: sumplekein
interwoven with, state of being:
epiploké
intuition: epibolé
intuitive apprehension: epibolé
intuitive thinking: to noein
investigate: episkeptein, zétein
invisible: aoratos, aphanés
irrefutable: alutos
itself, in itself: kath’ hauto, auto
kath’hauto

jointly: koinds

journey: hodos

judge: krités

judge (v): krinein

judgement: krisis
judgement, give: epikrinein
judgement, make a: doxazein
judging: to krinein

just: orthos

juxtaposition: parathesis

kind: eidos, genos

kind, of a: poios

kinetic: kinétikos

kinetic aspect: to kinétikon

kinship: sumphuia

know: eidenai, gnérizein, noein

know, capacity/ability to: gnésis,
gnostiké (dunamis), to gnostikon

know, get to: gnorizein

knowing: to eidenai, eidésis, gnosis
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knowledge: to eidenai, eidésis,
epistémé, gnosis
knowledge, have: eidenai
knowledge, having scientific:
epistémonikos
knowledge, object of: gndstos

lack of internal harmony: anarmostia

lacking perception: anaisthétos

land animal: khersaios

learning, objects of: ta mathémata

lecture: akroasis, logos

length: mékos

lengthwise: kata mékos

let share in: metadidonai

life: bios, to zén, z6é

life (concerned with): zétikos

lifeless: azdos

light: phos

light (ad;): leptos

lighter, become: leptunesthai

like: homoios

limit: peras

line: grammé, seira

literal sense, in the: kuriés

live: zén

liver: hépar

living: to zén

living being: to empsukhon, zbion

living being as such: autozéion

living in air: aerios

living thing: to empsukhon

location: topos

locomotion: kinésis kata topon, to
kinétikon

long for: oregesthat, zétein

loose: manos

love: philia

lover: erastés

luminous: augoeidés

lump of earth: bélos

magnitude: megethos

main mass: holotés

make: poiein

make manifest: emphainein
man: anthrépos

man as such: autoanthrépos
manifest: enargés
manifestation: indalma
manifestly visible: enargés
manifold: poikilos

mark out: aphorizein

mass: onkos

master (v): epikratein

material: hulé, hulikos, hulédés

mathematical figure: skhéma

mathematical form: mathématikon

mathematical object: mathématikon,
mathéma

mathematician: ho mathématikos

mathematics: ta mathémata

matter: hulé

mean: sémainein

measure: anametrein, metrein

mechanics: hé mékhaniké

mechanism: mékhané

medical: iatrikos

medicine: hé iatriké

meet: emballein

melancholic, having a tendency to m.
affections: melankholikos

membrane-protector: méningophulax

memory, having a good: mnémonikos

menstrual blood: ta kataménia

method: methodos, tropos

middle: mesos

mind: nous

mix: kerannunai, kirnan, meignunai

mixed: miktos

mixture: krasis, mixis, sunkrisis

mixture, having a particular:
kekramenos

model: paradeigma

moderately: summetrés

moderation: summetria

moist: hugros

moisture: hugron

monad: monas

monstrosity: teras

mortal: thnétos

mortar: plinthos

mote: xusma

motion: to kinein, kinésis

motion, set in: kinein

mould: plassein, suntupoun

move: kinein, methistanai, rhein

move together: sunkinein

move, difficult to: duskinétés, akinétos

moved, easily: eukinétos

movement: to kinein, to kinéisthai,
kinéma, kinésis, to kinétikon

movement, free from: akinétos

movement in the local sense: kinésis
kata topon
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movement, that which causes: to
kinoun

mover, the first: to prétés kinoun

moves, that which: to kinoun

moving: to kinein

musician: mousikos

myth: muthos

name: onoma, onomasia

name, called by the same: homénumos

natural: kata phusin, phusikos

natural being: phusis tis

natural capacity: phusis

natural entity: phusis

natural kinds: ta phusika

natural objects: ta phusika

natural philosopher: phusikos

natural things: ta phusika

naturally: phusei

nature: phusis

nature, in accordance with: phusikos

nature, of: phusikos

nature, of a certain: poios

nature, of the same: homophués

necessarily: ananké

necessary: anankaios, ananké

necessary, absolutely: pasa ananké

necessity: ananké

necessity, of: anankaids

negation: apophasis

nerve: neuron

non-rational: alogos

non-rationality: alogia

normal: sunéthés

not connected: asunaptos

not know: agnoein

notion: ennoia

number: arithmos

numerically: kat’ arithmon, téi
arithmoi

nutrition: trophé

nutrition (faculty of nutrition),
concerned with: threptikos

nutritive: threptikos

object: pragma

object, be: antikeisthai

obscure: adélos

observe: thedrein

odd (number): perittos

old age: géras

omnipotent: pantodunamos

one and the same kind, of: homoeidés
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one as such, the: autoeis
opinion: doxa

opinion, be of an: doxazein
opinion, object of: to doxaston
opposites: ta antikeimena
opposition: antidiastolé
opposition, set in: antidiairein
optic: optikos

orderly arrangement: taxis
organ: organon

organ, of an: organikos

origin: arkhé

origin, of the (same): sumphulos
own: idios, oikeios

own, of its: kath’ hauto

own, on its: kath’ hauto

pain: algunsis, lupé

pain, cause: algunein, lupein

pale (pallor): 6khros

paleness: 6khriasis

palpitation: palmos

part: merikos, meros, moira, morion,
tméma

partake in: metekhein

participate in: metekhein

particular: merikos

particular, in: exairetds, idios

particular case: meros, en merei

particular thing: tode ti

pass away: aporrhein, phtheiresthai

passing away: phthora

passive: pathétikos

passive, be (v): paskhein

peculiar: idios, oikeios

peculiar nature, peculiarity: idiotés

penetrate: diabainein, diadunein,
dieisdunein

perceive: aisthanesthai, thedrein

perceive, having the faculty to:
aisthétikos

perceptible: aisthétos

perception: to aisthanesthai, aisthésis

perfect: telein, teleios

perfected, being: teleidtikos

perfection: teleidsis, teleiotés

perish: phtheiresthai

perishable: phthartos

perishing: phthora

permeate: diékein

perpendicular: kathetos

person: anthrépos

persuasion: pistis
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philosopher: philosophos

philosopher, first philosopher: prétos
philosophos

philosophy: philosophia

philosophy, first: prété philosophia

physical: phusikos

physics: hé phusiké, phusiologia

place: khora, topos

place of punishment: dikaiétérion

place where X sets: dusis

plain: prodélos

plane figure: epipedos

plant: phuton

plants, of: phutikos

plausible: pithanos

plausible conviction: pistis

pleasant: hédus

pleasure: hédoné

plurality: pléthos

pneuma: pneuma

pneumatic: pneumatikos

point: sémeion, stigmé

political: politeia

posit: hupotithenai

position: tropé

position, as definition for tropé: thesis

possessing organs: organikos

possible: dunatos

posterior: husteros

posterior by nature, the: to husteron
téi phusei

potentiality: dunamis

potentially: (en) dunamei

power: dunamis

powerful: enargés

practical: praktikos

precursors: hoi proterot

premise: protasis

presence: huparxis, parousia

present: prokeimenos

present, be: huphistanai

present as attribute, be: sumbainein

present in, be: huparkhein

present subject: prokeimenon

preserve: sézein

primarily: prétés

primary causes: préta aitia

primary thoughts: préta noémata

principle: arkhé

prior: proteros

prior by nature, the: to proteron téi
phusei

prior grasping: prolépsis

problem: aporia, probléma
problematic: aporos

produce: apotelein, poiein, tiktein
producing effects: poiétikos
productive: poiétikos

project: proballein

prone: epitédeios

prone to anger: orgilos

proof: kataskeué, pistis

proper: idios, kurios, oikeios
proper attribute: kath’hauto idion
proper sense, in the: kurids
properly speaking: kuriés
property: pathos

proportion: logos

protect: skepein

prove: kataskeuazein, pisteuein
Providence: pronoia

provoke: erethizein

proximate: prosekhés

pure: katharos

purgation: katharsis

purgative: katharmos, kathartikos
purification: katharsis

purify: kathairein

purifying: kathartikos

purpose: telos

pyramid: puramis

pyramidal: puramoeidés
pyramid-shaped: puramoeidés

quadrangle: tetragénon

qualitative sense, in the: poios, epi
tou poiou

quality: to poion, poiotés

quality, in respect of: kata poion

quantity: pléthos, to poson

quantity, definite: diérismenon poion

quantity, in respect of: kata poson

query: aporein

question: to zétein, zétéma, zétésis

question (raise the): zétein

raise a problem/question/query:
aporein, diaporein

raise problems prior: proaporein

rank (order): taxis

rank (v): anagein

rational: logikos

reach: khorein

read: anagignoskein

reality: alétheia

reason: aitia, aition, logos
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reason, contrary to: alogos

reason, objects of: ta dianoéta

reason why: dia ti

reason why, the: to dioti

reasonable: eulogos

reasoning: logos

reasoning, correct: orthos logos

receive a share in: metalambanein

receive: lambanein

receptacle: dekhas

reckless: thrasus

recognise: gnorizein

recollection: anamnésis

rectilinear: euthugrammos

refer back: anagein

refer to: paralambanein, sémainein

refutable: lutos

refutation: elenkhos

refute: elenkhein

regimen: diaita

reject: katapséphizesthai

related objects: ta hupokeimena

relation: logos, skhesis

relative, (category of): pros ti

relationship: skhesis

remaining part: to paraleleimmenon

remind: anamimnéskein

repeat: tautologein

repetition: tautologia

report: historein

reproduce: zéiopoiein

reproduction: to z6és poiétikon, to
zbiopoiein

respect: aidds

respiration: anapnoé, eispnoé

rest: éremein

restore to health: hugiazein

result: apotelesma

retaliate: antilupein

retaliation: antilupésis

reverse: antistrephein

right angle: orthia

right proportion: summetria

rough outline, in: holoskherés

roughly: holoskherés

rule: kanén

sameness: tautotés

scatter: diaphorein

science: epistémé, tekhné

scientific: epistémonikos

scientific knowledge: epistémé
scientific knowledge itself: autoepistémé

173

scientific knowledge, objects of: ta
epistéta

scientific understanding: to
epistasthai, epistémé

scientifically: kat’ epistémén

scientist: tekhnités

sea: thalatta

search: zétésis

search (v): ereunan, zétein

seed: goné, sperma

seed-medley: panspermia

seeing: to horan

seek: epizétein, zétein

self, by itself: kath’ hauto, kath’heauto

self, in itself: kath’ hauto

self-moved: autokinétos

self-movement: to autokinéton

self-moving: autokinétos

semen, emit in sleep: oneirdttein

semicircle: hémisphairion

semicircular: dikhotomos

sense: aisthésis

sense organ: aisthétérion

sense perception: aisthésis

sensitive: aisthétikos

separable: khoristos

separate: exéirémenos, khoristos

separate (v): aphistanai, khorizein

separation: diakrisis

sequence, in a: ephexés

serious: spoudaios

servant: hupéretés, sunergos

sex: goné, mixis

sexual activity: aphrodisia

shade: skia

shadowy: skioeidés

shame: aidds

shape: morphé, skhéma

shape, give: skhématizein

shape with many/more angles:
polugénon

share: kléros

share, designated: léxis

share in: metekhein

sharp-witted: oxus

shipbuilder: naupégos

show: deiknunai

sickening: nosansis

sign: sémeion

signify: sémainein

similar: homoios

similar, be: homoiousthai

similar way, in a: homoiotropds
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similarity: homoiotés

simple: haplds, haplous

simply: haplés

single way, in a: monakhds

size: megethos

sketch, in rough: tupédi

skilful: tekhnikos

skin: humén

slip (away): exolisthanein

smell: osphrésis

soft: malakos

soil: gé

solid: pakhus, stereos

solid figure: stereon

solidify: pakhunein

sophist: sophistés

soul: psukhé

soul, of the: psukhikos

sound: phthongos

sound (adj.): hugiés

source: pégé

source of movement: to kinoun

spacious: polukhérétos

species: eidos

specific: idikos

specifically: idikos

specify: diorizein

sphere: sphaira

spherical: sphaira, sphairikos,
sphairoeidés

spirit, spirited part: thumos

spirited: thumoeidés

spontaneously: automatds

spurious, be: notheuesthai

stability: stasis

stable: hestos

stable, be: hestanai

stand: anistanai

standstill: stasis

star: astron

start: arkhein

starting point: aphormé, arkhé

state: hexis, katastasis

statement: apodosis, logos, rhétos

steersman: kubernétés

stick: baktéria

stimulate: kinein

stir up: kinein

straight: euthus

straight line: eutheia

straightforward: haplous

straightness: to euthu, euthutés

strictest sense, in the: kurids

Strife: Neikos

string: khordos

student of nature: phusikos,
phusiologos

study: thedria

study (v): episkeptein, thedrein, zétein

subdivide: epidiairein, hupodiairein

subject: hupokeimenon, prokeimenos

subject matter: hupokeimenon

subject-specific expert: tekhnités kata
meros, tekhnités kath’ hekasta

subordinated: hupallélos

substance: ousia, sustasis

substance, in respect of: kat’ ousian

substance, join with one’s own:
sunousiousthai

substrate: hupokeimenon

subsume: perilambanein

subtle: leptos

subtract: aphairein

succession: diadokhé

suffer: paskhein

suffer pain: lupéisthai

suit: epharmozein

suitability: epitédeiotés

suitable: skopimos

sum up: aparithmein,
anakephalaiousthai, katarithmein

summing up, a: anakephalaidsis

superficial: phainomenos

superior: epikratés

supervene: episumbainein

suppose: hupolambanein, huponoein,
hupotithenai

surface: embadon, epipedon,
epiphaneia

surplus, be a result of: pleonazein

surround: periekhein

suspect: eikasia

suspect (v): huponoein

syllogism: sullogismos

syllogistic proof: sullogismos

symbolic language, in: sumbolikos

symbolic way, in a: sumbolikés

sympathetic affection: sumpatheia

sympathetic relationship: sumpatheia

synthetic: anagdgos

take: lambanein, eklambanein,
paralambanein

take account of: perilambanein

take into account: hupologizesthai,
paralambanein
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take note: epistasthai

take part in: metalambanein,
metekhein

task: ergon

taste: geusis

teacher: didaskalos

teaching: didaskalia

temper: kolazein

tendency to, have a: rhepein

tepid: khliaros

terminate: peratoun

terminus: peras

terrestrial: khthonios

testimony: marturia

tetrad: tetras

tetradic: tetradikos

theological: theologikos

theology: theologia

theorem: logos

theoretical student: thedrétikos

theoretical study: thedria

theory: logos

thing: pragma

things: ta onta

things surrounding: ta parakeimena

think: dianoeisthai, ennoein, noein,
nomizein, phronein

thinkable: noétos

thinking: to dianoeisthai

thinking (intuitive): noésis

thought: dianoia, noéma, phronésis

thought, object of: dianoétos

thoughts, have/be with other:
allophronein

three-dimensional: stereos

three-dimensional thing/figure/body:

stereos
time: aién
tomb: taphos
tone: phthongos
tongue: glétta
tongue, paternal: patriké glotta
touch: haphé
touch (v): ephaptesthai, haptesthai
trace: ikhnos
trace (v): ikhnélatein
transcendent: exéirémenos
transpose: huperbibazein
treatise: pragmateia
treble: oxus
tetrad as such, the: autotetras
triad as such, the: autotrias
triad: trias
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triangle: trigénon

trivial: ididtikos

true: aléthés

truly: ontés

truth: alétheia

tune: melos

turn: trepein

turn aside: paraklinein

turn in on: epistrephesthai

turn sideways: epiklinein, klinein

turn towards itself: sunneuein pros
(eis) heauton

turning in on: epistrophé

two directions, go into:
epamphoterizein

unchangeable: atreptos
unchanging: ametablétos
unclear: asaphés
unconnected: asunaptos
unconscious: anepaisthétos
undergo: hupomenein
underlying: hupokeimenos
understand: eklambanein, lambanein
understanding: to epistasthai,
epistémé
undertake: lambanein
underworld: hupo gén
undivided: amerés, ameristos
unensouled: apsukhos
unification: hendsis
uniform: haplous
unify: henoun
unilluminated: aphétistos
union: hendsis
universal: katholou
universally: holés, katholou
universe: kosmos, to pan
unmixed: amigés, amiktos
unmoved: akinétos
unpurified: akathartos
unqualified: haplds
unseparated: akhdristos
unsuitable: anepitédeios
unwritten: agraphos
use: paralambanein
uterus: métra

vain, in: kends, matén
valuable: axiologos, timios
vapour: anathumiasis, atmos
vegetative: phutikos

vehicle: okhéma
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verbal account: logos
vessel: angeion

view: gnémé

view (v): thedrein

virtue: areté

visible: emphanés, horatos
vision: opsis

vital: zétikos

void: kenos

walk: badizein

warm: thermos

wash: plunein

waste away: marainein

water: hudoér

way: hodos, tropos

weaken with: sunamaurousthai

weakness: astheneia

weave anew: anuphainein

weave to: prosuphainein

well talented: euphués

what-it-is: ¢ esti

whole: holos, to holon, holotés

whole, as a: holds, holon di’ holou,
sunolos, to sunolon

whole, on the: katholou

wholeness: holotés

widen: manoun

widening, capable of: diakritikos
width: to manon, platos

wild animal: thérion

willing: hekén

wisdom: sophia

wise person/man: ho sophos

wish: boulésis

without angles: agénios

without being divided: amerés
without body: asématos

without demonstration: anapodeiktos
without extension: adiastatos
without further qualification: haplds
without giving shape: askhématistos
without lapse of time: akhronds
without magnitude: amegethés
without matter: atilos

word: logos, onoma, phéné

work: biblion, ergon

world: kosmos

worth: axios

yearn for: ephiesthai
yearning: ephesis
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abakion, (reckoning) board, 52,35;
58,12

aboulétos, without wishing, 8,33

adélos, obscure, 39,6.8.25; 40,31;
41,7; 42,2.27

adiairetos, indivisible, 79,23

adiastatos, without extension, 58,10

adunamos, without potentiality,
46,25

aeikinétos, always in motion, 2,6;
18,29; 21,1, 70,35; 71,3; 75,12.13;
87,25; 88,13; 90,24

aér, air, 17,22; 35,26; 66,1.5;
67,20.24; 69,23; 70,17.34; 84,4;
86,21.22; 87,1.3.7

aerios, airy, 9,9; 20,8; living in air,
11,34; 77,27

agathos, good, 3,21; 5,26.29; 18,18;
21,33.34; 22,3.5; 75,34; beltion,
superior, 22,15; 24,9.13.15

agnoein, ignore, 60,15; not know,
4,5; 33,20; 43,7

agndésia, ignorance, 22,2.4; 58,21

agonios, without angles, 56,11;
68,18; 69,3; 85,7

agraphos, unwritten, 75,35

aidélos, destructive, 73,20

aidios, eternal, 7,17; 11,3;
16,11.12.13.25; 18,26.27.30.31;
21,3; 49,6; 56,20

aidiotés, eternity, 7,14.15.17

aiddés, respect, 86,29; shame, 50,19

ainittesthai, allude, 36,14.16; 37,18;
70,18; 71,6; 74,3

aion, time, 48,34

aisthanesthai, perceive, 11,4; 13,12;
217,6; 35,13; 39,29.30; 42,10;
65,13.14; 72,7.30;
aisthanesthai, to, perception,
65,8.29; 89,6.14.20

aisthésis, perception, 7,36; 10,21;

13,24; 19,12; 39,18.25.35.36;
40,1.2; 41,19; 42,3.16.23.26;
43,5.11; 44,23; 52,23; 65,22.29;
66,18; 71,27; 72,5.32; 76,30;
78,22.23.25; 79,19.31; 80,29;
81,6.9.10; 89,15.16.20;
90,19.22.26; sense, 6,9; 7,1;
19,5.32; 21,32; 27,15; sense
perception, 2,8.14.21; 4,17;
5,3.15.35.36.37.38; 7,32.33;
10,21.24; 11,14.15; 12,35;
13,4.16; 14,34, 15,2; 18,37; 19,34;
39,12; 44,26; 45,19.20; 65,15;
67,4; 71,25

aisthétérion, sense organ, 19,6.34.35

aisthétikos, (faculty) of sense
perception, 11,18; 36,28; 39,30;
having the faculty to perceive,
40,1.4; sensitive, 19,7.13.15;
89,17.22

aisthétos, perceptible, 1,15;
2,26.27.29; 3,15; 4,6; 6,1;
10,21.24; 11,15; 39,13.17.35;
40,1.2; 50,4; 73,32; 74,9.21;
76,16; 77,1.5.21.27; 78,7.22

aisthéton, (to), object of perception,
6,10; 19,33.36; 27,15; 57,30;
79,22; 80,27; 81,11

aithér, aether, 73,20

aitherios, aethereal, 9,6

aitia, cause, 5,30; 14,5.8; 20,34. 36;
21,5; 30,12; 35,28; 40,7; 41,3.6;
51,3; 52,6.23; 54,20.23; 55,18.27;
56,2.5.19.22;
57,1.7.8.12.15.18.20.26.37;
58,1.3.25.30; 59,6.8.9.13.16.28;
60,1.7.8.20.21; 61,33; 62,16;
68,32; 70,10.34; 72,11, 73,30;
81,3; 83,6; 84,12; 87,25; 88,15.23;
92,7; reason, 14,20; 18,16; 21,19;
22,19; 64,24; 79,32; 84,9.17.21
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aitiasthai, give as cause of, 57,9;
83,21

aitiaton, to, the thing caused,
30,12.21.24.26; 52,22; what is
caused, 35,28; 50,24; 57,21.24.25

aition, cause, 15,24.26.32; 20,35;
30,15.21.25.26; 31,19; 33,29;
35,29; 42,25; 51,37; 52,22.24;
55,15.16; 56,24.35; 57,24.25;
69,14; 72,14, 83,18; 84,26; 85,21,
89,15.21; reason, 11,17

aitios, cause of, 85,20

akathartos, unpurified, 19,20

akhéristos, inseparable, 9,22; 10,2;
12,11.12.18; 15,30.31; 16,2.27.29;
17,5.7; 18,10.33; 19,17; 33,9;
46,22; 49,22.23; 51,19, 57,28;
61,18; 61,29; 62,24.28.31; 63,16;
unseparated, 70,12

akhronés, without lapse of time,
79,24

akinésia, absence of movement,
76,18

akinétos, difficult to move, 9,13; free
from movement, 76,33; immobile,
19,9; unmoved, 20,37; 21,2;
35,29; 55,16; 66,26

akmazein, gain strength, 15,3

akoé, hearing, 7,3; 14,34

akoinénétos, not having anything in
common, 70,12; unsharing, 91,18

akolouthein, accompany, 27,3;
follow, 29,10.12; 49,9; 65,29

akolouthos, in accordance with,
79,15

akolouthés, accordingly, 82,2; 83,15;
in accordance with, 33,26; 82,29

akribeia, exactness, 23,5

akribés, accurate, 59,11; 82,8; exact,
21,11.14; 22,14.20.22; 23,6;
24,3.5.11.19; 26,16

akroasis, lecture, 82,8

akron, extreme end, 2,13

aktis, sunbeam/ray of sun, 67,21.25;
69,25; 70,18

alétheia, reality, 8,19; 72,6; 80,5;
truth, 24,31.34.35; 25,1; 71,25;
72,25.26; 91,24

aléthés, correct, 34,3; 72,25; true,
1,8; 10,8; 36,11; 43,1.8; 71,24,
78,18; 79,27.30

alétheuein, speak the truth,
5,10.11.14

algunein, cause pain, 17,34; 18,3.5

algunsis, pain, 17,33

alloiésis, alteration, 76,34

allophronein, have/be with other
thoughts, 72, 2.1.7

alogia, non-rationality, 5,31; 8,2

alogos, contrary to reason, 85,27,
non-rational, 1,10.13; 2,21;
5,28.30.31.34; 6,25.33;
7,9.22.24.33; 8,19.21.24.25;
9,1.37; 10,1.4.6; 11,30; 12,7.18;
14,33; 15,11; 16,27; 17,19.23.26;
18,34.37; 19,3; 20,30.31;
35,18.29.30; 36,15; 37,3.4.5.8;
38,25; 52,26; 53,31; 54,26; 57,13;
61,34; 76,30; 89,32

alutos, irrefutable, 31,17

amauros, dull, 11,22

amegethés, without magnitude,
14,12; 22,27

amelein, neglect, 17,30

amerés, undivided, 13,21.25.34;
14,11.21; 35,9.10.12.22; 36,8;
56,31; 58,10; 76,17; 77,30; 78,10;
without being divided,
13,10.17.27.33

ameristos, undivided, 38,29; 75,17

amesés, immediately, 29,18

ametablétos, free from change,
76,33; unchanging, 23,31;
24,22.24.26

ametros, immoderate, 18,3; 51,12

amigés, unmixed, 11,19; 86,2.3;
91,13.15.18

amiktos, unmixed, 70,15

ampelos, vine, 6,29

amphibolia, controversy, 32,31;
wavering, 46,10

amphibolos, controversial, 33,6

amphikurtos, gibbous, 30,29

amphisbétein, dispute, 30,7; 32,23

amudros, dull, 11,15

amuna, revenge, 55,5

amunein, attack, 64,10.11

anagein, lift up, 2,24.28; 20,33.35;
55,14; rank, 26,21.22;
32,12.23.31.32; 33,5; refer back,
90,26; 91,5

anagignéskein, read, 13,5

anagodgos, synthetic, 73,28.29; 74,2

anaidés, ruthless, 50,29

anaimos, bloodless, 89,14.18.19.20
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anairein, abolish, 88,2.6; eliminate,
37,5

anaisthétos, insensitive, 19,9.12.14;
lacking perception, 52,25; 89,14

anakephalaiousthai, sum up, 6,31;
anakephalaidsis, a summing
up, 90,20

analambanein, adopt, 84,2

analogein, (give an) analogous
account, 48,23

analogia, analogy, 37,14; 74,20;
78,3; 79,12; kat’ analogian,
analogously, 77,9; 77,14.19; 78,30

analogos, as an analogy, 50,3;
analogéds, analogously, 38,23

analuein, break down, 79,7;
dissolve, 46,29

anametrein, measure, 58,13

anamimnéskein, remind, 5,16; 63,25

anamnésis, recollection, 58,22

anankaios, inevitable, 41,18; 43,10;
must be, 64,18; necessary, 1,5;
12,35; 17,13; 32,26; 33,15;
44,20.34; 49,7; 64,27,
anankaids, of necessity, 54,23

ananké, have to be/has to be,
46,25.27.35; 49,22; 59,19.21;
inevitable, 43,29.33; 57,24; must
be, 18,2.10.32; 27,25; 55,12;
necessarily, 4,24; 33,23; 54,22;
necessary, 12,30; 21,1; 39,15;
44,28.33; 48,30; 54,19; 66,24;
necessity, 10,20; 16,4.11.12.29;
17,1.15.16; ex anankés,
inevitably, 33,26; 46,22;
necessarily, 6,32; 15,18.23; 17,32;
24,13; 26,31.33; 27,3; 29,7; 33,13;
45,29; 46,3; 51,29.34; necessity,
45,27, 46,28; pasa ananké,
absolutely necessary, 45,18; 47,1;
51,26

anaplattein, re-shape, 6,1

anapnein, breathe, 68,27

anapnoé, breathing, 68,27,
respiration, 68,19.28; 69,4; 92,7.9

anapodeiktos, without
demonstration, 3,18.30

anarmostia, lack of internal
harmony, 16,20

anateinesthai, stretch itself, 74,3

anatellein, rise, 34,17; anatolé,
place where X rises, 76,36
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anathumiasis, evaporation, 90,8;
vapour, 83,19; 87,9.12

anatithenai, attribute, 79,22; 81,29

andreikelon, human-like shape,
19,37; 20,2

aneideos, formless, 52,33

anemos, wind, 59,25; 60,9; 70,36;
83,20

anenergétos, numb, 19,8; unable to
be activated, 46,35

anepaisthétos, unconscious, 72,3;
without perceiving, 8,6

anepistémon, uneducated, 74,21

anepitédeios, unsuitable, 46,31

angeion, vessel, 20,5

angelos, angel, 79,16

anistanai, stand, 49,3

ankistroeidés, having a barbed
shape, 84,28

and, higher, 70,14

anoétés, without intelligence, 85,26

anomoiotés, dissimilarity, 75,20

anousios, without essence, 46,25

anthroépeios, human, 36,18; 89,5

anthrépinos, human, 20,10; 22,22;
36,7.13; 57,5

anthrépos, human, 6,32; 7,25;
9,21.39; 26,8; 34,13; 72,19; 89,13;
human being, 1,17; 4,11; 6,31;
48,3.5.12; man, 3,31, 4,8; 5,23;
21,31; 29,15; 30,9; 33,13.19;
34,14.29.32; 36,22.27; 37,12;
38,4.7.9.24; 74,16; 79,16; 89,32;
person, 21,14

antidiairein, set in opposition, 29,5

antidiastellein, contradistinguish,
6,12.17.19; contrast, 35,4

antidiastolé, opposition, 47,22

antikeimena, ta, opposites,
39,34.35; 46,15

antikeisthai, be object, 39,36

antikrus, openly, 71,24; 72,8

antilambanesthai, apprehend, 5,37;
13,5; 19,33.36; 50,5.6.7.10; grasp,
11,15.16.17; 78,24; 81,12

antilépsis, apprehension, 78,10

antiléptikos, capable of
apprehending, 13,2; having
capacity to grasp, 79,23

antilupein, retaliate, 6,13.36; 17,3;
55,3; 57,23; 59,1.8

antilupésis, retaliation, 44,3.8;
55,4.5; 57,16; 58,24.30.36.37
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antistrephein, reverse, 29,19; 30,1;
46,17

antistrophé, conversion, 46,11.13.19

antiteinein, resist, 51,35

anuphainein, weave anew, 6,24

aoratos, invisible, 67,26

aoristos, indefinite, 76,5.20

aparithmein, enumerate, 6,32;
69,24; 73,3.5; 89,33; 90,23; list,
32,5; 61,17; 62,17; 64,31; sum up,
82,11

apathés, impassive, 11,5.7.8.19;
70,21; 83,35.36; 91,13

apeiron, infinite, 41,2; 42,1; 48,34;
67,6; 83,25; eis apeira,
indefinitely, 12,26; ep’ apeiron,
ad infinitum, 12,30

apereidein, find support in, 43,35

apergazesthai, create, 12,6

aphairein, subject to abstraction,
57,34; subtract, 3,20

aphairesis, abstraction, 57,35; ex
aphaireseos, by (means of)
abstraction, 62,23.27

aphanés, invisible, 11,32; 20,9;
aphanés ginesthai, disappear,
20,8

aphantastos, not product of
imagination, 45,24; without
imagination, 2,14

aphistanai, separate, 77,14

aphorizein, mark out, 1,9

aphormé, starting point, 43,6

aphdétistos, unilluminated, 31,5

aphrodisia, sexual activity, 8,3

aphthartos, imperishable, 46,28

aplatés, without width, 77,31

apoblepein, concentrate on, 72,28;
81,17; 82,1.6; 86,14; 88,11; 91,5

apodeiknunai, demonstrate,
4,8.10.11.16; 14,38; 23,21.24;
24,4.6; 30,22

apodeiktikos, demonstrative, 31,24;
32,7; demonstrative knowledge,
42,17; apodeiktikoés, based on
demonstration, 43,3

apodeixis, demonstration, 2,7.9.21;
3,18.23; 4,1; 5,18.20.21.22; 12,13;
30,2; 31,23; 32,3; 42,14.33; 43,28

apodosis, statement, 32,20

apokléroétikos, arbitrary, 84,27

apokruptein, keep secret, 69,28

apolambanein, adopt, 27,21

apologeisthai, speak in defence of,
36,17; 90,3

aponemein, attribute, 83,30; 86,33

apophasis, negation, 3,21; 78,18

aporein, be in doubt, 78,15.17.24;
query, 46,12; raise a
problem/question/query,
32,28.30; 39,33; 64,22; 83,28

aporia, difficulty, 8,16; 38,33;
problem, 32,8; 44,18; raising the
questions, 64,22

aporos, difficult, 44,24; problematic,
33,33

aporrhein, pass away, 6,24

aposbennunai, destroy, 46,31; to
aposbennusthai, extinction,
46,30

aposkiasma, adumbration, 5,17

aposobein, scare away, 6,24

aposos, without quantity, 14,12

apostasis, distance, 77,14.15.19

aposulan, strip, 62,26

apotelein, produce, 53,3.4; 70,9.14

apotelesma, final result, 8,8; result,
51,26; 52,8.12

apoteleutésis, final result, 1,21

apotemnein, cut away, 44,5

apothermainesthai, to, cooling, 49,2

apotrepein , discourage, 21,12.16;
28,1; apotropé, discouragement,
21,11

apousia, absence, 6,36

aproairetos, not of own accord, 20,17

apsukhos, unensouled, 35,28; 52,24;
65,11.13.14; 72,33; 75,10; 89,10

aptaistos, infallible, 23,3; 30,4

areskein, adhere to, 65,16

areté, virtue, 15,6; 25,6

aristeuein, excel (in battle), 45,28.30

arithmétiké, arithmetic,
23,7.8.24.25.28

arithmétikos, arithmetical, 23,10

arithmos, number, 23,8; 28,10;
31,32; 32,11, 32,33; 33,11; 44,12;
71,13; 76,2; 78,32; 79,7.18; 80,15;
81,16; 82,19; kat’ arithmon,
numerically, 7,16; t6i arithméi,
numerically, 7,13

arkein, suffice, 60,10

arkhé, beginning, 53,24; 56,21;
60,24, 65,1; 69,8; origin, 51,7;
53,27; 65,32; principle, 4,1; 7,15;
9,7.12.18; 20,36; 21,3; 23,20;
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24,4.6; 25,31.33; 26,12; 55,17.20;
65,33; 67,5.27; 72,31; 73,11,
73,21; 74,6.10.32.34; 75,6.26.27,
76,1; 79,8.9; 80,14;
81,23.28.29.32; 82,29.30.32; 83,1;
83,13; 84,13; 85,32.33.34;
86,7.9.14.22.35; 87,2.4.8;
89,4.5.25; 90,26.27; 91,5; 91,31,
92,3; starting point, 3,27.29.33;
4,3; 32,10; 33,21.26.29.31.32.33;
42,14.18.33; 43,2.8.28.31; 44,17;
64,22; 76,7; 83,3; 87,20
arkhein, start, 2,5; 32,29; 38,36;
39,1.7.11.16
arkhetupos, archetype, 58,17
artios, even number, 80,13
asaphés, unclear, 39,20; 49,18; 64,22
askhématistés, without giving
shape, 6,4; without reference to
shape, 3,5
asématos, incorporeal, 3,13; 9,3.21;
12,16; 13,11; 14,9.12.28.29.33.38;
16,19.23; 18,1.6; 21,2; 33,7.8;
34,6.7.9.21.34; 35,4.8; 46,32.34;
66,24; 70,21; 78,21; 82,16;
83,11.17.27.28; 87,23; 90,19;
91,13; without body, 22,27;
without reference to body, 3,4
aspondos, irreconcilable, 51,35
astheneia, weakness, 23,32; 24,1
astroeidés, astral, 18,23
astron, star, 4,22.24; 24,2
astronomia, astronomy, 22,20.23.24
asummetros, asymmetrical, 23,5
asunaptos, not connected, 9,5;
unconnected, 9,16
atelés, incomplete, 7,12; 11,35; 75,8
atenizein, look into, 23,34
athanasia, immortality, 40,14
athanatos, immortal, 1, 18.19;
2,1.2.4.6; 4,10; 5,21; 9,15.28;
11,6.8.28.30; 12,4.6.8.17; 15,15;
24,7.13.25.27.28; 25,10; 40,14;
42,27.29; 46,28; 47,4, 77,10.16;
78,20; 81,20; 88,12.14
atheos, atheist, 9,11; 88,23
atimos, of low value, 72,17; 85,30
atmos, vapour, 19,26.27.30.31
atomos, atom, 9,17.18.19; 67,6;
68,16.23.24.25.28; 69,8; 70,27;
84,14.16.22; 85,14; 86,21; atomic
body, 67,32; cannot be
divided/indivisible, 28,25.26;
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38,5; 67,6; 82,23; individual
thing/object, 77,1.5

atreptos, unchangeable, 83,36

augoeidés, luminous, 18,22.27.28.31;
49,5

aiilos, immaterial, 50,11; 55,11;
without matter, 2,28; 3,9.10;
16,16; 22,26; 23,1.9.27;
24,4.6.7.11.12; 35,4.7

authupostatos, in a mode of
existence of its own, 52,19.27.28

autoanthrépos, man as such, 79,14

autoduas, the dyad as such, 77,8

autoeis, the one as such, 77,8; 78,28

autoenergeia, actuality itself, 35,1

autoepistémé, scientific knowledge
itself, 81,10

autokalon, beauty as such, 79,14

autokhréma, in very deed, 83,36

autokinétos, self-moved, 2,5.6;
18,18; 40,13; 42,29; 75,24,
self-moving, 71,8.9.14; sets self
in motion, 81,19.22.30;
autokinéton, to, self-movement,
81,28

automatdés, spontaneously, 52,13.18

autonous, the intellect itself, 81,9

autotetrad, the tetrad as such, 77,9

autotriad, the triad as such, 77,9

autozoéion, living being as such, 77,5;
78,29; 79,11.13; 81,2.9

auxanein, grow, 6,29.34; 8,32;
17,2.11; 65,26

auxésis, growth, 7,20.21; 16,31;
(faculty of) 17,12.13; 42,25

auxétikos, concerned with growth,
6,27; 8,32; 13,28.36;

axia, dignity, 37,7; 52,17

axiologos, valuable, 86,29

axios, important, 21,32; worth, 4,4;
21,11; 52,26

azobos, lifeless, 35,29; 52,24; 89,1

badizein, go down the road, 91,10;
walk, 47,11; 47,12

baktéria, stick, 66,23.31

barus, bass, 70,8; heavy, 9,13; 20,19;
61,29

basileus, ruler, 64,9.10

basis, base, 68,17

bathos, depth, 10,16; 26,9; 78,5.6.29;
79,4

bia, force, 66,5
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biblion, work, 75,36

bios, life, 11,35; 12,14

bélos, lump of earth, 65,34

boreas, north, 76,37

boulésis, wish, 5,25.27.28; 26,1; 71,11
broma, food, 16,35

daimén, demon, 20,7.12

daktulos, finger, 13,2; 80,5

deiknunai, demonstrate, 4,25; 12,15;
13,1; 15,8.9.12; 16,24.25; 17,9;
21,17; 23,21.25.26; 30,14.23;
43,23; 49,24.33; 50,16; 52,2; 56,9;
84,23; show, 4,22; 10,1.8.11;
11,27; 13,25; 14,12.29; 16,3; 20,6;
21,17; 30,10; 48,22; 49,31; 55,25;
68,21; 70,20; 77,2; 81,19.31;
84,29; 86,14; 87,26; 88,2; 89,17

deiknusthai, be evident, 17,9

deilia, cowardice, 53,19.21

deilos, cowardly, 50,29

deixis, demonstration, 5,19; 31,15;
30,24; 40,23.24; 42,21, 43,14.22;
54,8

dekadikos/dekas, decadic/decad,
76,2; 79,7; 80,25.26

dekhas, receptacle, 76,11

dektikos, capable of receiving,
29,15.20; that which receives,
56,7

délos, evident, 39,6.7; 42,3; 73,21;
74,10

démiourgein, create, 52,21

démiourgia, creation, 12,2; 52,15.16

démiourgikos, creative, 38,15;
52,20; 58,9.15.17

démiourgos, the Craftsman, 11,31;
37,25

dendron, tree, 33,20

desmos, bondage, 18,5

dia ti, reason why, 1,18

diabainein, penetrate, 3,17; 35,20;
52,6; proceed, 2,5

diadokhé, succession, 8,12

diadunein, penetrate, 68,1.14.15;
84,18; 87,6.24

diairein, divide, 1,6.11.14; 5,24;
12,26; 28,16; 38,27; 75,2; 78,20

diairesis, division, 1,9.10; 32,4;
33,16; 34,3; 36,11; 38,21; 60,17.18

diairetikos, by means of division,
32,7

diaita, regimen, 19,23.28; 20,3; 51,8
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diakeisthai, to be inclined, 53,18

diakosmésis, arrangement, 11,34

diakrinein, differentiate between,
72,9; discern, 13,13.14; 44,26;
distinguish, 11,14; 13,7.19.20;
23,18; 42,32; 62,3; 72,11; 85,22.27

diakrinesthai, undergo expansion,
18,2

diakrisis, analysis, 73,32;
disintegration, 74,7; separation,
90,5.10

diakritikos, capable of widening,
1,16

dialambanein, analyse, 82,3; divide,
82,14; make distinction, 74,11

dialektiké, hé, dialectic, 55,28

dialektikos, dialectical, 43,26.33;
44,1; 57,23; 59,29

dialektikos, ho, dialectician, 55,21;
57,14.23; 58,24; 59,5; 60,24.29;
62,7

diallélos, circular, 40,23.24.25;
42,21; 43,14.22

dialogos, dialogue, 1,20

diamartanein, fail completely,
33,23.27; 43,9

diametros, hypotenuse, 23,5; in
diametrical opposition, 30,32

dianoeisthai, discursive thinking,
43,11; think, 11,12;
dianoeisthai, to, discursive
thought, 48,20; thinking, 65,28

dianoéta, ta, objects of reason, 1,17;
2,19; 3,7; 4,7.9

dianoétos, object of thought, 39,13

dianoia, (discursive) thinking,
1,14.19.21; 2,2.4.19.22.24; 3,6.13;
4,1.9.11.16.21; 39,13; 44,1; 71,12;
78,11; idea, 22,17; 69,22;
thought, 37,31; 70,1

diaphora, difference, 7,28; 33,10;
67,8; 84,3; differentia, 26,24;
28,15.17; 32,24; disagreement,
82,2

diaphorein, scatter, 69,11

diaphoros, different, 20,5; 35,15;
36,11; 37,12; 38,26; 49,19; 90,6.7

diaplastikos, concerned with
formation, 13,28

diapnein, cause to evaporate, 89,1

diaporein, raise problems/questions,
64,18.28

diarrhédén, explicitly, 91,28
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diastasis, dissolution, 67,7; distance,
77,34

diastatos, extension, 58,10;
extended, 58,12

diastellein, distinguish, 49,18

diastéma, distance, 58,13

diastrophos, distorted, 21,24

diathesis, disposition, 6,16; 53,12.27

diathigé, arrangement, 68,12.13

diatithenai, bring into a certain
condition, 16,33; 19,5

diatribé, occupation, 51,31.32

didaskalia, exposition, 38,34;
teaching, 69,28; 70,2; 73,22

didaskalos, teacher, 5,4

dieisdunein, penetrate, 85,15

diékein, permeate, 75,4

dikaiétérion, place of punishment,
17,34; 18,15.19.23; 20,16.20

dikhotomos, semicircular, 30,29

diorgandsis, equipment with
organic parts, 26,7

diorganousthai, be equipped with
different organs, 19,31.36; 26,10

diorizein, determine, 90,28; give a
definition, 59,22; specify, 39,24;
diérismenon, definite, 32,19;
discrete, 79,7.9; diérismenon
poion, definite quantity, 32,15;
diérismenon poson, discrete
quantity, 78,32

dioti, to, the reason why, 4,5

diplasios, twofold, 33,5.6

dipous, (having) two-feet, 1,17;
4,8.12; 5,15.16

diskoeidés, having the shape of a
flat plate, 31,13

diskos, flat plate, 30,30

distazein, be in doubt, 78,13.20

dédekaedron, dodecahedron, 56,17

dogma, doctrine, 12,14; 21,21; 69,28;
86,29

dokésis, appearance, 83,35

dokounta, ta, the (things) that are
believed, 65,1.7.20

dotiké ptésis, dative, 34,22

doxa, appearance, 44,2; doctrine, 1,8;
10,3.8; 12,22.33; 20,24.25.26;
64,28.31; 65,18.24; 67,5.33;
68,21; 69,24; 73,15; 76,1; 81,33;
82,10.12.14.29; 86,13; 88,24;
89,33; 90,9.23.30; 92,5; opinion,
1,14.15.19; 2,1.20.21.22;

4,5.7.10.19; 5,3.14.20; 10,10;
20,24; 39,18; 65,17.21; 71,12;
73,3; 76,23.28.29.31; 78,13.16;
79,19; 80,29; 81,6.8.10; doxasta,
ta, objects of opinion, 2,20.21;
76,22; 79,22; 80,27; 81,11;
doxaston, to, object of opinion,
39,18; 76,30

doxazein, be of an opinion, 86,34;
make a judgement, 78,13.16

duas, dyad, 76,12; 78,30.31;
79,12.33; 80,22

dunamis, faculty, 1,6.10.11.12.13;
2,21; 5,24.30.33.34;
6,18.25.32.38; 7,20; 8,1; 9,1;
10,31; 11,1.23; 12,27.30.34;
13,36; 14,9.19.28.33; 15,8.18.19;
17,8.14; 18,34.38; 19,7.13; 20,28;
25,4.7.18; 26,10; 33,10; 35,11.14;
36,19; 38,26.32;
39,3.4.5.9.10.28.29.31; 40,5;
50,32; 51,4.14.23.31; 53,35;
54,17.32; 65,27; 72,5; 73,3.23.24;
74,2.28.29; 86,9; 89,30.31;
(faculty) of bodies, 25,18;
potentiality, 16,17; 23,31; 24,23;
27,15; 34,10; 35,3; 46,24.27;
63,14; power, 12,3; 20,18; 66,26;
92,10; dunamei, potentially,
34,9; 48,24; en dunamei,
potentially, 34,8.21.23.27; 35,6;
ton en dunamei ontoén, belong
to what is potentially, 34,1.7; 35,5

dunasthai, be able, 44,14; 45,30;
51,32; 68,15; be capable, 2,17;
9,15; 16,16; can, 7,9; 11,15;
13,2.16; 14,23; 24,1; 25,8;
42,9.18; 44,17; 51,25; 52,33;
57,32; 61,20.22.23; 62,30;
63,1.28.32; 66,15; 68,14; 71,8;
85,15; have a particular ability,
68,1

dunatos, possible, 4,13.14.20.28; 6,38

dusis, place where X sets, 76,36;
setting, 34,18

duskatapléktos, hardly impressed,
53,20

duskinétos, difficult to move, 53,15;
not easily moved, 50,27

ear, spring, 41,4
ebenos, ebony, 61,11
eidenai, know, 1,6.7.18.20; 2,1.16;
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3,30; 4,5.6; 5,18.19.20.22.38;
6,7.8; 9,39; 11,31; 13,6;
14,32.33.34; 15,28; 25,11, 33,22;
37,25; 39,2.15; 41,20; 43,11.13;
54,24; 57,12; 58,21; 63,4.5.26;
69,27; to be familiar with (the
fact), 10,10.18.30; 11,30; to have
knowledge, 43,3.9; eidenai, to,
knowing, 21,31; 22,7.9.10
knowledge, 33,28; 39,22; 41,25;
eidds, the person who knows,
39,14

eidésis, knowing, 21,8; 22,5.6;
knowledge 21,33.34; 22,1; 51,9

eidikos, formative, 25,32; 26,1

eidopoiein, define the form, 26,2;
inform by form, 61,27; make up
the form, 57,33

eidos, form, 7,12; 9,27.34.35; 14,24;
16,20; 25,17.18; 26,4;
34,25.27.31.32; 35,1.7;
37,27.29.32; 38,7; 50,10;
52,18.21.30; 53,29; 54,15; 55,27,
57,6.11.14.16.28; 58,7; 58,29;
59,3; 59,15.20.30; 60,1.4;
60,20.21.24.28.29.31;
62,24.28.24; 63,5.11.12; 76,2;
80,15; 90,13.14; idea, 74,14.16;
kind, 22,24; 31,32; 35,17; 77,25;
species, 7,11; 33,11.12.14; 35,24;
36,2.10.12.27; 37,20; 38,20.27.29;
52,7; 75,3

eikasia, conjecture, 43,26.31;
suspect, 44,13

eikén, image, 56,25; 58,16; 66,28

einai, be, 37,8; 59,19; be composed
of, 90,11; be made up of, 75,26;
exist, 70,19; 75,26.29; 77,3;
83,17; to apply, 38,13; dia ti esti,
through what it is, 43,16.19;
einai, to, being, 15,10; 16,20;
17,19; 42,28; 44,5.32; 46,33; 52,6;
53,8; 54,16; 75,5; mode of being,
92,7; to be, 15,5; 42,25; to exist
(have existence), 14,10; 37,34;
51,34; 52,27.28; 74,33; hopoion
ti esti, of what nature it is,
43,16.19; onta, ta, beings, 32,13;
47,19; 76,1.24; things, 3,32; 4,3;
5,4.6;9,8.12.18; 10,23; 11,13;
27,20; 28,6.8; 72,30; 74,35; 75,4;
78,8; 79,21; 80,15; 81,23.27; 82,6;
83,2.3.16; 86,22;

87,2.10.13.14.29; 91,14; things
that exist, 88,2; ti esti,
what-it-is, 33,17.18; 40,6; 43,16;
to ei esti, whether it is 43,15; to
ti esti, the what-it-is, 33,16;
42,14.33; 43,17.19.20.21; 43,28;
toi tauta einai, to be as it is,
29,12

eiskrinesthai, be taken in, 68,28

eispnein, inhale, 35,26; 68,25.33;
69,19

eispnoé, inhaling, 69,4.5; respiration,
68,25.30; 69,14

ekkaluptein, reveal, 65,21

ekkrinein, emit, 7,36; excrete, 68,31;
69,15; extrude, 68,32; 69,13

eklambanein, listen to, 70,3; take
(to mean), 36,9; 70,28;
understand, 35,14; 38,23.33;
89,31

ekphainein, bring to light, 5,5

ekpnein, exhale, 69,19

ekpnoé, exhaling, 69,4

ekpurénizein, squeeze out, 68,22

ekstasis, extension, 20,9

ekthesis, display, 21,21

ekthlibein, extrude, 69,9.10

ektithenai, expound, 81,33;
82,12.13; set out, 21,20; 65,24;
67,4; 83,24

ektos, external, 5,36; 6,2

elaia, olive tree, 6,29.30

elaion, olive oil, 47,15

elenkhein, refute, 5,8; 12,23.33;
27,22

elenkhos, refutation, 12,24

ellampein, illuminate, 19,6

ellampsis, illumination, 19,3

ellipés, elliptical, 21,25

embadon, surface, 56,15.18; 84,31;
85,2.5.10.11

emballein, meet, 78,15

empathés, subject to emotions, 23,33

emphainein, make manifest, 43,32

emphanés, visible, 11,32

emphutos, innate, 83,4.5; 89,2

empodizein, impede, 63,1; pose an
obstacle, 68,17; prevent, 5,2

empsukhon, to, ensouled being,
65,10; 72,28.33; living being,
36,5.9; 38,24.30; 88,33; living
thing, 92,5

empsukhos, ensouled, 6,32.33.34;
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12,31; 26,2.3.5; 35,23; 36,28;
65,10.11.12; 86,17.25.26; 88,34;
89,3.22

enargeia, evidence, 19,18

enargés, evident, 40,28.30; 41,8;
42,15; powerful, 53,9; 54,8;
enargos, clearly, 10,11; 11,7,
12,8; 13,25; 14,38; 17,12; 45,21;
71,21; evidently, 3,25; manifest,
42,7; 43,17; manifestly visible,
41,31

endein, be deficient, 14,2.7

endiastrophos, distorted, 21,24

endon, within, 5,37

energeia, activity, 2,12; 7,30.35;
8,13.14; 10,13.14.26.27; 15,15;
16,3; 17,1.2.6; 35,20; 39,4; 40,3;
44,30.32.35; 45,5; 46,4.21; 49,22;
66,26; 75,8.9; 76,17; actuality,
11,13; 16,17; 23,31; 24,23.24.26;
27,16; 34,18; 35,3; 39,35; 63,14;
energeidi (dative), actually,
34,24; 35,1.3

energein, activate, 3,6.10;
7,22.26.33; 8,1.35; 16,32; 41,11,
74,3; activity, 76,28; be active,
5,29; 7,23.25; 11,26; 18,30; 19,32;
39,26.27; 58,19; exercise, 48,3.11;
exercise activity, 58,13.18

enginesthai, to be engendered in,
76,5

enkatakhdénnunai, encapsulate,
4,32

enkephalos, brain, 10,14; 19,6.10.13;
47,23; 51,5

enkhorios, vernacular, 68,11

enkosmios, cosmic, 18,28

ennoein, think, 3,5

ennoématikos, existing in thought
only, 38,3.15

ennoia, insight, 3,17.24.28.29; 4,1;
5,13.17.18; 16,5; 19,2; 40,33;
41,1; 78,19; notion, 38,15; 57,17;
what someone has in mind, 43,24

ensématos, embodied, 23,33

entelekheia, actuality, 9,26.33;
33,3.4; 34,1; 35,7; 48,24.25.26.27

entelekheidi (dative), actually,
34,21.23.26.27

enthousiazein, to be inspired, 70,1

entoma, ta, insects, 89,19

enudros, that lives in water, 11,34;
77,27

enulos, enmattered, 54,12.15.18;
55,23; 58,8; 62,13; 63,19.21

epainos, praise, 21,18

epamphoterizein, go into two
directions, 5,26

epekhein, keep under control, 51,27

ephaptesthai, grasp, 87,18; touch,
43,34; 50,6; 57,20; 84,25; 85,16

epharmozein, coincide, 50,12;
connect, 82,13; fit, 36,28; 61,11;
suit, 40,35; 73,7; 87,18

ephesis, yearning, 8,11

ephexés, in a sequence, 50,12; in the
sequel, 66,19

ephiesthai, yearn for, 3,21; 7,14; 8,6;
15,5

ephodios, procedure, 44,25

epiballein, grasp, 6,2; 85,25; grasp
intuitively, 2,7; 26,15

epibolé, intuition, 78,10; 79,24 ;
(intuitive) apprehension,
2,7.10.11; 3,23; 79,20; 85,25

epidekhesthai, admit of, 1,10

epidiairein, subdivide, 34,6

epiistor, inquirer, 24,20

epiklinein, turn sideways, 31,11

epikoinénein, have in common,
10,26

epikratein, master, 26,9; rule, 73,32

epikratés, superior, 92,10

epikrinein, give judgement, 65,24

epikrisis, concluding decision, 60,19

epimeleia, attention, 17,31

epinoidi (dative), conceptually,
57,29; 61,22; 63,1.28.30.32; kat’
epinoian, conceptually, 57,31;
61,23.24.30; 62,30

epipan, generally speaking, 41,18

epipedon, plane (figure), 32,11;
13.15.16.18; 41,14.25.29;
49,24.32; 56,9; 63,18.29; 67,13;
77,28.32; 79,18; 80,1; 84,24; 85,16

epiphaneia, surface, 50,20; 78,33;
79,3.4.5

epiplein, float, 61,12

epiploké, state of being interwoven
with, 5,31

episkeptein, investigate, 55,8; study,
25,56.8

episkopein, examine, 64,18.27

epistasthai, to, scientific
understanding, 33,28; take note
78,34; understanding, 22,10.11
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epistémé, knowledge, 2,13; 3,27.33;
4,3; 23,11; 29,15.20; 43,31;
science, 23,19.27; 24,4; scientific
knowledge, 3,26; 24,21; 30,4;
76,19.19; 79,17; 80,28; 81,6.8.11;
scientific understanding, 22,6.10;
understanding, 22,7; kat’
epistémén, scientifically, 58,20

epistémonikos, having scientific
knowledge, 76,19; scientific, 4,1,
42,18; 43,6.13; 79,25

epistéta, ta, objects of (scientific)
knowledge, 79,22; 80,27

epistrephesthai, turn in to, 14,21;
18,20; 25,23.24.25; 58,19

epistrophé, turning in to, 56,33

episumbainein, supervene, 61,27

epitédeios, inclined to, 54,3; prone,
50,26.30

epitédeiotés, inclination, 54,10;
suitability, 14,6.18; 52,11.21

epithumein, desire, 6,13.14; 27,7,
45,3

epithumia, desire, 6,11.12.15.18.23;
7,24.28; 8,5; 10,28; 15,2;
16,32.36; 17,3; 18,9.12.25.33;
19,4.17; 26,11; 38,28; 50,18; 52,23

epitrepein, instruct, 64,7.10

epizétein, seek, 26,13; 28,3; inquire,
64,20

erastés, lover, 66,28

éremein, be at rest, 69,6

erethizein, provoke, 5,13.15

ereunan, search, 26,16

ergon, activity, 46,7; 48,28; 62,13.14;
65,15; 91,11, function(ing), 1,19;
2,2.7; 39,3.27; 62,2; task, 5,20;
25,17; 54,18; 55,14.31; 61,9;
work, 7,18

eruthrainein, blush, 50,19; redden,
44,10

eruthros, red, 57,32

eskhatos, extreme, 4,2; 86,30; last,
2,22; lowest, 12,34.36; 25,26

éthiké, ethics, 25,21

éthikos, ethical, 25,3.21

éthikos, ho, the ethical philosopher,
25,5

éthos, character, 25,4.26

etumologein, to explain
etymologically, 68,4.6.9.10; to
provide an etymological basis,
92,4
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euemptotos ekhein, be inclined to,
53,15

eukherés, easy, 44,34

eukinétos, easily moved, 9,9.19;
53,25; 54,5; 67,15; 68,13;
84,19.22.23; 88,27; moving easily,
67,11; 68,31; 69,1.3.10; 84,25;
85,15; 87,13; 90,23

eulabeisthai, be careful, 36,20.24

eulogos, reasonable, 22,16; 24,16;
38,35; 74,17.18

euolisthos, easily slipping out, 68,3

euphués, well talented, 51,12

euplastos, flexible, 20,12

euporein, be well supplied, 40,27;
know the answers, 64,23.28;
solve, 64,19

euporia, good position, 40,10; 44,22;
knowing the answers, 64,22

eutaxis, fine arrangement, 25,7

euthruptos, brittle, 61,15

euthugrammos, having straight
lines, 84,29; rectilinear, 29,29.30

euthus, straight, 41,13.26;
49,15.19.34; 61,10; straight line,
49,24; 50,6.8; 58,2; eutheia,
straight line, 49,25.26.30; 50,13;
78,6; eutheia (ptosis),
nominative, 34,22; euthu, to,
straightness, 49,17; 50,1

euthutés, straightness, 49,20; 50,1.4;
62,20

euzébia, good life, 19,22

exairein, exairetos, in particular,
82,6; selected for example, 59,7;
exéirémenos, dissociated, 32,19;
separate, 15,9; transcendent,
20,33; 21,5; 37,25; 55,15; 58,9

exallattein, change, 53,29

exégeisthai, explain, 26,19;
interpret, 21,25.28; 35,22;
exégoumenos, interpreter, 24,10

exégésis, interpretation, 79,16

exégéteés, interpreter, 21,28;
46,10.18; 51,15

existanai, deviate, 66,2

exiskhuein, have the power, 23,33

exolisthanein, slip, 84,25; slip away,
68,17

exomoidsis, assimilation, 56,30.34

exumnein, sing praise, 21,2

gaia, earth, 73,19
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gastér, belly, 51,10

gé, earth, 9,12.13; 20,16.20; 52,19;
61,6; 66,4; 71,11; 89,23; soil,
52,14; hupo gén, underworld,
17,34; 18,15.19.23

géinos, earthy, 17,23

gelastikos, capable of laughing, 5,23

genesis, becoming, 5,28.29; (domain
of); 18,13; 52,5; 57,9; coming into
being, 12,3; 52,14; 90,10; coming
to be, 34,11; 67,7; 76,24

genétos, coming into being, 16,13

genikos, general, 28,25

gennan, generate, 6,29.34; 7,18.19;
7,3; 65,26; 77,31; yield, 32,18

gennésis, generation, 7,19; 42,25

gennétikos, concerned with
generation, 6,27; 13,36; 16,31;
faculty of generation, 17,15;
generative, 7,19.29.30; 8,32.34

gennétos, coming to be, 7,13

genos, genus, 26,20.21.24;
28,14.15.16.17.29; 30,11;
32,12.13.22.23.26.31; 33,6; 35,24;
36,2.10.24.26.29.32; 37,11.20;
38,2.17.21.29.31; 74,34;
75,1.3.15; kind, 8,12; 11,2.24.33,;
38,27

geddés, earthy, 64,14

geoémetrés, geometrician, 3,32; 49,31;
58,11

gebémetria, geometry, 22,25.26,27;
23,1.2.23.24; 49,24; 84,29

géras, old age, 11,21

geusis, taste, 7,4

ginesthai, come into being, 76,24
passim

gindéskein, to, know, 72,30; 73,6.7.8;
75,30; 86,7; 87,15.17; 91,25;
cognitive aspect, 91,1

glaphuros, ingenious, 84,7

gliskhrotés, fattiness, 47,14

glétta, patriké glétta, paternal
tongue, 68,9

glukutés, sweetness, 47,15.17.20

glukuthumia, indulge, 17,32

gnésios, genuine, 75,36

gnomé, view, 21,24

gnérimos, known, 42,26; 44,8

gnorizein, get to know, 42,22; 43,26;
44.6; know, 70,19; 73,7; 74,25.34;
75,21; 81,13; recognise, 90,22

gnésis, capacity/ability to know,
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81,24; 88,15; cognition, 41,6;
78,23; knowing, 22,12; 40,20;
knowledge, 1,16; 4,7; 5,4.21.37,
7,34; 12,15; 21,10; 22,2.4.9.17;
23,3.10; 24,20.31.33;
42,1.15.16.23; 43,6.13; 44,23;
52,25; 75,19.26; 79,25; 87,19;
88,18; 91,11; gnosin ekhein, get
to know, 42,23

gnostikos, able to know, 75,19;
capable of knowing, 75,28; 81,14;
91,8; capacity to know, 81,27;
82,2.6.31; cognitive, 1,13;
5,24.34.35; 12,34; 18,35.37; 51,4;
73,3.5; 81,18; 86,8; cognitive
aspect, 81,22; 86,14; 88,14, 91,5;
concerned with cognition, 1,12;
providing knowledge, 58,16

gnéstos, object of knowledge, 6,2;
11,10

goné, seed, 9,11; 88,30; sex, 8,6.9

gonia, angle, 23,4; 29,16.21; 30,17;
40,17; 41,15; 84,31

grammé, line, 32,17; 41,14.25; 58,2;
63,17.29.31; 64,3; 77,28.30.31;
78,33; 79,2.3

grammikos, geometrical, 12,35

graphein, write, 79,15; 89,11

gumnazein, exhibit, 65,21

gumnos, deprived, 34,31; 45,30

haima, blood, 9,20; 16,33; 19,4;
44,7.11; 50,18.19.21; 53,15.18;
54,32; 55,1.2; 57,22.23; 58,26;
59,8; 61,30.31; 64,3.9.16;
88,31.33; 89,6

hamartanein, err, 17,31; 85,23.26

haphé, touch, 7,4.5; 54,30

haplous, simple, 9,4.5.14; 12,23;
33,8; 39,2; 85,25; 86,1.4;
straightforward, 2,7.10.11; 6,2;
8,9; 78,10; 85,25; 88,33; uniform,
33,8; generally, 9,17.29; 14,17.34;
haplos, generally speaking,
14,12; 50,21; 51,2; in general,
38,24; 48,12; simple, 42,11;
58,34; simply, 8,5.7.34; 13,15;
16,35; 26,2.17; 42,19; 44,2; 47,16;
52,8.19.36; 57,16.21; 58,27.31;
60,33; 73,26; 84,28; unqualified,
35,15; 36,5.9; 38,26.31; 65,16;
without further qualification,
27,9.10; 37,32; 38,1; 61,2.4
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haptesthai, touch, 49,16; 67,13; 84,24

harmonia, harmony, 16,21; 46,31;
52,8.10; 70,5

harmoniké, harmonics, 23,7.24.25

harmozein, fit, 38,9

hédoné, pleasure, 8,10.16.28

hédus, pleasant, 8,7; 17,4

hégoumenon, antecedent, 46,12

hekoén, willing, 18,22

hélikia, age, 53,28

hélios, sun, 23,34; 30,31; 31,3; 34,17;
49,12

hémiolios, one and a half, 33,5

hémisphairion, hemisphere,
31,8.12.14; semicircle, 31,1

heneka, for the sake of, 26,5.6

hendésis, unification, 73,20; union,
70,8; 74,7.10

henoun, unify, 73,30

hépar, liver, 10,14; 16,33; 19,5; 50,19

hepesthai, accompany, 26,28

herméneuein, communicate, 2,17

heterogenés, heterogeneous, 36,23

heterotés, difference, 74,7.35;
75,6.7.16.20

hexagoénon, figure with six angles,
84,33; 85,1.3; shape with six
angles, 56,12.15.16

hexis, disposition, 39,7.8; state, 2,15;
6,17

hippos, horse, 4,12.14; 33,13;
36,21.27; 37,13; 38,5; 74,2.15

histanai, hestanai, be stable, 65,37;
66,26; 75,13

hestoés, stable, 23,30; 87,19

historein, give a report, 73,14;
75,35.36; provide information,
88,17; report, 86,16.19

historia, inquiry, 22,16; 24,16.20

hodeuein, be on the (/its) way, 3,5

hodos, direction, 66,6; journey, 2,2;
way, 3,10; 66,11.14; 78,12.14;
79,27; hodos skhisté,
cross-roads, 78,15

holés, as a whole, 23,1; universally,
38,13

holos, holon di’ holou, as a whole,
19,26.32.35; holon, to, whole,
27,4; 38,19.35.36; 47,11;
61,26.30; 66,12.23.32; 74,22;
87,6.24

holoskherés, in general, 42,6; in
general outline, 22,8; in rough

outline, 20,27; roughly, 26,15;
217,9; 59,10

holotés, whole, 38,31; wholeness,
47,25; main mass, 65,36.37;
66,7.8.9; 75,13

homoeidés, of one and the same
kind, 36,1.2.3

homogenés, homogeneous, 36,23

homoiomereia, homoeomerous
parts, 86,2; 91,14

homoiomerés, homoeomerous,
14,23.24.26; 82,22

homoios, like, 73,7.9; 74,26;
75,27.28.29.30; 80,29.32;
86,15.16; 88,1; 89,19; 91,6;
similar, 73,6; 75,21; 79,24; 90,4;
92,1

homoiotés, similarity, 75,20

homoiotropdés, in a similar way,
79,10.11.15

homoiousthai, be similar, 56,24

homologein, agree on, 27,26; 30,8;
36,11; 41,3

homénumia, identical term, 49,18

homénumos, called by the same
name, 12,4; identical in name,
24,25.27.28; homénumos
phoéné, homonymous term,
37,10.12

homoousios, identical in essence,
4,23.24

homophués, of the same nature, 5,16

horan, to, seeing, 47,8

horatos, visible, 19,20; 20,9

horismos, definition, 26,21.25.29;
28,5; 28,23.24.30.32; 30,11;
31,25; 32,7.21.24.28.30; 33,15;
36,25.26.27.29; 37,11.12.14.16;
38,9.11.13; 40,9; 41,15; 42,10;
42,17; 43,25 44,22.25.31; 48,23;
54,20.27; 55,9.26; 56,35;
57,6.14.24.65.37,
59,11.12.16.17.20.27.29;
60,5.6.13.20.25.26.27.28; 61,34,
62,7; 63,22.23.26; 64,5;
65,4.5.6.7; 80,3; 81,22

horistiké (methodos), by means of
definition, 32,8

horistikos, capable of determining,
76,5

horizein, define, 1,20; 2,18; 37,34;
38,4.5.8.14.15.16; 44,6; 54,29.30;
55,21; 57,37; 63,21, 70,7; 76,6;
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81,19.25.31; 90,18.20.27; 91,1;
determine, 76,4; horismenon,
defined, 7,20; determinate, 76,20;
finite, 22,28.30; horismends, in
a determinate way, 76,19.31

horizesthai, be finite, 22,28.30

horman, take off, 78,13.19; urge
away, 76,31

hormé, impulse, 51,16; 65,31;
initiative, 18,21

horos, definition, 54,16; determining
principle, 3,27.28.31.32; 4,2.4;
68,19

hoti, to hoti, the fact, 1,19; 2,1; the
fact ‘that’, 4,5

hudér, water, 9,10.12.24; 19,30;
52,19; 66,5; 73,19.24; 74,19, 84,4;
86,23; 88,21; 92,3.9

hudrelaion, diluted olive oil, 47,14

huetos, rain, 52,14

hugiainein, be healthy, 63,11

hugiansis, healing, 66,15

hugiazein, restore to health, 37,23

hugieia, hugeia, health, 37,22; 63,10

hugiés, sound, 41,1

hugrainein, cause moisture, 75,10

hugron, moisture, 88,28

hugros, moist, 9,11; 14,15; 51,2;
57,32; 88,30

hulé, material, 49,32.34; 61,14;
matter, 3,11; 4,31; 9,35;
10,18.30.31; 14,5.6.7; 16,16.17;
28,30; 34,24.25.28.34; 35,2.6;
38,6; 52,30; 54,15; 55,9.11.24;
57,6.11.29; 58,7.27; 58,3.5.10.12;
59,18.19.22.30; 60,2.5;
60,14.20.23; 61,18; 62,2;
62,26.31; 63,1.13.16.21.32.33;
64,6; 70,11.12; 74,4, 76,5; 88,25

hulikos, material, 16,15; 35,4; 73,15;
91,26

hulédestés, material, 88,25

humén, skin, 19,10

hupallélos, subordinated, 75,3

huparkhein, be, 4,26; 65,36; 68,23;
84,20; be attribute of, 27,2; 29,26;
41,1.3; 91,4; be characterised by,
43,10; belong to, 26,32; 29,6;
30,3.8; 31,23; 41,17.23.24;
42,11.20; 62,32.33; 63,17; 64,1;
65,2; be present in, 72,18; 78,7;
92,8; present itself as, 69,7;
huparkhein, kath’ hauto, be
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an essential attribute, 40,14.18;
42,30.31; 43,30.32; 44,23;
huparkhonta, ta, attributes,
26,18; 40,21.33; 41.19; 42,9.5;
things that belong to, 26,27,
41,22; 42,12; 43,12; 44,14.16;
65,19; ta huparkhonta kat’
ousian, essential attributes, 43,3

huparkhesthai, initiate, 12,5

huparxis, existence, 3,10;
28,30.17.23; 63,19; 64,5;
presence, 47,14

huperbibazein, transpose, 64,26;
80,17; 87,30

huperbolé, excess, 83,19; 87,11

hupéretés, servant, 8,15

huperoptikos, holding in contempt,
52,2

hupertera, ta, higher things, 56,33

huperzein, boil over, 53,18

huphistanai, be present, 29,5;
consist of, 83,31; exist, 52,35;
exist independently, 50,3; exist
on own/have existence of own,
52,33.34.35

hupoballein, subject, 60,32

hupodiairein, subdivide, 34,4

hupographé, description, 28,12.25;
30,11

hupokeimena, ta, related objects,
76,4

hupokeimenon, subject, 22,21.26;
23,9.14.27; 24,4.6.11; 55,30;
52,27.30; 53,2.6; subject matter,
22,19.24; 23,1; 24,19; substrate,
9,27.33; 14,9; 15,3.4.7; 16,20.23;
17,20; 18,9; 37,6; 46,30; 50,2;
51,17.22; 52,3.6; 68,32

hupokeimenos, underlying, 42,32;
46,33; 58,35; 62,32

hupokeisthai, be assumed,
84,31.33.35

hupolambanein, assume, 38,35;
conceive of, 70,34; 72,29;
consider, 21,26.27.29; 22,18;
75,30; form beliefs, 11,12; hold,
71,7.20; 72,21; 88,9; suppose,
15,14; 82,34; 83,8.12.22; 87,32;
88,2; 89,7

hupologizesthai, take into account,
57,36

hupomenein, undergo, 66,12

hupomnématizein, comment, 21,23
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huponoein, suppose, 3,3; 74,18;
suspect, 31,23; 83,33

hupostasis, existence, 37,34; 38,3;
59,20

hupothesis, hypothesis, 78,16; en
hupothesei, ex hypothesi, 32,5;
hypothetical, 46,6;
hypothetically, 41,26

hupotithenai, claim, 86,15; posit,
80,34; 83,20; 85,14; 86,15; 91,22;
say, 86,2; suppose, 73,15; 74,6;
82,5; 83,9; 86,2; 89,26

husterogenés, that which comes into
being later, 37,32; 38,16.17

husteron, posterior, 37,7.17; 38,2.12;
husteron téi phusei, posterior
by nature, 36,31; 37,2

iama, healing, 17,34

iatriké, medicine, 22,20.23; 23,22

iatrikos, medical, 89,16

iatros, doctor, 19,8; 33,2; 37,23;
50,31; 51,14.30; 57,5.9; 62,20;
63,10; 67,27

idea, form, 63,4.12; 79,16; Platonis,
37,18; 77,6; 78,27; 80,23

idikos, specific, 6,16.19,

idikés, specifically, 6,17

idios, own, 20,11; 21,21; 46,4; 52,3;
61,14; 66,7; 68,10; peculiar, 8,
5.13; 27,1; 41,11; 42,25,
44,19.27.30; 45,6.7.13.18;
46,8.14; 50,16.23; 53,11.25;
54,8.14; 56,26; 62,13; 63,27,
65,28; 72,20.32; 75,30, 76,15;
86,18; 87,15; 89,16; proper, 6,10;
26,27; 29,3.14.22; 31,22; idiai
(dative), individually, 77,3.4; in
particular, 28,6.19; 40,9; kath’
hauto idia, proper attribute,
28,26; 29,31

idiotés, peculiar nature, 26,7;
peculiarity, 35,25.27

idiotikos, trivial, 8,16

ikhnélatein, trace, 42,9

ikhnos, trace, 3,16; 17,12.13.17; 18,38

indalma, manifestation, 3,17.24

isoperimetros, with equal
circumference, 56,10; 84,30;
85,5.9.10

isos, equal, 3,19.20; 23,4; 29,16.21;
30,18.19; 40,17.34; 41,15; 58,6;
85,13
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kakos, evil, 20,18.21; 21,34; 22.2.3.4

kalos, fine, 21,8; 22,18.19.21;
23,11.13.15; 24,18; 25,18; good,
33,22; 35,22; 43,8; 85,20;
kallistos, excellent, 42,8

kamnein, be ill, 62,21

kampsis, bending, 81,4

kampulos, curved, 41,13.26.28

kanén, rod, 49,21; rule,
15,12.15.22.35; 16,28; 23,18;
24,12; 44,14, 46,20; 47,2.4.26

kapnos, smoke, 4,26.27; 31,15.16.17

kardia, heart, 10,13; 44,9; 53,15;
58,26.27.30; 59,8

karpos, fruit, 88,31

kataduein, descend, 4,31

katagein, drag down, 74,4; 88,25

katagdgos, analytic, 73,28.29; 74,3

katakosmein, adorn, 25,4;
embellish, 6,20

kataménia, ta, menstrual blood,
14,7; 34,13

kataphasis, affirmation, 3,20;
confirmation, 78,17

kataphronein, deprecate, 52,3

katapséphizesthai, reject, 5,8

katarithmein, list, 65,17; sum up,
40,34

kataskeuazein, prove, 46,15; 51,18;
71,22; 80,21

kataskeué, fitting, 61,10; proof, 3,22;
6,3

katastasis, state, 2,17

katégorein, categorise (pass. to
belong to the category of)
33,17.18; criticise, 86,28;
designate, 36,32; 37,10; 38,8

katégoria, category, 33,26; 34,5

kath’ hauto, by itself, 3,14; 5,26;
14,12; 26,33; 29,14, 29,28.30.32;
30,3.7; 31,23; 38,4; 41,16; 52,34;
61,8; 62,27; 69,10; essential,
28,26; essentially, 40,21;
41,8.22.23; 42,8; 42,20; 43,2;
44,5.16; 61,3; in itself, 57,35.36;
of its own, 52,34.35; on its own,
44.4; 49,27.28; 69,20; auto
kath’hauto, in itself, 14,21;
18,6; 22,26; 24,33; 27,5; 49,33;
kath’hauto idia, proper
attribute, 29,31; kath’heauto,
by itself, 29,5
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kathairein, purify, 17,32.34;
18,17.19; 19,31

katharmos, purgative, 19,29.30

katharos, pure, 18,13; 35,2.7; 86,3;
91,13.15

katharsis, purgation, 58,20;
purification, 2,13

kathartikos, purgative, 58,18.19;
purifying, 2,13

kathésthai, sitting, 49,2

kathetos, perpendicular, 31,4

katheudein, be asleep, 7,35

katholikos, general, 28,26, 30,10.16

katholou, general, 37,1; generally
speaking, 34,9; in general,
37,17.33; 61,5; 65,25.27; 70,27;
on the whole, 30,13; universal,
1,15; 4,6.7.13.19.21.29; 38,2.12;
70,28; 76,22.27; universally,
76,25; katholou, to, general
kind, 37,34

katorthoun, to be correct, 91,18.23

kauma, heat, 59,25; 60,10

kausis, heat, 18,3

kekramenos, having a particular
mixture, 50,24.27; 51,1.5.20.27;
53,34; 54,3

kenkhramis, kernel, 14,1

kenos, empty, 57,19; 59,21; void,
9,18; 41,2; 42,2; 43,34; 67,6.19;
82,24; kends, devoid, 43,27; in
vain, 43,34

kephalé, head, 13,31

kerannunai, mix, 70,8.15

kéros, wax, 13,23

khalaza, hail, 61,5; hailstorm, 41,3

khalepos, difficult, 2,30; 11,22;
21,15.19; 23,29.32; 27,30;
28,2.3.6.18; 31,28; 39,24; 44,29

khalkos, bronze, 22,30; 23,1; 49,16;
62,25

kharaktéristikos, characteristic,
59,9

kharaktérizein, characterise, 10,13;
26,10; 59,6; 89,14; 90,21

kheein, disperse, 50,20

kheimoén, winter, 41,4

kheir, hand, 14,32; 66,23.32

khersaios, land animal, 26,8; that
live on land, 11,34

khion, snow, 61,5

khliaros, tepid, 9,32

khora, place, 41,5
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khordos, string, 16,21; 23,10; 46,31,
52,8.10.11; 70,6

khorégein, supply, 19,7.13

khoérein, reach, 3,11.24

khorion, passage, 24,8.10.18; 27,21,
35,14, 46,10

khoristos, separable, 9,22.35.36;
10,4; 11,9; 12,11.12.17.18; 15,17;
16,3; 18,35; 46,9; 46,14; 46,23;
51,20; 52,1; 54,16; 61,28;
separate, 3,11; 11,5; 25,9; 27,12;
33,8; 58,7; 60,24; 61,1.16.20.21;
62,22; 63,5.11.12; 64,4.13.14;
70,11

khorizein, distinguish, 62,5.7;
separate, 11,2.25; 15,19; 16,8;
17,2; 35,18; 46,8; 49,17,
50,1.7.10; 57,29.31;
61,20.22.24.30; 62,30;
63,1.3.13.28.30.32

khréma, money, 16,35

khriesthai, colour, 31,7

khthonios, terrestrial, 77,27

khumos, humour, 52,5; 57,10

kindunos, danger, 45,31

kinein, arouse, 7,34; cause
movement/movement, 48,19;
67,14.15; 70,29.30; 71,8;
83,4.6.15; 84,11.14.19.20.26;
85,16.31; 87,23; move, 20,37;
21,1; 25,33; 32,33; 34,15; 50,25;
53,14; 55,25; 57,23; 59,7; 65,13;
66,31; 67,14.15; 68,15; 69,17,
70,32; 71,8.13.16.19; 75,14;
81,20; 83,4.5; 84,10.11.14.19.20;
85,29; 86,8.9; 87,6.21.22.24.28;
91,12; movement, 88,6; set in
motion, 8,2; 48,17; 59,1; 64,8.11;
65,34; 71,2.16.17; 81,16.26; 83,6;
stimulate, 50,31; stir up, 3,3;
16,33; 17,4; 19,4; 20,6; kinein,
to, (the property of) causing
movement/motion, 65,8; 84,10;
87,5.15; motion, 71,18;
movement, 91,12; moving, 86,7;
the capacity to cause movement,
71,7; kinon heauton,
self-moving, 44,12; prétés
kinoun, the first mover, 20,37

kineisthai, to, movement, 72,28

kinéma, movement, 51,38

kinésis, capacity to cause movement,
81,24; motion, 87,17.18.27.28;
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movement, 19,5; 20,35.36; 35,20;
42,26; 44,11; 54,17.27.30; 55,16;
58,25; 65,15; 67,4.11; 69,16.17;
70,36; 71,1.11.19; 72,20.32; 73,1;
74,35; 75,7.8; 81,29; 83,3.5.18;
86,18.33; 87,14.25; 88,5.7.18;
90,19.21.25; kinésis, kata
topon, locomotion, 65,30;
66,21.25; movement in the local
sense, 71,10

kinétikon, to, kinetic aspect,
81,17.16; 86,19; locomotion,
39,26; 41,10; movement, 73,4;
83,20

kinétikos, apt to move, 88,11.27;
(capable of being) set in motion,
83,17.26; capable of
causing/having capacity to cause
movement, 72,29; 81,14.28;
82,1.32.34.36; 83,7.12.14.15;
86,11; kinetic, 84,17; 86,19;
87,33; move easily/easily set in
motion, 87,4.21; producing
movement, 83,1; that which
causes movement, 21,2; that
which has the capacity to move,
35,29; 83,2.8; to do with
movement, 73,2

kinoumenon, to, what is in a state
of motion, 87,19

kinoun, to, source of movement/that
which moves/that which causes
movement, 66,30.33; 69,23.26;
70,27; 71,2.5

Rirnan, mix, 70,15

kisérodés lithos, pumice stone, 61,14

klados, branch, 13,36; 14,22

kléma, cutting, 13,36

kléros, share, 6,21.22; 8,11; 18,28

klinein, turn sideways, 31,10

koinos, common, 3,17.24.28.29; 4,1;
5,17.18; 12,24; 15,13; 19,2;
27,2.7.22.23; 31,27; 35,26;
36,26.29; 37,13.15.16; 38,5;
40,33.35; 44,19.27; 48,10.23;
57,30; 77,37; 83,31.33; general,
6,15; 14,30; 20,27.29; 28,6.7.18;
32,28; 40,8; 44,35; koinds,
common, 22,12; 76,15.16;
commonly, 16,11; 36,32; 37,9;
41,3; 65,22; generally, 6,16.18;
jointly, 23,25; 47,3

kolasis, chastisement, 18,1
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kolazein, chastise, 18,2; temper, 92,9

kolobos, mutilated, 14,22

koluein, prevent, 68,30; 69,12.15

koélutikos, protecting against,
59,24.28; 60,9.10

koprizein, manure, 6,28

kosmos, adornment, 25,6.7; cosmos,
18,29; universe, 7,12; 37,24,
55,17; 77,26; world, 11,35; 21,4

kradié, heart, 8,27

krasis, mixture, 9,23; 26,23; 33,2;
35,25.26; 50,25; 53,3.13.22.24.29;
54,4; 62,30; 90,6.13.14

kratein, control, 8,28; rule, 74,8.10

krinein, judge, 80,28.29; 81,5.13;
89,24, krinein, to, judging, 65,28

krios, Aries, 49,12

krisis, judgement, 24,15

kritérion, criterion, 40,32

krités, judge, 89,23.24

krustallos, ice, 20,4

kubernétés, steersman, 48,1

kubos, cube, 56,16.18; 68,7

kuklos, circle, 14,11.15;
22,27.28.29.31; 49,25;
56,9.14.16.25; 58,2; 65,37; 66,2.4;
73,34; 85,4.6.7; circular, 56,29;
65,38; 66,11.13

kuon, dog, 36,22; 37,13

kuparittos, cypress, 61,13

kurios, proper, 25,33; 30,12.20;
kurioés, in the literal sense,
83,27; in the proper sense, 29,12;
30,10; 90,24; in the strictest
sense, 72,17; properly speaking,
19,34

lambanein, accept, 4,8.10; 86,6;
adopt, 40,31; 43,32; 65,7; 77,27,
gain, 22,7; get, 43,17, grasp, 2,1;
31,25.28; 32,1, 40,28; 41,7.19;
42.30; 44,13.20; have, 43,7.13;
53,27; learn, 33,17; 43,4; make
an assumption/assume, 34,5;
36,10; 74,20; 78,19; 85,24; obtain,
21,16; 27,30; 28,18; 31,7; 33,15;
receive, 5,38; take, 27,8; 34,4;
35,11; 45,32; 46,15.19;
49,13.19.30; 50,3; understand,
49,34; undertake, 44,25; use as
basis, 46,20

lanthanein, escape notice, 86,31;
cause to ignore, 36,20
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lépsis, establishing, 32,29; 44,34;
grasping, 40,29; 41,9.30; 42,1;
44,22

leptomereia, delicacy of
parts/particles, 87,5.22

leptomerés, composed/consisting of
fine particles, 83,10; 87,5.6.13.24;
consisting of delicate particles,
83,17.28; consisting of small
particles, 90,25; fine 84,17

leptos, fine, 67,26; light, 19,27,
slender, 31,11; subtle, 51,10

leptunesthai, become lighter, 19,29

léros, babble, 70,4

leukos, white, 1,16; 2,8.10; 6,7; 9,32;
13,3; 26,28; 29,7.13; 31,8.10.12;
51,23; 53,6.8; 75,20.21;
leleukasmenos, (being) white,
31,14

léxis, designated share, 66,4

lithos, brick, 57,5; 59,26.29; 60,3.8;
61,19; 62,33; 84,5; stone, 33,14;
49,27, 86,17.25.26

logikos, rational, 1,10.11.13; 4,30;
5,24.27.33; 6,25.32.38; 7,10;
8,21.23.24.31; 9,1.36; 10,4;
11,28.29; 12,8.11.17; 14,29.36;
15,2.5.9; 16,1.2.22.26; 20,30.31;
27,5.10; 35,18; 37,3.5.8; 38,25;
42,28; 48,13.16.20; 52,1.17;
55,19; 58,11.14

logos, account, 1,18; 21,20; 28,20;
36,20; 37,14; 38,33; 48,23; 49,5;
78,34; 83,1; 85,33; 88,18;
91,18.23; argument, 14,30; 36,8;
46,6; 60,26; 85,8; book, 10,31;
11,3.11.20; 45,21; definition,
49,33; 59,4.14.24;
61,20.21.25.28.32; 72,25; 81,21;
discourse, 61,7; discussion, 16,1;
37,32; 44,22; 55,16, 63,15.25;
64,21.30.32; formal principle,
4,30; 5,4.6.12; 13,25.27.31;
14,16.18; 37,25;
52,10.15.16.17.20; 54,12.15;
55,23; 63,19; formula, 38,14;
58,9; 64,12; 73,27; 74,13.16; 89,3;
91,27; lecture, 1,5; 21,18;
proportion, 9,23.25.28.30; 26,23;
33,4; reason, 2,19; 5,31; 6,14;
7,25; 8,2; 12,7.9; 14,35; 35,19.21;
38,27; 51,36; 54,24; 63,6.7; 76,29;
84,27; reasoning, 5,21; relation,
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9,39; 23,8; statement, 26,30;
59,16; 63,33; 65,16; 76,28;
theorem, 23,6; theory, 63,10;
89,17; verbal account, 60,15;
62,16; word, 2,17; 91,27; logon
ekhein, be reasonable, 83,1;
orthos logos, correct reasoning,
71,27

lumainesthai, defile, 6,22.24

lupé, pain, 8,28

lupein, cause pain, 55,3.5; 58,34.35

lupéisthai, suffer pain, 45,3

lutos, refutable, 31,18.20

makhé, battle, 51,35

makhesthai, battle, 51,37.38; 52,1

malakos, soft, 57,32

manikés, inclined to get beside
oneself, 53,18

manon, to, width, 61,18.22.29

manos, loose, 61,12.25

manoun, widen, 20,8.9

marainein, waste away, 15,2

marturia, testimony, 63,7

matén, in vain, 15,20; 17,4.5;
without purpose, 46,35; 47,1

mathémata, ta, mathematical
objects, 3,9; mathematics, 3,12;
41,13; 49,31; objects of learning,
6,14

mathématikos, mathematical form,
62,30; mathematical object,
61,21; (the study of)
mathematics, 3,8; 41,18; 55,29;
mathématikos, ho,
mathematician, 57,28.35;
62,5.22.23

mathésis, process of learning, 58,22

megethos, magnitude, 2,29; 3,4; 7,20;
14,13; 22,27.29; 23,2.7.10; 57,30;
79,1; size, 34,14

meignunai, mix, 75,23; 86,3; 91,15

mékhané, mechanism, 8,3

mékhaniké, hé, mechanics, 22,25;
23,1.2.6.23

mékos, length, 77,31.34.37; 78,28;
79,2.5; kata mékos, lengthwise,
78,3

melankholikos, having a tendency
to melancholic affections, 51,1

melas, black, 4,15.16; 9,22; 13,3;
29,7; 31,8; 51,23; 75,22

meli, honey, 47,15.18.20
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melissa, bee, 17,18

melos, tune, 70,9

mén, month, 30,27

méningophulax,
membrane-protector, 19,9

méninx, cerebral membrane, 19,9.10

méniskos, crescent-shaped, 31,11

ménoeidés, crescent-shaped, 30,28

ménuein, indicate, 53,9

merikos, individual, 4,13.19; 6,7;
38,1; 66,4.5; 70,30; 78,23; part,
30,13; 62,4; particular, 57,4;
76,26; 77,1

meristos, divided, 35,9.10.22; 36,8;
38,29; 75,18; in individual parts,
58,13

merizein, divide, 35,15; 38,29

meros, part, 14,20.24.25; 27,19;
18,29; 19,11.15; 27,19; 31,2.11;
39,1; 44,10; 47,10.16.22.25;
54,17.28.31; 58,11, 66,10.12;
91,24; en merei, particular case,
61,5; kata meros, individual,
36,28; 55,28

mesos, intermediary, 70,13;
intermediate, 3,7; middle,
2,22.23; middle position, 30,32;
31,5; dia mesou, middle (term),
30,14

mesouranéma, centre of the
heavens, 34,17

metabainein, proceed, 78,12

metaballein, change, 20,12; 24,28;
53,33; 76,34.36

metabasis, passage, 76,20

metabolé, change, 34,11.16; 76,35

metadidonai, let share in, 70,16

metalambanein, receive a share in,
7,8; take part in, 13,3

metallon, metal, 61,6; 90,7

metapoieisthai, lay claim to, 51,9

metekhein, have a share in, 3,16;
7,1; partake in, 75,15; participate
in, 49,19.20; share in, 89,20; take
part in, 75,12

metedrizein, cause to rise up, 78,6;
throw up, 31,9

meteoros, higher region of the
atmosphere, 61,5; high up in the
sky, 44,1

metharmozein, adapt accordingly,
51,25

methistanai, move, 20,16

methodos, method, 28,8.9.13; 29,1;
31,24.25.27; 32,2.4.6; 33,29;
40,10.11; 55,28.30

methuein, to be drunk, 50,28; 51,11

metoporon, autumn, 41,4

métra, uterus, 13,29

metrein, measure, 76,5

metrétikos, capable of measuring,
76,4

mikromereia, state of consisting of
fine particles, 67,24; 84,18

mikromerés, consisting of small
parts, 84,21.25.28; 85,14

miktos, mixed, 82,20.27

mimeisthai, imitate, 56,26.30.33

miméma, imitation, 56,25

mixis, mixture, 9,31; 52,18; sex, 8,7

mnémonikos, having a good
memory, 51,4

moira, part, 83,36

mokhleia, dislodgement, 26,1

mokhthéros, bad, 20,2; 51,20;
unhealthy, 19,23

monakhos, in a single way, 79,18;
79,26.29

monas, monad, 32,16.22; 76,7; 78,30;
79,12.33; 80,22

moné, constancy, 88,6

monoeidés, having one form, 33,9

morion, bodily part, 89,14, part,
10,13.15.32; 11,22; 13,2; 14,3.4;
19,26; 38,18; 39,26.27; 47,12.13;
74,28

morphé, shape, 20,1

mousikos, musician, 52,9.10

muriakis, numerous, 51,24

muthos, myth, 69,30

naupégos, shipbuilder, 61,11

neikos, strife, 73,16.27; 82,21; 91,34

nekros, corpse, 17,11; dead, 17,17;
89,1; nekron séma, corpse, 17,18

nénemia, absence of wind, 70,33.36

neuron, nerve, 19,7.14; 47,23; 89,17

noein, know, 79,24; think, 11,3.13;
48,12; 78,6.20; to noein,
(intuitive) thinking, 35,13;
39,28.29; 45,7; 48,20; 51,10.11;
57,33

noéma, thought, 9,21; 27,23.28;
45,10.12.22.24; 89,13

noeros, intellectual, 55,11;
intelligible, 25,23
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noésis , intellect, 76,29; intellection,
2,19; (intuitive) thinking, 27,5;
39,12; 40,3; 45,17.18.22; 51,6

noétikos, thought, 40,2.4

noétos, intellectually, 74,3;
intelligible, 2,11.18; 23,29; 24,30;
39,19.20.21.23; 40,1.2; 50,9.11;
55,13; 56,23; 76,24.29; 79,21;
81,11; thinkable, 39,12; noéta,
ta, intelligible objects, 2,25.28;
3,14.31; 4,1.4; 10,20.22.24;
11,4.16 (objects of thought); 16,5;
24.3.22; 25,10.14.15.24.26; 45,24;
70,10; 73,30; 74,8; 76,15;
77,4.21.23; 78,10; 79,23; 80,27;
objects of intellect, 76,17

nomizein, believe, 2,28; 3,26;
9,12;71,1; think, 46,11; 64,12;
65,19; 71,8; 74,17, 81,4; 88,29;
91,8

nosansis, sickening, 66,16

nosos, disease, 50,29

néthés, dull-witted, 51,13

notheuein, be spurious, 27,22.26.27,;
45,9

nétiaios, back, 19,11

notios, south, 76,37

nous, intellect, 1,15; 2,7; 3,14, 4,3;
5,17; 6,2; 10,19; 11,7; 19,1
25,9.10.12.14.15; 39,19; 45,4;
55,13; 56,26.30; 58,9; 71,16; 72,8;
78,9.10; 79,17.22.34; 80,28;
81,6.8; 82,22; 84,14; 85,18; 91,11;
mind, 51,11; nous, ho kat’
energeian, active intellect,
37,27; nous, ho theios, divine
intellect, 37,28; tou nou
dunamis, intellectual faculty,
72,5

oenomeli, oenomel, 47,15.17
oikeios, appropriate, 2,23; 12,15;
57,33; 79,31; characteristic, 89,7;
own, 20,26; 65,24, 66,3.4; 75,9;
92,5; peculiar, 71,1.7.18.20;
proper, 7,15; 27,21; 32,24
oikeiotés, appropriateness, 79,34
oikhein, disappear, 50,8
oikodomos, architect, 61,13
oikos, house, 59,24.30; 60,2.7.11;
61,19
okhéma , vehicle, 17,20; 18,25
okhlos, audience, 88,25

oOkhriasis, paleness, 50,20

okhros, pale (pallor), 51,23; 53,23.24

oktaedron, octahedron, 56,17

oktagonon, figure with eight angles,
85,1.2; octagonal figure, 84,35

ombros, rain, 59,25; 60,9

omma, eye, 24,1

oneiréttein, emit semen in sleep,
8,33

onkos, mass, 85,14

onoma, name, 2,3; word, 27,12;
28,29; 29,11

onomasia, name, 1,7

onomazein, call, 71,12; use the
name, 85,33

ontdés, genuine, 21,34; 25,1; truly,
58,20

onux, nail, 89,15

ophthalmos, eye, 47,7.9.21.24

opsis, vision, 1,16; 7,2.5; 13,8; 14,34;

optikos, optic, 47,23

oregesthai, long for, 21,31

orektikos, (concerned with) appetite,
1,12; 5,35; 6,11; (appetitive) 18,34

orektos, object of desire, 66,27

orexis, appetite, 7,34; 16,35; 17,4;
desire, 44,3.7; 53,34; 55,4;
57,16.22; 58,24.30.36; 64,8; 66,28

organikos, of an organ, 54,28;
possessing organs, 48,24;
organikds, as a kind of
instrument, 46,4

organon, instrument, 8,23; 44,29;
45,28; 53,31.32.33; 70,28.29.30;
organ, 19,13

orgé, anger, 8,28; 44,3.7; 50,18.30;
54,1; 54,31

orgilos, prone to anger, 50,23; 51,1

orgizein, be angry, 44,9.10; 45,3,
54,2.4.16

orthia, right angle, 23,4; 29,16.21;
30,18.19; 40,17; 41,14; 58,6

orthos, just, 85,20

osphrésis, smell, 7,3

ostoun, bone, 57,31; 62,34; 89,15

ouranios, celestial, 9,7; 18,22; 56,23;
66,11; 76,35; 77,26; celestial
body, 34,16.18; 56,3; heavenly,
22,21; 24,28; 88,12; heavenly
body, 88,13

ouranos, the heavens, 21,4; 55,17;
56,7; 71,11

ousia, being, 3,9; 15,10.23; 23,31;
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24,23.24.28; 25,25; 26,20.21;
28,28.29.31; 29,2.8; 53,3.6; 66,26;
70,20; 74,35; 75,4.16.17; 76,17,
essence, 15,16; 16,3.10.11.12;
17,1.5;26,14.18.25; 27.11; 28,4;
29,5.6; 39,6.9.10; 42,8;
44,4.29.31; 46,21; 47,28; 49,22;
57,16; 58,20.21; 59,17; 63,32;
64,20; 70,14, 73,2; 75,19; 81,21,
82,4.15.16; 91,24; mode of being,
91,26; substance, 9,11; 11,20;
26,21; 30,14; 30,14.15.16.17;
32,32; 33,7.24.25; 34,4.5; 36,28;
37,33; 38,6.8; 40,7.13; 42,16.19;
56,24; 63,13; true being, 70,23;
kat’ ousian, essentially, 26,28;
29,19; in respect of substance,
34,10; in virtue of the essence,
29,24, téi ousiai, essentially,
11,19

ousiodés, essential, 42,32; ousiéodos
huparkhonta, ta, essential
attributes, 40,12

oxugonios, have sharp angles, 68,16

oxus, fast, 66,13; sharp-witted, 51,12;
treble, 70,8

pais, child, 34,14

pakhumerés, broad/broadly
speaking, 22,9; 23,4

pakhunein, solidify, 19,23.28; 20,3

pakhus, fat, 51,10; solid, 10,5;
12,18.21; 17,6; 18,11.36; 19,1,
20,19; 49,1; 52,7

palaioi, oi, the ancients, 64,23;
65,19.21.29; 66,17; 91,28

palmos, palpitation, 44,9

pan, to, the universe, 2,24; 7,12;
12,1; 67,6; 70,10; 71,16.17; 88,5

panselénos, full (moon), 30,29

panspermia, seed-medley,
67,29.30.32

pantelés, complete, 70,33

panteles, to, completeness, 63,13

pantelés, altogether, 72,21;
completely, 3,11

pantodunamos, omnipotent, 21,3

paraballein, compare, 5,10.13

paradeigma, example, 41,16.21.26;
49,21; 59,27; model, 76,6; 79,13;
80,23; 81,2

paraisthanesthai, to be deranged,
72,3; to ill perceive, 72,7
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parakeimena, ta, things
surrounding, 75,10

paraklinein, turn aside, 31,9

parakolouthein, accompany, 29,8;
41,8.17; 44,9; apply to, 28,19;
follow, 41,21;
parakolouthounta, ta,
attributes, 44,6.8

paralambanein, add, 49,32; adopt,
19,29; 22,13; 65,18; 67,3; cover,
60,7; include, 57,38; 61,25; 62,6;
refer to, 69,5; take, 46,2; take
into account, 55,9; use, 61,14

paraleipein, leave out, 78,25;
paraleleimmenon, to,
remaining part, 60,17

parallélos, pleonastically, 26,19

paraplésios, very similar, 88,9; 91,2

parastasis, establishing, 60,11

parathesis, juxtaposition, 75,21

parempiptein, come in between, 3,2

parempodizein, be an
impediment/impede, 45,30.32;
46,1

parousia, presence, 6,36

paroxunein, to paroxunesthai,
excitement, 53,10; ta
paroxunonta, exciting factors,
53,14.16

paskhein, be acted upon, 62,14; be
affected, 11,4; 18,1.6;
19,7.11.12.14; 27,13.14.17.20;
49,26.27.28.29; 50,2; be passive,
88,29; experience, 45,1; suffer,
18,5; 54,10; to have happen to,
23,34

pathéma, affection, 27,13; 45,10.12;
46,6; 48,29; 53,9.11

pathétikos, passive, 6,1.4; 11,7.9.10;
88,27.28

pathos, affection, 10,27; 18,13.14.16;
27,1; 44,18; 45,8.14; 46,14.16.18;
47,7; 48,13; 50,14; 53,16;
54,7.8.9.12.14; 55,23; 61,1.3.8;
62,7.15.23.25.29; 63,1.16;
70,22.24; attribute, 60,21; 61,3.9;
emotion, 19,24; 58,21; 59,7;
property, 49,26; 61,13; 62,2.13.14

pégé, source, 81,29

pékhuaios, a cubit (in size),
22,28.29; 56,13;

pékhus, cubit, 84,32; dipékhus, two
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cubits, 22,28; tripékhus, three
cubits, 22,29

peras, limit, 3,32.33; 4,4; terminus,
77,36.37

peratoun, terminate, 77,31

periekhein, encompass, 40,33; 56,7;
58,2; 76,9; surround, 20,3; 68,21

periergazesthai, have concern with,
61,13; have particular concern
with, 61,8

perigraphein, describe, 76,6; 90,21

perikardios, in the region of the
heart, 9,21; 19,4; 44,7; 50,18;
53,17; 54,31.32; 55,1; 57,22.23;
58,32; 61,31; 64,3.8.16; 89,13;
92,9

perilambanein, encompass, 42,31;
subsume, 78,25; take account of,
57,6

periléptos, grasp (to be grasped),
2,19; 76,29

perimetros, circumference, 56,13.14;
84,32

periolké, distraction, 3,1

peripherés, circular, 56,14

periphora, circular, 66,13

perittos, odd number, 80,13

phainomenos, apparent, 70,3; 74,14;
superficial, 70,4; phainomena,
ta, appearances, 42,6; 74,19;
phainomenon, to, outward
appearance, 69,31; what is
apparent, 71,24; 71,29; 72,6

phaios, grey, 9,33

phaneros, apparent, 42,7; clear,
4,18; 11,1.24; 32,3.6; 54,6; 72,22

phantasia, appearance, 42,4.6.7;
imagination, 3,3.15; 4,17,
5,35.37.38; 6,5.9; 7,36; 11,9;
13,21; 16,9; 18,37; 20,6; 39,13.25;
45,15; 51,7; 52,23; 58,10.12.13;
71,28; 78,25

phantasiousthai, imagining, 27,6;
43,10

phantasma, image, 45,23

phantastikon, imagination, 39,26;
41,9

phantastos, what can be imagined,
39,13

phantazein, imagine, 2,29

phaostasia, bringing to a halt of
light, 6,5

phasma, appearance, 19,19
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pherein, tend to, 71,4

Philia, Love, 73,17.28; 82,21; 91,35

philoneikein, have ambition, 51,37

philosophia, philosophy, 24,35; 25,2;
51,21.24.31.32; philosophia,
proté, first philosophy, 23,26;
25,16; 55,29

philosophos, philosopher, 15,13;
46,11.12; 63,4; protos
philosophos, first philosopher,
10,22; 565,12; 58,7.14;62,7; 63,3.6

phlox, flame, 83,19; 87,11

phobeisthai, be afraid, 54,7; be
frightened, 45,4; fear, 53,10

phoberos, fearful, 54,6

phobos, fear, 50,20; 53,20.21.22;
54,11; 63,17

phoné, word, 68,10

phortikos, vulgar, 86,28; 88,21.24

phds, light, 23,33; 24,2; 45,26;
70,18.19.20

phoétismos, illumination, 30,22.26;
31,2

phétizein, illuminate, 30,24.30.31;
31,1.6.18

phronein, think, 70,8.13

phronésis, intelligence, 72,18;
thought, 72,5

phrontizein, be careful, 51,9

phthartos, perishable, 11,3.7.9.25;
subject to passing away, 6,23;
7,13; 16,13

phtheirein, cause to perish, 7,11;
11,21; destroy, 15,4

phtheiresthai, pass away, 16,18.22;
68,24; perish, 46,29.34

phthongos, sound, 23,10; tone, 70,8

phthora, decay, 59,25; 60,9.10;
destruction, 27,13.14; passing
away, 34,11; 57,9; 67,8; 90,10;
perishing, 46,32

phuein, grow, 52,13; pephukenai,
naturally, 20,12; in their nature,
8,25

phukion, sea-weed, 70,24

phusiké, hé, physics, 55,28

phusikos, based on nature, 44,4;
concerned with the study of
nature, 25,16; in accordance with
nature, 44,1; natural, 7,18;
20,32.33; 21,5; 25,3; 26,4; 42,32;
48,24; 54,28; 55,8.9.19;
56,1.19.22; 61,27.28; 63,16;
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65,32; 67,5.8.27; 76,22; 89,3;
natural philosopher, 36,16;
82,8.18; of nature,
10,16.19.23.29; physical, 18,5;
54,26; student of nature,
25,13.16; 54,18.19.24; 55,6;
55,24.25.31; 56,34; 57,3; 58,26;
59,5.10.11; 60,13.14.20.25.26;
61,3; 62,1.9; 63,20.22; phusika,
ta, natural kinds, 55,8; natural
objects, 76,16.22.32; 77,4.21.25;
natural things, 55,15.26; 56,34;
76,22.25.26

phusiologia, physics, 23,21.22

phusiologos, student of nature, 21,4

phusis, natural capacity, 82,36;
83,13; natural entity, 82,22;
85,19; nature, 3,13; 5,7.9; 6,23;
7,18; 8,13.14; 11,32; 12,2.25;
14,8.35; 15,21; 17,30; 24,15;
25,8.19.20.29; 26,12.13.18.20;
28,4; 43,12.35; 47,1, 49,2.7.10 ;
65,2; 67,29; 75,23; 82,34; 83,6;
85,23; kata phusin, natural,
65,35; phusei, naturally, 21,31;
50,24.26; 65,34; 69,3; 83,35;
phusis tis, natural being, 38,6

phutikos, of plants, 35,17.20;
vegetative, 6,26.27.33;
7,10.22.29.31.33.35; 8,1; 9,2.36;
10,4.6; 13,24.25.26.30; 15,11;
16,27; 17,6; 20,29; 37,4.5.7;
38,24; 52,26; 53,31; 65,23; 89,32

phuton, plant, 6,28.34; 7,23.8; 19,24

pisteuein, prove, 4,13.24; 30,13.21;
65,8f

pistis, persuasion, 3,22; plausible
conviction, 21,16; 27,31; proof,
31,6

pithanos, plausible, 68,5; 84,9.12;
89,28

plagios, sideways, 42,26

plassein, mould, 20,15

platos, width, 10,16; 77,35.37;
78,4.29; 79,3.5

plégé, blow, 72,3

pleonazein, be a result of surplus,
14,2; be in excess, 14,7; 17,22.23

pleonektein, exceed, 79,2.3

pléroma, fullness, 7,12; 56,28; 58,22

pléthos, plurality, 32,22; 38,6; 67,30;
75,6.7; 80,4.5; quantity, 82,25

pleura, side, 23,5; 29,17.21; 30,18;
31,5; 40,16; 84,32.35

plinthos, mortar, 59,29; 60,3.8

ploion, ship, 48,1; 61,18

plétér, sailor, 48,26

plunein, wash, 19,30

pneuma, pneuma, 12,18; 15,11;
17,26; 18,26.35; 19,21.23.28.35;
20,11; 47,23; 52,6; 64,6.8.13

pneumatikos, pneumatic, 10,8;
12,19; 17,8.21.24; 18,8.32; 19,16;
20,13

poiein, produce, make, act, passim;
be active, 83,15; 88,29

poiétés, poet, 72,4

poiétikos, active, 88,27; creative,
58,17; 73,16; 74,6; producing
effects, 83,1; productive,
25,32.33; 37,24; 63,9.10; 86,1;
poiétikos, ho, poet, 69,30

poikilés, manifold, 79,26; various,
19,36

poios, kind, 55,25; 63,22; of a certain
nature, kind, 28,11; 31,26.32;
53,12; epi tou poiou, in the
qualitative sense, 34,14; kata
poion, in respect of quality,
34,10; poion, to, quality, 26,22;
33,2.25; 34,4; 82,15.16

poiotes, quality, 9,31; 60,12

politeia, political, 89,11

pollaplasiazein, multiply, 80,6.8.10

poludunamos, having many
(different) faculties, 33,10;
35,11.12

polugénios, having many angles,
56,10.12

polugoénon, polygone, 56,18; shape
with many angles, 56,17; shape
with more angles, 85,4

polukhérétos, having a large
surface, 85,4.5.9; spacious,
56,8.10.11

polumigés, heterogeneous, 70,7

poson, quantity, 26,22.23; 32,32;
33,1.24.25; 34,4; 79,6; 82,15.17;
didérismenon poson, discrete
quantity, 78,32; kata to poson,
quantitatively, 9,29

poton, drink, 51,9

pous, foot, 13,32; 47,11.12

pragma, fact, 19,18; object, 3,7,
23,30; 24,14; 81,12; 87,17; thing,
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2,8; 4,31; 5,7.9.12; 8,18; 12,13;
16,35; 26,25; 28,13.15.23,;
29,6.14.18.32; 31,32; 32,2.31;
37,26.27.30; 38,16; 39,6; 40,11;
41,17.32; 42,9.10.30; 43,2.4.5.7,
43,29; 53,3; 55,26; 56,1;
57,4.16.19.21.27; 59,14.17.21;
65,13; 73,18; 74,25; 75,25; 78,11;
79,24; 80,28; 85,23.25; 86,15;
87,17; 89,26; prokeimenon
pragma, present object, 40,20;
present subject, 28,16; 32,12

pragmateia, treatise, 10,11.12.25;
20,32.33; 21,23; 25,13.21; 37,26

pragmateuesthai, to
pragmateuthénai, discussion,
31,28

praktikos, practical, 5,24

prepodés, appropriate, 56,20

proairesis, deliberate choice,
5,25.26.27.31

proairetés, of own accord, 20,15

proaporein, raise problems prior,
64,20

proballein, project, 5,3

probléma, problem, 21,19; 40,8;
43,15.21; 44,21; 45,21

prodélos, obvious, 75,25; plain,
40,29; very clear, 4,17; 71,23

proerkhesthai, originate, 52,15;
proceed, 3,10; 35,13

prokatalegein, sum up already,
82,14

prokeimenos, subject, 25,22;
present, 46,2; 64,30; 86,13;
present subject, 31,14; 32,23;
55,30; prokeimenon pragma,
present thing, 28,15; present
subject, 28,16; prokeimenos
pragmateia, present discussion,
63,23

prolambanein, accept (in advance),
15,12; establish in advance, 44,28

prolépsis, prior grasping, 41,31

prolupein, to cause pain previously,
6,13; 57,18; 59,2

pronoia, Providence, 6,20; 17,29;
20,17; 86,30

prophasis, causal trigger, 58,32

pros ti, (category of) relative, 33,5;
54,22; relational, 25,10;
39,12.14.36

prosballein, come into contact with,
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31,1; dash through, 67,25; grasp,
2,8;13,15.16.17; 26,17

prosbolé, apprehension, 6,2

prosékein, be appropriate, 12,4;
17,31; 88,29

prosekhés, adjoining, 24,18;
connected, 8,21; proximate,
26,12; 52,35; 56,23.24; 57,8;
58,35; 60,1; 62,13

proskhrésthai, also to refer to,
44,30.33

proskrinein, assimilate, 68,29

prosphués, germane, 5,16;

prosphuds, not suitable, 86,13

prostatés, champion, 89,24

prosuphainein, weave to, 12,6.7

protasis, premise, 2,3; 26,32; 29,8.9;
78,12; 79,28; 85,24

proteroi, hoi, precursors, 64,28.31

proteron, prior, 15,26.27.33; 36,30;
37,7.8; proteron kai husteron,
prior and posterior, 36,31; 37,9;
proteron téi phusei, prior by
nature, 36,32; 37,2.7

protos, préota aitia, primary causes,
57,9; préta noémata, primary
thoughts, 45,22.24; préta
pragmata, first things, 58,16

protos, primarily, 40,21; 41,8.22.23;
42,9.20; 66,24.29.31.32.33; 78,28;
83,4.18; 84,11

protrepein, encourage, 21,12.14.17;
28,1

protropé, encouragement, 21,9.10.18

proiiphistasthai, exist before, 52,20

pseudés, false, 12,23; 79,30

pseudesthai, speak falsehood, 5,14

pseudos, falsehood, 25,1

psilos, bare, 90,16

psukhé, soul, 1,5; 2,1; 3,5.8.31;
4,10.30; 5,8.21.27.28.33.34;
6,19.25.36; 8,17.18.25.31; 9,1.3;
10,10; 11,1; 12,7.10; 13,24; 14,35;
15,2.5.9.14; 16,1.3.5.22.26;
17,9.20.26.30; 18,1.4.5.11.38;
19,19.20.24;
20,6.10.14.24.25.26.29; 21,9;
22,16; 23,12;
24,5.7.11.12.13.16.24.33;
25,5.6.7.13.18.23.26.29; 26,3;
27,1; 28,3.5.7.19.20; 32,29.30.33;
33,9; 35,11.15.16.23.28;
36,1.4.6.8.10.12.18.23.25;
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37,2.10.12.14.15.27; 38,11.18;
40,9.13.14; 41,7.11; 42,2.25.28;
43,10.14; 44,12.13.18;
45,10.14.18.; 46,7.14.16.33;
47,4.6; 48,14.16.23.26.27.28;
49,28; 50,3.5.6.10.14.16.22.32;
51,14.16.27.29.31.33;
52,1.4.5.17.25.26.29.31;
53,11.25.31; 54,8.14;
55,6.10.11.19.23.24.26; 58,8;
63,16; 64,18; 65,4; 66,29.33;
67,4.11.14; 68,14.23; 69,22;
70,34; 71,1.2.4; 71,15; 72,8;
72,29; 73,23; 74,31.33;
75,15.18.26.29.30; 77,22;
78,7.19.23; 79,21.32; 80,23.31;
81,11.14; 81,33; 82,4.12.14.28;
83,7.12; 84,11.13.15;
85,17.22.28.30; 86,12;
87,2.4.8.16.19.33; 88,10.11.14.26;
89,7; 89,25; 90,17.18.22.28; 91,4;
91,32

psukhein, cause cold, 75,10

psukhesthai, become cold, 13,4

psukhikos, of the soul, 1,9; 10,28;
15,8; 14,28; 20,28; 36,18; 51,38;
65,31; 72,13; 89,30; 92,10

psukhron, to, (the) cold, 9,32; 69,16;
91,35; 92,3.6.8

psukhros, cold, 34,15; 68,21; 92,11

psuxis, being cooled, 92,7; cooling,
18,3; 68,32; 69,2; cooling effect,
92,9

pténos, bird, 26,8

puknon, to, density, 61,19.23

puknos, compact, 61,12; 68,22

pukndésis, (process of) condensation,
69,2.9

puknousthai, become more compact,
20,8.9; be made compact, 68,22

pur, fire, 4,26.27.28; 9,7.8.24; 27,14,
31,16.17; 52,32; 66,5; 67,1.11;
73,20.24; 74,19; 83,2.9.10;
84,10.12; 86,22; 87,10.11.12; 92,2

puramis, pyramid, 78,1

puramoeidés, pyramidal, 84,28;
pyramid-shaped, 68,16

purios, fiery, 9,9; 65,38

rhadios, easy, 23,29.32; 44,20;
53,21.25; 84,18.25

rhein, move, 77,31

rhepein, have a tendency to, 51,2

rhéseidion, passage, 63,4

rhétos, statement, 49,18

rheustos, subject to change, 6,23
rhuiskesthai, flow, 68,4.7; flux, 32,17
rhumé, force, 68,30

rhusis, state of flux, 76,32

rhusmos, rhusmos/shape, 68,2

saphés, clear, 2,4; 10,1; 30,25.26;
38,36; 39,26.27; 40,27; 71,10;
80,17; 86,9; 87,30; evident, 65,6.9

sarx, flesh, 14,25; 52,32; 53,4.5;
57,30.33; 62,28.33; 90,14

sbennunai, extinguish, 50,31

seira, line, 75,2

seismos, earthquake, 83,20; 87,26

seléné, moon, 4,23.25; 30,22.25; 31,17

sémainein, have meaning, 28,29;
indicate, 82,31; mean, 32,1;
62,27; 64,1; 68,3.12; refer to,
59,2; 90,13; signify, 26,25.32;
28,25.32; 30,12; 55,2.4.5;
sémainomena, meanings, 34,12;
49,19

sémantikos, indicative of, 40,3.4

sémeion, point, 32,17; 49,23.25.32;
50,12; 67,13; 77,28; 79,3; 84,24,
85,10; sign, 21,31; 31,17.18.21.22

semnos, profound, 70,4

sidéreos, made of iron, 22,30

sidéron, iron, 86,17.24

sition, food, 50,30; 51,8

skedastos, dissoluble, 12,26

skéné, tent, 60,12

skeparnon, axe, 44,32

skepasma, shelter, 59,24.28; 60,10

skepein, protect, 19,10

skhéma, definition for rhusmos,
68,3.12; figure, 56,8; 56,19; 58,5;
61,21.26; 62,6.31; 77,33; 78,1;
84,30; geometrical figure, 22,26;
mathematical figure, 14,11;
63,31; shape, 2,9; 3,4; 20,2.5;
29,27.28.29; 30,9; 31,12; 57,30;
58,1.2; 67,7.8.13.30.32; 68,5.6;
84,19

skhématizein, give shape, 19,19

skhesis, relation, 9,30; 56,5.22;
84,1.3; relationship, 48,31; 49,3;
91,19

skhistos, twofold, 78,14; hodos
skhisté, cross-roads, 78,15

skholazein, be free from, 3,2
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skholé, freedom, 3,1

skia, shade, 45,26.27

skioeidés, shadowy, 19,18

skopimos, suitable, 7,18

skopos, aim, 64,30

skotos, dark, 70,21

skutotomos, cobbler, 69,29

smikros, small, 14,14; 35,7; 67,26

séma, body, 2,28; 3,1.3; 7,8.9; 8,18;
9,3; 10,5.7.29; 11,13.18.26.29;
12,11; 13,1.14.22.31; 14,10;
15,1.3.5.7.8.10; 16,3; 17,1;
18,2.4.7.11.12.27.30.32.36; 19,1;
20,3.13.19; 22,22.30.31; 23,2.6.9;
25,17.18; 26,6.28; 27,4; 29,7,
31,21; 34,9.11.19.20; 35,5.28;
37,23.24; 41,12; 42,24; 44,30;
45,16.26.27; 46,5.21; 49,21,
50,4.7.10.15; 52,27; 53,31.34;
54,1.3.10.17.28.29.30; 56,4; 57,5;
61,26.27.28; 62,1;
62,22.25.29.32.34; 63,11.30;
64,17; 65,32; 66,23.32;
67,5.6.8.9.18.26; 68,22;
70,22.25.31; 75,17; 77,29,
78,22.24; 82,24; 83,6; 84,15; 86,2;
87,23; 88,11; 89,5; 90,1; 91,25;
corporeal, 13,22; 33,7.8; 34,6.7.8;
35,8; 66,22; 78,21; 83,28

somatikos, corporeal, 82,16.17.25;
91,10.22; of the body, 10,26; 16,35

sématoeidés, corporeal, 78,23

sophia, wisdom, 25,1; 69,30

sophistés, sophist, 89,10

sophos, ho, wise person/man, 70,3.4;
74,17

sostikos, that which preserves, 51,36

sézein, preserve, 6,21

spélaion, cave, 60,11

sperma, seed, 7,36; 13,26.27.28; 14,2;
34,13.32; 67,31; 88,31; 89,4

sphaira, ball, 31,7.9.10.12.13;
sphere, 49,16; 56,9.17.18; 65,38;
84,24; 85,8.12; spherical, 67,12.15

sphairikos, spherical, 4,22.25; 9,19;
30,22.23; 31,17; 56,4.6.20.29;
67,12.28; 68,5.13.17.23; 84,13;
86,21; spherical atom, 83,21

sphairoeidés, spherical, 30,27.29;
84,16.23

spoudaios, ho, serious, 19,27;
21,10.17; 28,1

stasis, stability, 65,38; 74,35; 75,25;
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76,18.21; 87,14, 88,2.5.6.7,
standstill, 6,6

stereos, solid, 77,29; 78,1; 79,5.19;
solid thing/figure/body, 56,9.16;
79,4; 85,8.9

stéthos, breast, 8,26

stigmé, point, 49,16

stoikheiddes, elementary, 32,19

stoikheion, element, 9,16.35; 16,19;
33,5.30; 46,29; 52,21; 53,5; 56,3;
57,10; 62,29; 67,28.29; 73,16.23;
74,31; '75,29; 80,16.24.30.31.36;
82,21; 83,11; 86,20; 89,23;
90,11.15.16; 91,1.2.33

stratégos, commander, 37,21.22;
63,8; 64,9.10.11

stratiotés, soldier, 37,21.22; 64,9.11

stratos, army, 63,8.9

sullambanein, assume, 88,13

sullogismos, (syllogistic) proof, 2,10;
syllogism, 3,28.29; 26,29.30;
71,22; 79,25; 85,23

sullogizesthai, conclude, 1,21; 4,26;
40,13; 41,20; 44,17; draw
conclusions, 3,13.15; 4,21.29;
infer, 42,27.29; 91,21.29.30

sumbainein, be an attribute, 29,8;
belong to, 61,3,8; be present as
attribute, 49,15; 50,11; follow,
26,31; 43,25; 85,26; happen,
20,2.4; 54,7; 68,29; sumbainein,
kath’ hauto, essential
attributes, 65,3.5; (be) accidental,
dist. from kata sumbebékos,
29,4.9.10.12; 30,2.5

sumbebékenai, (be an) attribute,
26,26.29; 28,27; 29,3.4.7.14.22;
31,32; 40,7; 41,22.30; 42,1.5.16;
43,25; 65,6.15; 68,20; essential
attribute, 40,21; 41,17,
sumbebékos, kata, accidentally,
26,27.32

sumballesthai, contribute, 24,32;
25,20.21.22.29; 32,20, 40,11;
40,20; 41,25.27.29

sumbolikés, in a symbolic way,
73,22; 74,11; in symbolic
language, 69,28; 73,21

summetaballein, cause to change
accordingly, 53,29.33.35; change,
53,29

summetria, moderation, 51,9; right
proportion, 57,9.10
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summetros, commensurate,
14,10.13; 24,2; summeitros,
moderately, 51,11

sumparalambanein, call to aid,
64,29.31

sumparathein, run parallel, 87,18

sumpatheia, sympathetic affection,
8,22; 18,4.6.22; sympathetic
relationship, 35,19

sumperainein, draw conclusion(s),
33,27

sumperasma, conclusion, 1,18; 2,1.3;
4,7.9.10; 5,20; 26,30.32; 29,9;
78,12; 79,28

sumphdnos, consonant, 68,21;
sumphoénds, in accordance, 5,9

sumphtheirein, cause to perish
together with, 12,21; 17,7

sumphuia, kinship, 35,19

sumphulos, of the (same) origin, 2,26

sumplekein, combine, 28,17;
connect, 60,19; construct, 81,15;
intertwine, 3,14.15; 5,27.30

sumpléroun, complete, 44,31

sumptéma, concomitant attribute,
58,4

sunagein, fit, 41,6

sunagesthai, correspond, 80,4

sunaisthesthai, be aware, 5,6

sunaisthésis, state of consciousness,
20,20

sunakmazein, gain strength with,
15,1

sunamaurousthai, weaken with,
15,1

sunamphoteron, composite, 27,7;
44,26.33; 45,6.18.20; 47,20.27;
48,17; 49,20.29; 50,4.17.23;
53,11.30; 54,15; 63,27

sunanairein, eliminate, 88,6;
eliminate together, 29,15; 37,1.5

sunapheia, connection, 8,20.22

sunaptein, sunémmenos,
conditional, 46,19

sundesmos, connecting, 59,15

sundiatithenai, bring into a certain
condition as well, 45,4; 50,18.22;
bring into harmony, 35,21

sundiatupoun, compress, 20,3.4

sundromé, configuration, 62,29

sunduazein, couple with, 53,2.4

suneispherein, bring into the
common stock, 37,1

Greek-English Index

sunekheia, continuum, 8,20

sunekhein, hold together,
12,26.27.29

sunekhés, constant, 87,14;
continuous, 32,15.19; 67,18.19;
78,33.78; 79,6.9; sunekhos,
continuously, 70,32

sunektikos, that holds together,
12,30.31

sunepinoein, to think about at the
same time, 57,33

sunepipherein, adduce, 63,6

sunepispan, draw in along with,
69,16.18.20

sunergia, assistance, 20,7

sunergos, servant, 16,7

sunéthés, normal, 21,29; ordinary,
81,4

sunethismos, being accustomed,
2,27; 3,13

sunethizein, make accustomed, 2,14;
3,10

sunistanai, compose, 81,23; 91,32;
hold together, 87,9;
sunistasthai, consist, 77,7; 79,6;
constitute, 73,2; exist, 63,2

sunkataspan, distort, 21,22

sunkeisthai, consist, 80,26; 91,34

sunkhein, confuse, 72,15

sunkinein, move together, 45,4;
66,1; (mid.) to be accompanied by
a movement, 50,17.18.22

sunkrinesthai, undergo contraction,
18,3

sunkrisis, mixture, 90,5.8.9

sunneuein pros (eis) heauton, turn
towards itself, 56,21.26

sunodos, conjunction, 30,28;
gathering, 67,7

sunolos, to sunolon, as a whole, 15,6

sunousia, conversation, 75,35

sunousiastikos, having desire
for/prone to sexual intercourse,
50,30; 51,2

sunousiousthai, join with one’s own
substance, 4,30

suntattein, suntetagmenos,
connected, 32,18.20

suntaxis, syntax, 64,26

suntelein, contribute, 63,24;
co-operate, 53,7

sunthesis, combination, 9,34;
60,2.8.12; 83,34; 89,28; 90,16
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sunthetos, composite, 9,4.16; 12,23;
33,8; 35,4; 39,2; 67,27; 79,25
suntithenai, add, 80,7.10; combine,

76,13
suntithesthai, assent, 5,9
suntrekhein, accompany, 34,26
suntrophos, same kin, 2,26
suntupoun, mould, 20,6
sustasis, substance, 47,26; 75,23
sustatikos, constitutive, 26,24; 28,17
sustellein, contract, 20,8; 53,23
sustoikhos, belonging to the same
series, 17,16; corresponding,
15,16; 56,5
sustolé, contraction, 50,20

taphos, tomb, 19,18.22.37; 20,11

tautologein, repeat, 82,10

tautologia, repetition, 82,11

tautotés, sameness, 73,34; 74,7.35;
75,5.16.20

taxis, as definition for diathigé,
68,13; hierarchical position,
25,27; orderly arrangement,
37,20.22.24.25; 63,7.10; rank,
2,22; 15,29; 24,30; 25,25; rank
order, 25,24

tekhné, expertise, 54,24.25; 57,12;
science, 55,28; 60,30; 61,32.33

tekhnikos, skilful, 70,9

tekhnités, craftsman, 53,32.34;
expert, 54,24; 61,7.8; practitioner
of a discipline, 61,2; scientist,
60,28; 61,15; tekhnités, kata
meros, subject-specific expert,
57,3; 62,17; tekhnités, kath’
hekasta, subject-specific expert,
62,3.19

tekmairesthai, infer, 43,18;
tekmériodés, inferential, 30,20;
31,15

tekmérion, indication, 31,16.18.21

tekton, carpenter, 44,31; 57,5; 61,9;
62,20

telein, perfect, 27,15

teleios, complete, 55,14; 59,22;
perfect, 2,15; 13,29; 44,17; 76,9

teleiédsis, fulfilment, 56,33;
perfection, 27,13

teleiotés, perfection, 2,25; 3,6;
9,27.33; 27,21; 76,9

teleiotikos, being perfected, 27,18

telikos, final, 25,32; 26,5; 58,30; 59,29
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telos, end, 56,21; 58,25; 79,28;
purpose, 8,10.13.14.25

temnein, cut, 68,16; divide, 58,13

teras, monstrosity, 14,2.5.8

tetrad, tetrad, 76,13; 79,6.8.12.33;
80,22

tetradikos, tetradic, 76,14; 77,3.20

tetragonon, quadrangle, 84,31;
85,1.3

tetragonos, having four angles, 56,11

tetrapleuros, having four sides,
56,15

tetrapous, (having) four feet, 4,14

thalatta, sea, 71,11

thanatos, death, 6,36; 17,12

tharsein, be courageous, 45,3

tharsos, recklessness, 53,19

thateron, difference, 74,1

thaumasios, admirable, 22,15;
24,10.14.15.33

theios, divine, 3,2.4.11; 10,26; 11,32;
12,4. 8; 23,31; 25,24.26; 33,21,
34,33; 63,13; 66,25; 70,21; 72,14;
74,4; 77,16.17

thélus, female, 7,34

theologia, theology, 23,28;
25,9.12.15.22.23; 55,9; 77,24

theologikos, theological, 25,3

theorein, find, 17,8; 36,18; observe,
34,19; perceive, 65,27; 75,12;
study, 10,29; 40,7; 55,6.24; view,
26,13.15.17; 28,3; 52,34; 61,23;
62,14; 76,18; 77,3.4; 78,33

theéréma, object of theoretical
study, 6,15

theérétikos, of contemplation,
11,1.23; theoretical student, 58,18

theéria, contemplation, 2,25.27; 3,2;
study, 3,8; 21,9; 23,13;
24,6.11.19.22; 25,11.22.23; 27,32;
28,3; 44,24; theoretical study,
38,34

theos, god, 3,5; 12,1; 15,21; 16,5;
36,22; 47,1; 73,33

thérion, wild animal, 8,29

thermainein, cause heat, 75,10;
cause to become hot, 13,3; heat,
68,31; thermainesthai, to,
heating, 49,2

thermos, hot, 51,2; 67,1; warm,
34,15; thermon, to, (the) hot,
9,32; 91,35; 92,1.6; the heat,
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53,23; 55,1.2; 58,26.27; 69,16;
83,4.5; 92,10

thermotés, heat, 44,9; emphutos
thermotés, natural heat, 89,2

thesis, position, 67,9; as definition
for tropé, 68,12

thnétos, mortal, 9,39; 10,2; 11,30.33;
12,1.2.6.7.8; 15,14; 47,3;
77,10.17; 78,20

thrasus, reckless, 50,29

threptikos, concerned with
nutrition, 6,27; 7,21; 13,27.35;
16,31; faculty of nutrition, 17,13;
nutritive, 7,26.29; 8,31; 74,29

thrix, hair, 89,15

thumikos, inclined to anger, 51,27

thumoeidés, spirited, 74,28

thumos, anger, 44,4.6.34; 50,26;
51,27; 52,23; 53,17; 54,27;
57,16.17; 58,29; 59,7.9.17;
61,30.31; 63,17.32; 64,2.6.12.16;
spirit, 6,11.13.19.23; 7,24; 10,28;
14,2; 16,32.36; 18,9.11.32;
19,1.17; 38,27; spirited part,
26,10

thumousthai, being angry, 27,6

thura, door, 61,10; 66,23.31

thuris, window, 69,25

thuréma, window, 67,21.22.25

tiktein, give birth, 31,20.21; produce,
51,10

timios, of high value, 72,17;
valuable, 21,8.13.25.27.29.33;
22,18.21.23.25; 23,2.13.14.16;
24,18.34; 85,30

tméma, part, 60,18

to pothen poi, the ‘from where to
what’, 78,11

tode ti, particular thing, 62,12

topos, environment, 66,7; location,
74,14; place, 4,14.27.28; 34,11.16;
37,27; 40,31.33; 41,1, 42,1;
65,13.36; 66,3.8; 76,36

trepein, turn, 78,14.16.17

trephein, feed, 6,28.34; 8,32; 17,2

trephesthai, be fed, 65,25; be
nourished, 19,25.31

trias, triad, 76,12; 78,31; 79,12.33;
80,22

trigonon, triangle, 23,3; 29,16; 30,9;
40,15; 41,15; 58,1.6; 64,4; 77,33;
78,2

tropé, position, 68,11.12
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trophé, eating, 51,12; food, 7,30;
8,3.6.7.9; nutrition, 7,21; 17,14;
42,25;

tropos, method, 31,29; 32,1; way,
16,18.22.23; 46,29.34; 74,30

tupos, impression, 6,1.4.9; 11,11;
13,22.23; 45,20; tupoi, in rough
sketch, 54,26

xérainein, cause dryness, 75,11

xéros, dry, 19,28; 51,5; 61,29; 83,19;
87,12

xérotés, dryness, 62,20

xulon, timber, 57,5; 59,26.30; 60,2.8;
(planks of) 61,10; 61,18.23.25;
62,20.26.28.33; 84,5; wood, 22,31;
27,13; 52,35.36.37; 53,4

xusma, mote, 67,20; 69,23; 70,17.34;
86,21

zein, boil, 53,17; 58,33; the boiling,
92,6

zén, be alive, 92,5; live, 6,35; 52,2;
64,7.17; 65,25.26; 68,26; zén, to,
life, 68,19.23; 88,32; living, 65,25;
69,15

zesis, boiling, 19,4; 44,7; 54,27; 57,22;
58,25; 61,29.31; 64,2.15

zétein, ask, 4,5; 6,12; 10,15; 17,25;
21,32; 48,28; 56,6; 60,27; 68,33;
examine, 21,20; 25,9.24; 28,7;
33,15; 36,12.25; 38,19.24;
39,4.15; 40,8; 43,13; 44,21; 55,29;
59,11; find out, 28,10; 31,26;
33,31; inquiry, 32,10; 33,23;
investigate, 36,6.7; 52,26; look
for, 26,27; 32,22; 33,27; 61,9.11;
88,20; raise the
question/question, 28,14; 31,31;
32,30; 33,7; 84,21; search, 41,3;
70,4; seek, 2,4.5; 14,34.35.36;
16,7; 20,35; 39,34; 41,7; 48,25;
70,1; study, 39,27; zétein, to,
question, 36,3

zétéma, question, 28,22

zétésis, question, 28,13; 31,30.33;
search, 28,5.23

zéé, life, 6,35.37; 17,26; 19,3; 19,24;
35,21.29; 42,24; 48,24; 52,24.24;
65,27; 92,8; to z6és poiétikon,
reproduction, 41,10

zébion, animal, 7,24; 10,13; 12,2.8;
19,10; 20,1; 42,26; 61,6; 65,23.28;
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89,18.22; living being, 6,31.33;
13,29.30; 14,7; 17,18; 25,31;
26,1.7.12; 27,2.4; 29,25.26;

30,9.14.16.19; 33,14; 35,27;
36,20.26.28; 37,17.33.34; 38,1;
44,14.27; 48,13; 52,31, 55,20;
63,16; 64,9.13; 68,15.20.23.24;
69,9.12; 70,30; 72,16.18.19;

77,6.10.16.26; 78,27; 81,1; 83,5;
84,2; 85,29.31

zbiopoiein, cause to live, 69,8; keep
alive, 18,30; reproduce, 48,19;
zobiopoiein, to, reproduction,
48,17

zé6tikos, (concerned with) life, 1,12;
5,35; 6,11; vital, 10,13; 18,34



This page intentionally left blank



Index of Names

This index lists names that appear in the Translation. References are to the page
and line numbers of the CAG edition, which appear in the margins of the
Translation. Names in the Preface, Introduction and Notes are listed in the

Subject Index.

Abderite: 68,3

Achilles: 45,28

Alcmaeon: 71,6; 88,9

Alexander (of Aphrodisias): 10,2;
21,21.27; 24,7.17; 35,10; 36,13;
38,10; 43,1; 62,15; 89,10

Ammonius: 1,2

Anaxagoras: 71,15; 72,9.23.27,
82,7.22; 85,17.28.34; 91,9.20.30

Anaximander: 82,18

Anaximenes: 9,9; 82,18; 87,2

Andronicus of Rhodes: 27,22.24;
45,8.11

Archelaus: 71,18

Aristotle: 3,25; 4,22; 6,2; 10,3.9;
11,28; 12,10.32; 15,12.35; 19,33;
21,22.30; 23,17; 24,12; 26,4,
217,23.27; 33,4.28; 38,10; 39,22;
43,24; 44,15; 45,10; 47,6.19;
48,22; 56,19; 74,14; 75,8.35;
83,21; 86,4; 87,11.26; 88,3.16;
90,9; 91,17; Ethics 25,6;
Metaphysics 19,34; 21,30; 22,12;
23,28; 37,20.28; 88,4;
Meteorologica 41,2; 83,21; On
Coming to Be and Perishing 21,6;
90,8; On Demonstration 3,25;
23,17; 30,1; On Generation 55,18;
On Interpretation 27,22.26.27.29;
35,2; 45,9; 49,11; On the Heavens
30,22; 88,4; On the Parts of
Animals 10,11.25; 25,13; 55,12;
On the Soul 27,24.25.26;
45,10.11; Physics 20,34; 22,9;
33,28; 55,15; 67,10; 82,8; On

Philosophy 75,32.34; On the
Good 75,34

Critias: 9,19; 89,6.8.9

Democritus: 9,17; 35,12; 36,16;
67,1.4.11.17.19.21.33; 68,11.21;
70,26; 71,21.23.30; 72,8.21.22.27;
82,18.23; 83,24; 84,2.7.9.12.21;
85,13.33; 86,20; 91,30

Diogenes (of Apollonia): 87,1.2

Eleatic Stranger, the: 1,21

Empedocles: 73,15.21; 74,5.11.17.21;
82,20; 89,27; 91,33

Ethiopian: 4,15.16

Glaucus (the sea god): 70,23

Hades: 17,28

Hector: 72,1.3

Heraclides of Pontus: 9,7

Heraclitus: 9,7; 67,17; 82,19;
83,22.23; 87,8; 92,2

Hermias, 1,3

Hippasus: 83,23

Hippo: 9,10; 86,34; 88,22; 92,2

Homer: 72,1.8

Leucippus: 9,17; 67,33
Numenius: 9,37

Peripatetics: 75,2
Plato: 2,30; 9,38; 10,8; 11,29; 12,10;
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22,1.6; 24,25; 27,16; 33,21; 36,14;

37,18; 54,25; 56,6; 57,12; 61,33,;
69,29.30; 70,22; 71,6.9; 73,34;
74,30.32; 75,15.35.36; 76,23;
81,18.24; 82,20; 88,3; Gorgias
22,8; Laws 71,10; Phaedo 2,30;
9,38; 22,6; Phaedrus 33,21; 74,1;
81,20; The Sophist 1,21; 27,16;
Theaetetus 88,3; Timaeus 11,31;
36,15; 56,6; 73,34; 74,30; 76,23;
81,23

Plotinus: 2,15; 3,12; 7,25; 56,21

Plutarch: 21,21

Protagoras: 71,26; 87,15

Pythagoreans: 69,21.24.28;
70,2.7.25.35; 73,21.22; 75,36;
81,27; 82,19; 86,21; 88,11

Roman: 68,9

Socrates: 89,8
Stoics: 9,10

Thales: 9,10; 82,18; 86,11.13.16.22.24
Timaeus: 2,18.20

Xenocrates: 32,33; 44,11; 71,6.13;
81,25; 82,20
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be searched by using the English-Greek Glossary and the Greek-English Index
in combination with each other; and it lists only those discussions in Preface,
Introduction and Notes that cannot be found through the Translation. References

are to the page and note numbers in this volume.

accidental: 129 nn.263.277

Achilles: 117 n.47

affections (pathé): 4, 122 n.162; see
also pathos

Alexander of Aphrodisias:
commentary on Arist. DA: 1-2,
121 n.121, 127 nn.221.223, 140
n.492; own views on the soul: 121
n.121; on dematerialisation of
senses: viii; on independence of
mental states from the body: ix

Alexandria: 1, 5; teaching of
philosophy in: 121 n.126; 122
n.151

Ammonius: vii; relationship to
Philoponus: 1, 115 n.1

anatomical experiments: 125 n.201

Anaxagoras: 6

anger (thumos): 4, 5, 119 n.75, 131
n.341

animals, species of: 121 n.127

Aristotle: view that soul is
entelekheia of the body: 121
n.117; on inference: vii; on choice:
viii; Platonism of: ix, 3; method
in DA 1: 3, 6-7; On Philosophy: 6,
139 n.492, 140 n.495; On
Generation of Animals: 7 n. 2; On
the Good: 139 n.492, 140 n.494;
On Youth and Old Age: 142
n.528; On Memory and
Recollection: 134 n.373; as quoted
by Galen: 133 n.371

astral body: 123 n.183

astronomy: 117 n.49
atoms: 137 n.441
Attic interpreters: 2, 5, 135 n.384

bile, black: 133 n.369, 134 n.372

bile, yellow: 133 n.369

bilious constitution: 133 n.369

blood: 4, 133 n.369

body: 119 n.80; influence on soul: 4,
125 n.203; impeding the working
of dianoia: 116 n.17, 117 n.54,
118 n.64; unable to turn in on
itself: 122 n.162; solid b.: 121
n.122, 123 n.165, 132 n.361;
pneumatic b.: see pneuma

brain: 4; role in perception: 142
n.561; damage of: 125 n.201; seat
of memory: 134 n.373; seat of
consciousness ix

choice (proairesis): viii

Christianity: 123 n.183; of
Philoponus: ix, 2

commentary, nature of Philoponus’: 3

common insights: 117 n.38; 131 n.331

common sense faculty: vii, 119 n.74;
objects of: 136 n.415

composite (sunamphoteron), of soul
and body: 116 n.17; 129 n.267;
132 n.360, 133 n.367

conflict, between soul and body: 122
n.162; 135 n.380

constitution, natural (phusis) 4; c.
types: 133 n.369, 134 n.372
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contemplation: 3, 118 n.64

control, within human: 5

cooling, in the body: 124 n.186

corporeality of mental processes: 4

cosmology: 137 n.436

Craftsman (in Plato’s Timaeus): 3,
122 n.146, 141 n.508

Damascius: 2, 127 n.224

death, life after: ix, 2

definition: 5, 117 n.41

Democritus: 6

demons: ix, 124 n.183, 126 n.212, 127
n.213

desire: 119 n.76-7

determinism: 136 n.396

diet: ix; see also regimen

discursive thought (dianoia): vii, 115
n.11, 116 n.17, 117 nn.35.54, 135
n.382; susceptible to bodily
influence: 5, 133-4 n.371

disease: 133 n.369

disposition: 133 n.369

division of soul faculties: 115 nn.3-6;
131 n.310, 139 n.481, 142 n.565

doctors: 4, 121 n.116, 125 n.200, 128
n.237, 130 n.305, 134 n.371, 135
n.378

doxography: 6

dura mater: 125 n.201

elementary qualities: 133 n.369

emotions: 122 n.162; 123 n.180, 133
n.369

Empedocles: 121 n.116; element
theory of: 138 n.443

envelope (okhéma) of soul: see vehicle

epistrophé: 122 n.161

essence: 129 n.261

etymology: 143 n.569

Euryalus: 139 n.471

evil: 2

exactness: 128 n.232

female contribution to reproduction:
130 n.295

fever: 4

fiery sphere: 137 nn.435-6

fluids, bodily: 133 n.369

form and matter: 3, 4; in definition: 5

Forms: 122 n.159

formula, formal principles: 136
nn.401.418

functions (erga), of bodily parts: 121
n.126

Galen: 4; on the nerves: 142 n.561;
On the Elements according to
Hippocrates: 138 n.443; That the
Faculties of the Soul follow the
Mixture of the Body: ix, 133
n.371, 134 n.374; On Simple
Medicines: 133 n.371; On the
Usefulness of the Parts
commented upon by Philoponus:
5, 134 n.371; On the Affected
Parts: 134 n.371; On
Demonstration: 134 n.371;
Therapeutics to Glauco
commented upon by Stephanus
of Alexandria: 5

Galenic medicine: 124 n.199, 125
n.200, 130 n.295, 137 n.428

generation, female contribution to:
130 n.295

Gennadius: 6

gods, lower (in Plato’s Timaeus): 122
n.146, 141 n.508

growth: 120 n.84

Hades: 125 n.203

harmonia theory: 121 n.115, 123
n.176

health: 131 n.312

heart: ix, 4

heating, in the body: 124 n.186

heavenly bodies: 116 n.17; 117 n.49

Herophilus: 142 n.561

hierarchy: 135 n.392; of sciences: 128
n.232; of soul functions: 6, 116
n.27, 129 n.258, 131 n.311, 141
n.515; of senses: 120 n.86

Hierocles: 118 n.67, 119 n.79; on
vehicles of soul: 124 n.183; on
return of the soul after death:
124 n.191

Hippocrates: Aphorisms: 5;
Prognosticon: 5; as quoted by
Galen: 133 n.371; On the Nature
of Man: 138 n.443; Hippocratic
medicine: 124 n.185

hylomorphism: 135 n.396

Tamblichus: on choice: viii; on
demons: 126 n.212; on luminous
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body: 132 n.362; on vehicles of
soul: 123 n.183

imagination: vii; equated with
passive intellect: vii-viii, 2; see
also phantasia

immortality: 121 nn.118.121.124; 122
n.144; of rational soul: ix, 2-3

impression (tupos): vii, 119 n.70, 141
n.516

inclination, to disease: 133 n.369

incorporeality, of soul: vii, 115 n.5

innate knowledge: 117 n.52

intellect (nous): 131 n.326.328;
independent of the body: 5; as
distinct from dianoia: 116 n.17;
117 nn.35.54; capacity to turn in
on itself: 122 n.162; passive: vii,
119 n.71; Aristotle on: 3

intelligible objects: 116 nn.20.28;
world: 141 nn.506.508

intuition: 116 nn.17-18

John of Alexandria, as distinct from
John Philoponus: 5

knowledge: scientific: 127 n.218;
perceptual: 127 n.218

krasis: 133 n.369; see also mixture

location of mental functions in the
body: 4

logos: 116 n.17

luminous body: ix, 2, 123 n.183, 124
nn.193-4, 132 n.362

mass, main: 137 n.435

materialisation, of cognitive
processes: 4

materialism: 5

mathematical objects: 117 n.32

mathematics: 136 n.416, 140 n.497

matter: 122 n.159

medical ideas: ix, 4-5, 9 n.34, 121
n.116, 125 n.200, 128 n.237, 132
n.355, 133 n.369, 134 n.371, 135
n.378

melancholics: 134 n.372; melancholic
constitution: 133 n.369

membrane protector: 125 n.201

memory: 134 n.373

Michael of Ephesus: 7 n. 2

Michael Psellus: 7

mixture (krasis): 4-5, 120 n.115, 129

n.262, 130 nn.287.305, 133
nn.369.371, 136 nn.396.398
Moerbeke, William of: 6
Moon: 117 n.49; sphericity of: vii
mortal life: 128 n.235

nature, human: 133 n.369

nature, study of: 5, 129 n.255

Neo-Pythagoreanism: 140 n.495

nerves: 4, 125 n.200, 142 n.561

non-rational soul: 124 n.183, 135
n.396

nutrition: 120 n.84

One, the (in Plotinus): 116 n.23, 122
n.161

opinion (doxa): vii, 115 nn.9-10, 141
n.506

opposite qualities: viii

Origen, on vehicles of soul: 123 n.183

parts (moria), of the body (in
Aristotle’s PA): 121 n.126

pathos: 129 n.266, 133 nn.365-6

phantasia: 117 n.30.35, 119 n.70-2,
136 n.416, 141 n.515; as passive
intellect: 119 n.71

phantasma: 116 n.22

Philistion of Locri, his theory of
elements: 138 n.443

philosophy, life according to: 5

phlegm: 133 n.369; phlegmatic
constitution: 133 n.369

phronésis: 116 n.17

physiognomy: 4, 133 n.369; 134 n.371

plants: 120 n.82, 123 n.180

Plato, theory of recollection: vii, 118
n.56; unwritten doctrines: 6, 140
n.495; theory of elements in
Timaeus: 138 n.443; Timaeus,
Philoponus’ interpretation of: 2;
as quoted by Galen: 133 n.371

Pletho: 6

Plotinus, on vehicles of soul: 123
n.183

Plutarch of Athens: 2, 127 nn.
220.224; on self-awareness: viii

pneuma, as vehicle for the soul: 121
nn.122.153; as vehicle for
emotions: 2, 137 nn.427-8;
expansion and contraction of: 124
n.186; 126 n.209; pneumatic
body: ix, 123 nn.180.183, 124
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nn.193-4; seat of memory: 134
n.373; thickening of pneuma
giving rise to ghost-like
phantasms around tombs: 125
n.203

pollution, of soul by body: 125 n.203

Porphyry: on self-awareness: viii; on
demons: 126 n.212; on ghost-like
phantasms around tombs: 125
n.203; on vehicles of soul: 123
n.183, 124 n.183; on return of the
soul after death: 124 n.191

pre-existence, of soul: 2, 118 n.65

Presocratics: 6

Proclus: on opinion: vii; on projection
of concepts: vii; on passive
intellect: viii; influence on
Philoponus’ in DA: 2, 127 n.224,
140 n.495; on vehicles of soul:
123 n.183; on return of the soul
after death: 124 n.191; on
ghost-like phantasms around
tombs: 125 n.203

projection (proballein): vii, 118 n.55

Prooemium, to Philoponus’ in DA:
vii-ix; relationship with
Commentary: 3, 5, 115 n.2; 135
nn.384-8

Providence: 119 n.79, 127 n.213

pulse: 4

purgatives: 126 nn.203.206-7

purification, of soul from bodily
affections: 2, 116 n.21, 125 n.203

qualities, elementary: 133 n.369

rational soul: 121 n.124; 122 n.144;
vs. non-rational faculties of soul:
115 n.6; 118 n.61; 119 n.68

recollection, Plato’s theory of: vii, 118
n.56

regimen: 133 n.369, 134 n.374

reproduction: 120 n.84

respiration, Democritus’ theory of:
138 n.450

sciences, hierarchy of: 128 n.232

self-awareness: viii

sense-perception: 123 n.180;
physiology of: 124 n.199, 142
n.561; loss of: 125 n.201, 126
n.209

separateness, of soul functions from
body: 3, 122 n.162

shadows, of soul: 125 n.203

sight: 120 n.86; anatomy of: 132
n.356; physiology of: 132 n.356

Simplicius, (Ps.?), in DA: 2, 6, 140
n.495, 141 n.507; on luminous
body: 132 n.362

solid body: see body

Sophonias: 6, 7n. 3

spirit (thumos): 131 n.341, 137 n.428

splenetic constitution: 133 n.369

spokesmen, anonymous, referred to
by Philoponus: 124 n. 191; 126
n.203.212

steersman: 132 n.358

Stephanus of Alexandria: 5

Stoics, on phantasia: 117 n.39; on the
soul: 120 n.115; on expansion
and contraction of pneuma: 124
n.186

suitability (epitédeiotés): 122 n.159,
133 n.370

sumpatheia: 120 n.100, 124 n.187

supernatural beings: see demons

sympathetic reaction (sumpatheia): 2

Synesius: on vehicles of soul: 124
n.183

Syrianus: 2

temperament: 133 n.369

Themistius: in DA: 2, 6, 140 n.495,
141 n.507; on passive intellect:
vii-viii; criticism of Galen: 134
n.371

Thirty, oligarchs: 120 n.113

Thomas Aquinas: 6

tombs: 125 n.203

touch: 120 n.86

transcendent world, hierarchy of: 128
n.235

transmigration of souls: 124 n.192,
132 n.361

trepanning: 125 n.201

Trincavelli, V.: 7

tripartition, of soul in Plato: 119 n.77

turning in on itself (epistrophé:): 122
n.161

universals, as ideas in the mind of
the Craftsman: 3
Unmoved Mover: 3
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vapours, arising from foods vision, see sight
influencing the soul: 126 n.203 vivisection: 125 n.202
vehicle (okhéma) of soul: ix, 2, 123 voluntary motion, loss of: 125 n.201

n.183; see also pneuma
virtue: 116 n.21 wish (boulésis): viii
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