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Preface

A you hold this volume in your hand, you may be asking yourself whether the
world really needs another anthology in the philosophy of mind. That will be
for you to judge. In my experience, not all anthologies are created equal. This one
includes, in addition to an extensive compilation of readings on particular topics, a
dozen introductory essays designed expressly to encourage you, the reader, to think
more deeply and critically about material you might be encountering for the first
time. My hope is that these introductions, combined with the particular choice of
readings, will yield a whole that is more than just a mereological sum of its parts.

The creation of a volume like this involves endless difficult choices. Inevitably,
philosophers intending to use the book in courses in the philosophy of mind will be
disappointed that I have omitted favorite pieces, even favorite topics. My original
plan called for twice as many selections and half again as many topics. This would
have resulted in a peerless, but gargantuan anthology. In scaling back, I have tried to
include readings with broad appeal across the discipline. [ have included as well a
handful of readings less commonly anthologized. Some of these are variations on
familiar themes. In other cases, as for instance in the case of selections in Part XII,
readings concern topics that have tended to be forgotten or ignored in anthologies
and in university courses on the philosophy of mind. The idea is to loosen the grip
of convention. I will consider the book a success if it encourages a few philosophers
teaching such courses to look a little more critically at the subject. To that end,
introductory essays are designed, not merely to provide background information
for readers, but, wherever possible, to nudge discussion of particular topics out of
the usual ruts.

Many philosophers will take issue with matters addressed in the introductions.
This is exactly the reaction sought. I would like those philosophers using the book
in university courses to come clean—ontologically—with their students. With that
in mind, I have taken care to avoid esoteric terminology and technical maneuvering
of the sort that can make the philosophy of mind seem baffling to non-
philosophers. We philosophers have grown far too dependent on such devices,
forgetting that they can obscure as well as illuminate. I believe that the really
difficult issues in philosophy can, and should, be discussed in a way that could be
appreciated by any intelligent reader.

I am grateful to Davidson College and Monash University for their support of
this project. [ have been influenced by more people than I could possibly name
here. The volume would never have seen the light of day without Harrison Hagan
Heil’s clarity of mind, good sense, and unwavering support and the support of
Lilian, Gus, and Mark Heil. Ruth Anderson, my editor, has been saintly in her
encouragement and patience. My colleague, David Robb, exercised a constant
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steadying influence on my occasionally unruly thoughts about the nature of mental
states and properties. The influence of another David, David Armstrong, in forcing
me to see that what seems obvious is not always obvious pervades everything I have
written here. My thoughts on ontology in general and, in particular, the ontology of
mind, have been most profoundly influenced by C. B. Martin, the philosopher’s
philosopher.

John Heil
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General introduction

Why philosophy of mind?

PHILOSOPHY of mind lies close to the heart of the philosophical enterprise. Every
great philosopher, from Plato onwards, has contributed to the debate over the
nature of minds and their relation to the world around us. For philosophers interested in
knowledge, the mind is a natural starting place: we cannot hope to understand knowl-
edge and its limits without understanding knowers. Philosophers focusing on moral
responsibility require a conception of agency. Agency can be comprehended, however,
only by comprehending agents who deliberate and subsequently act on reasons. Philo-
sophers bent on describing the deep metaphysical structure of the world must in some
fashion accommodate the existence of mental reality.

So: philosophy of mind is pivotal. Once the cheering dies down, however, someone is
bound to ask: what js the philosophy of mind? What could a philosopher possibly tell us
about the mind that we could not learn—and learn more surely—from the testimony of
psychologists, neuroscientists, and physicians? A philosopher, seated comfortably in an
armchair (or, more likely, in a swivel chair in front of a computer monitor), relies on
reason to arrive at truths. Surely we have outgrown the practice of speculating about the
nature of anything using reason alone. Empirical science is our preferred route to truths
about ourselves and our world. if the nature of the mind, or consciousness, or intelli-
gence puzzles us, why should anyone waste precious time reading philosophy? Shouldn't
we instead be looking to the laboratory and to properly scientific treatises? In listening to
philosophers, don’t we sidetrack serious work on the mind and, as always where philo-
sophers are involved, risk muddying the water?

These are the kinds of question many readers might have on paging through a book
like this for the first time. Scientists solve problems and answer questions. Philosophers,
in contrast, debate endlessly and leave us, not with definitive answers, but with more
questions and, all too often, a sense of hopelessness. Philosophers talk the talk; scientists
walk the walk. Philosophers might pretend to help those with a certain kind of tem-
perament lead happier, more reflective lives. But we long ago learned to turn to science
and mathematics when truth is at issue. Undergraduate students (and their parents!) ask
rhetorically, what can you do with philosophy?

Despite its reputation as the most abstract of pursuits, and despite the best efforts of
professional philosophers, it would be a mistake to see philosophy as cut off from other
human endeavors. Philosophy did not fall from the sky. Philosophical questions arise
naturally and inescapably as we negotiate the world: philosophy is forced on us. We can
turn our backs on philosophical problems, or hand them over to others, but we cannot
make them go away. This is true for ordinary moral deliberations about the good and
bad, right and wrong; it is true for considerations bearing on what we can know or
justifiably believe; and it is true for our attempts to understand ourselves and our world.
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We human beings are intelligent, conscious creatures sharing a planet with other spe-
cies, the members of which behave in ways manifesting the presence of intelligence and
consciousness in varying degrees. Astronomers tell us there is an excellent chance we are
not alone in the universe; intelligence and consciousness could be widespread. But what
are intelligence and consciousnes\g? What relation do intelligence and consciousness bear
to physical bodies that apparently house them? One possibility is that intelligence and
consciousness are identifiable with states, processes, or structures in the brain. This possi-
bility, which no doubt occupr\ed to you long before you picked up this book, encourages
the idea that knowledge of the mind can be had by engaging in neuroscience.

This could well be so. Whether it is so or not, you should be aware that the first move—
locating intelligence and consciousness in the brain—is a substantive philosophical move.
That might surprise you. After all, the move is made routinely and without a second
thought by researchers who would certainly balk at being labeled philosophers. But this
is just my point: philosophers are not the only philosophers. Professional, card-carrying
philosophers differ from non-philosophers only in that the ones with philosophy degrees
philosophize self-consciously.

Why should the thesis that intelligence and consciousness are located in the brain be
regarded as philosophical? The thesis is philosophical because anyone advancing it
begins with a conception of intelligence and consciousness—a conception of the mind—
that allows for the identification of states of mind with neurological states and goings-
on. We are bound to ask whether this is the right conception of mind, the right way to
think about minds and their nature. One mildly depressing possibility is that the identifi-
cation of minds with brains is nothing more than an updated version of the old idea that
each living thing is equipped with a soul. The soul enters the body at birth, exits at death.
The soul serves.as a self-moving source of motion in animals, animating otherwise inert
matter. We can bring the soul up to date by identifying souls with brains.

What is not at all obvious is that this is the most satisfactory way of thinking about the
mind. Perhaps—a thought entertained by Plato and endorsed by Aristotle (see Chapters
1 and 2)—minds are not things at all. My describing you as possessing a mind might not
be like my describing you as having a heart, or a liver, or a spleen. Rather, describing you
as having a mind might be a matter of acknowledging that you behave in intelligent,
adaptive ways. Undoubtedly your brain would figure prominently in any account of the
mechanisms responsible for your behavior. But to identify your mind with your brain
would be like identifying your pulse with your heart: a kind of ‘category mistake' (Ryle
1949). (A child who thinks ‘team spirit’ is an additional, possibly ghostly, member of an
athletic team makes a category mistake.)

This may give you a feel for the kinds of issue that arise in the philosophy of mind. A
decision as to whether minds are things—‘substances’ in the traditional jargon of philo-
sophers—or processes, or functions, or something else entirely is a philosophical decision,
one requiring attention to the concepts we use in describing ourselves and our place in
the world. This is what philosophers are trained to do.

You might remain skeptical. Pause and reflect for a moment, however, on the phe-
nomenon of consciousness. Imagine that you are lounging on a beach gazing across the
water at a tropical sunset. Think of experiences you might be having under those circum-
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stances; in particular, think of the distinctive pleasurable qualities of those experiences.
Now, consider the idea that these experiences are located in your brain. Why is it that,
when your brain is examined, even in minute detail, nothing like these experiences is
observed? indeed, it is hard to see how anyone could think that anything with your
experience’s distinctive ‘Technicolor’ qualities could possibly be identified with the
'soggy grey matter’ that makes up your brain (see Chapter 45). Neural anatomists could,
it seems, observe goings-on in your brain and correlate these with conscious goings-on.
But tatk of correlation suggests that your experiences, although perhaps in some way
dependent on, ‘supported by’, or ‘grounded in’ those neurological goings-on, are never-
theless distinct from their neurological bases. Why so? If A and B are identical, if A is B,
every property of A must be a property of B and vice-versa. Your experiences, however,
appear to have properties that your brain could not possibly have. If that is the case, your
experiences could not be identified with goings-on in your brain.

You might be suspicious of this line of reasoning. Indeed, | encourage you to be suspi-
cious of it. In venting those suspicions, however, you are engaging in more philosophy.
No amount of experimentation, no accumulation of empirical data will, by itself, assist
you in this endeavor: you are stuck with a philosophical problem that requires a philo-
sophical solution. It is just possible that this book could help you through what could
otherwise strike you as a hopeless morass.

Philosophy and science

The discussion thus far could leave you with the misleading impression that philosophy
operates independently of science. On the contrary; philosophical issues bubble up in the
midst of everyday and scientific pursuits. It would be a mistake of a fundamental sort to
imagine that we could turn over philosophical questions to philosopher—specialists who,
after consulting one another, would issue definitive philosophical answers. Philosophy is
concerned in part with the concepts we use to describe and explain our world. But con-
cepts, unlike epitaphs, are not etched in stone. Concepts in use are alive. Concepts bend,
stretch, evolve, and adapt in concert with empirical discovery. Possibilities that one gen-
eration finds literally unthinkable can, in successive generations, come to be regarded as
commonplaces. The plasticity of concepts is not always easy to appreciate in retrospect:
current ways of thinking are bound to seem altogether natural and inevitabie.

Insisting on a role for philosophy of mind in the broader quest for understanding our
place in the world, is not to insist on a division of labor. The philosophy of mind and
empirical work on the mind can and should press ahead together. We might, in that case,
reasonably expect certain issues in the philosophy of mind eventually to reach resolution.
This is not because the issues will have been answered empirically, but because we will
have made peace with empirical findings; issues that once puzzled will no longer puzzle.

At one time heat was a deeply mysterious phenomenon. Heat seems to ‘flow’ from one
body to another, suggesting fluidity. One widely influential theory accounted for heat by
assuming that ‘phlogiston’, an invisible, volatile fluid, intermingled with the particles of
material bodies. Heating a body was thought to drive out this fluid. Phlogiston provided
a satisfying explanation of certain phenomena, but it introduced new puzzles as well. If
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heating a body drives out phlogiston, you would expect bodies, when heated, to lose
weight. In fact, heated bodies gain weight. To save the theory, chemists ascribed to
phlogiston the property of having ‘negative weight'.

By replacing the conception of heat as a fluid with a conception that allowed heat to
be identified with motions of particies, scientists provided a new way of understanding
the phenomenon that made it seem less puzzling. Motions of particles could be propa-
gated from one collection of particles to another, not by means of a transfer of fluid, but
via impulse: what is transferred is not a stuff, but motion. An explanation of weight gain
in heated bodies required a more radical revision of previous conceptions of matter,
indeed it required the genius of Lavoisier (1743-94) and the ‘chemical revolution’.

Perhaps our understanding of the mind will proceed in this way. Advances on the
empirical front coupled with timely conceptual shifts could result in our resolving what
David Chalmers (Chapter 35) calls ‘the hard problem’ of consciousness or bridging what
Joseph Levine (Chapter 44) describes as the ‘explanatory gap’ between mental and phys-
ical properties and processes. We have no guarantee, of course, that this will happen.
Some philosophers are pessimistic, doubting that we could ever be in a position to under-
stand the mind and its relation to the material world (see, for instance, Chapters 29, 43,
45). We could, they suspect, be constitutionally incapable of understanding ourselves.

Setting aside this disturbing thought, a loose end remains. | have said that progress in
our understanding of the mind requires that philosophers and empirical scientists work
together. If that is so, why are none of the readings included here reports of laboratory
experiments or scientific results?

A central aim of this anthology is to bring you up to speed philosophically. This includes
an effort to provide readings that illuminate the history of philosophical attempts to
understand the mind. As you work through these readings, you will be aware of shifts in
scientific focus. The world of Plato and Aristotle is very different from the world of
Descartes and Locke; and the world of Descartes and Locke differs dramatically from the
world of J. ). C. Smart and Donald Davidson. All these philosophers’ writings incorpor-
ate—implicitly, and, at times, explicitiy—the scientific perspective of the era in which
they happen to be writing. The hope is that, by digesting essays included here, you will
be in a much better position to evaluate claims about minds and their characteristics
advanced by neuroscientists and psychologists as well as by philosophers. Philosophy is
not so much a subject matter as an activity. This book will have served its purpose if, after
working through it, your ability to engage in this activity is enlarged and fine-tuned.

Plan of attack

The book is divided into twelve parts, each of which includes readings on particular topics
in the philosophy of mind. Parts begin with an introductory essay designed to prepare
you to come to grips with individual readings. These introductory discussions are not
meant to replace readings they accompany. | have not attempted to summarize argu-
ments or explicate authors’ views. Rather, | have tried to provide readers who might be
new to the subject with enough background to appreciate what those authors have to
say and why they say it. More advanced readers may find the introductions useful in
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another way. | am not the first to suggest that particular issues in the philosophy of mind
might strike us as deeply puzzling only because of assumptions we philosophers embrace
on seemingly unrelated matters. These apparently innocent assumptions inevitably
constrict the space of possible solutions to what we see as problems. Under the circum-
stances, it is important to have these on the table. This is what the Australians call
‘ontological candor’. By being ontologically candid, we can put ourselves in a position to
evaluate assumptions and assess their influence. Unacknowledged, they work like
repressed materials, influencing our thought in potentially self-defeating ways.

Let me be clear on this. | have tried, in these introductions, to illuminate contexts in
which topics tend to be discussed in what could be called ‘mainstream philosophy of
mind’. But | have included as well a smattering of moderately subversive suggestions
designed to smoke out some of the unspoken assumptions philosophers are inclined to
make when they take up issues in the philosophy of mind. If you are a student using this
book in a course in the philosophy of mind, you should have your instructor explain what
is subversive about these suggestions and why they might be off base. In that way,
everyone's cards will be on the table.

In addition to these introductions, and in keeping with the ‘Guide and Anthology’
format, parts conclude with suggestions for further reading and ‘study questions’ posed
to help you organize your thoughts about the readings. If you are a student working
your way through the book, consider using study questions as hooks on which to hang
thoughts about the readings. If you go into the readings with an eye to answering those
questions, you may be in a position to distinguish central issues from those at the per-
iphery. This, in my experience, is the most difficult hurdle for non-specialists encounter-
ing discussions of unfamiliar topics for the first time.

Lists of suggested readings are intended for anyone interested in learning more about
particular topics cropping up and for students writing papers on particular topics. | have
kept these lists short on the theory that exhaustive lists are both more intimidating and
less useful for the general reader. In an effort to avoid distracting footnotes and refer-
ences, | have deployed an author/date citation scheme.

A final word before turning you loose. | have tried to group readings topically. In cases
in which one reading falls under more than one topic, | have placed it earlier or later by
taking into account demands it might make on the reader. In general, more challenging
readings appear in later sections. Still, you may find it occasionally helpful to go through
some readings out of the order in which they appear. Introductions to particular parts
will provide some guidance here. Individual introductions are meant to be self-standing:
no introduction presupposes any other, so parts can, at least in principle, be taken up in
any order. This is not to say that my ordering of parts is wholly whimsical. Wherever
possible, | have tried to organize parts in such a way that a reader can see how theses
develop, undergo criticism, and yield successor theses.

Now it is your turn. Have at it!

Reference

Ryle, G. (1949), The Concept of Mind, London: Hutchinson.
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Suggested readings

If you shake a tree, books of readings in the philosophy of mind will fall to the ground.
Notable contemporary collections include: Block et al. (1997), which focuses on conscious-
ness and includes a comprehensive introduction by Giiven Giizeldere; Crumley (2000),
Chalmers (2002) (the apparent successor to Rosenthal 1991), Metzinger (1995), and O’Con-
nor and Robb (2003), all of which are devoted to readings in what could be called main-
stream philosophy of mind. Heil and Mele (1993) collects previous unpublished papers on
the problem of mental causation, the venerable mind-body problem. Lycan (1999), Chris-
tensen and Turner (1993) and Geirsson and Losonsky (1996) include, in addition to the usual
widely reprinted readings in philosophy of mind, selections on topics belonging to the
empirical wing of philosophy of mind, cognitive science (see below for a listing of titles in
cognitive science). Brown (1974), O’Hear (1998), and Warner and Szubka (1994) assemble
papers by major players in the philosophy of mind. In the O’Hear volume, these are devoted
to a range of topics; Warner and Szubka confine their collection to the mind-body prob-
lem. Gillett and Loewer (2001), Moser and Trout (1995), and Robinson (1993) contain papers
discussing the prospects for materialism (or, ‘physicalism’) generally. Beakley and Ludlow
(1992) adroitly blends diverse selections from Aristotle to present-day sources in both
philosophy and psychology topically organized. Vesey (1964) and, more recently, Kolak
(1997), Morton (1997), and Robinson (1999) provide more conventional, but no less useful,
historical collections of readings in the philosophy of mind.

A number of older collections include papers that have subsequently become classics.
Among the most notable are Block (1980), Chappell (1962), Hampshire (1966), Morick
(1970), and Rosenthal (1987). These volumes are particularly valuable because they contain
selections by good philosophers which, because they have failed to make the cut in newer
anthologies, are little read today.

Guttenplan’s (1994) Companion and Stich and Warfield’s (2003) Guide to the philosophy
of mind are topically organized and can be helpful on particular subjects. Gregory’s (1987)
Companion to the Mind, has broader ambitions, and would be more useful as a quick
reference on topics in psychology and the neurosciences. The eight-volume Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Edwards 1967) provides matchless coverage of historical figures and topics
through the mid-twentieth century. The newer Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Craig
1998), is more up to date, and, although useful, somewhat less successful than its predecessor.

The on-line Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Zalta 2002), a self-described ‘dynamic
reference work’, provides solid entries on historical figures and on topics central in current
debates about the mind and its nature. Another reliable on-line resource is Nani’s (2001)
Field Guide to the Philosophy of Mind. Eliasmith’s (2003) Dictionary of Philosophy of Mind is
a good place to look for definitions of technical terms, and David Chalmers’s Contemporary
Philosophy of Mind: An Annotated Bibliography (Chalmers 2001) is an excellent bibliographic
resource, especially for recent work. A word of warning: you should use materials found on
the Internet judiciously. Internet resources vary widely in reliability.

Texts written as introductions to the philosophy of mind are almost as plentiful as
anthologies. Some of these are intended as general introductions: Crane (2001), Graham
(1993), Jacquette (1994) (a successor in the venerable ‘Foundations of Philosophy’ series to
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Shaffer 1968), Kim (1996), Lowe (2000), and Lyons (2001). My own, Philosophy of Mind: A
Contemporary Introduction (Heil 1998), falls into this category. Armstrong (1999), Kenny
(1989), McGinn (1982), and Rey (1997) promote distinctive views of the mind in the course
of introducing the topic. Of course, no philosopher can write a text on any subject without
at least implicitly taking sides. Objectivity results from readers’ capacity to ‘triangulate’
discussions expressing contrasting points of view.

Braddon-Mitchell and Jackson (1996) and Churchland (1988) are harder to classify. Both
include lucid discussions of topics in the philosophy of mind and in cognitive science.
Although this volume largely ignores issues in cognitive science, some readers may find their
interests moving in empirical directions. For those readers, any of the following anthologies
could prove illuminating: Bechtel et al. (1998), Branquinho (2001), Cummins and Cummins
(2000), Garfield (1990), Gleitman et al. (1995), Smith and Osherson (1995), and Posner
(1989). Beakley and Ludlow (1992), mentioned above, could be seen as exposing the histor-
ical roots of cognitive science. Gardner (1985) provides a non-technical account of the
‘cognitive revolution’, and the birth of cognitive science in the twentieth century. As in the
philosophy of mind, cognitive science introductions are widely available. Among the best are
Clark (1997) and (2001), Fetzer (1991), Flanagan (1984), Harnish (2001), and Harré (2002),
and Thagard (1996). The on-line MIT Encyclopedia of Cognitive Sciences (Wilson and Keil
1999) is a useful and reliable Internet resource.

Philosophical journals are brimming with articles on topics in the philosophy of mind.
Analysis, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, Journal of Philosophy, Mind, Philosophical Quar-
terly, Philosophical Review, Philosophical Studies, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research
come to mind here. Mind and Language, Philosophical Psychology, and Brain and Mind
afford more specialized interdisciplinary niches.

The author-meets-critics format of Behavioral and Brain Sciences provides a comfortable
vehicle for discussions of topics that straddle the philosophy/cognitive science divide. These
are often easier for a general reader to understand because they are written expressly for a
broader audience than are most papers in philosophy intended for publication in philo-
sophical journals. As you will discover in reading some of the more recent papers in this
volume, philosophy nowadays is often—probably too often—written in a style that can
seem impenetrable to ordinary readers. Technical terms and vocabularies proliferate. These
can lend an air of precision to discussions that might otherwise seem vapid.

All of this makes it challenging for amateurs to make progress without professional assist-
ance—which is, as you will have recognized, the aim of this Guide. You should peruse the
journals and the suggested readings, but do not be put off by technical discussions and
philosophical flights of fancy. Move ahead with a clear sense of reality and demand the same
from those who are paid to discuss the topic.

Anthologies in the philosophy of mind

Beakley, B., and P. Ludlow, eds. (1992), The Philosophy of Mind: Classical Problems,
Contemporary Issues. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Block, N.J., ed. (1980), Readings in Philosophy of Psychology, vol. i. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Block, N. J., O. Flanagan, and G. Giizeldere, eds. (1997), The Nature of Consciousness:
Philosophical Debates. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Brown, S., ed. (1974), Philosophy of Psychology. London: Macmillan.
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Introduction

CONCEPTIONS of the mind current at the onset of the twenty-first century did not
spring to life fully-formed like Venus on the half-shell. Philosophers and non-philo-
sophers—ordinary folk, poets, scientists—have pondered the mind and its place in the
natural world for thousands of years. In philosophy it can be instructive to look back at
the origins of concepts we apply unselfconsciously today. This is particularly so when
those concepts seem to lead us into difficulties and puzzles. If nothing else, the exercise
brings to the fore components of the contemporary view that we have come to take for
granted. What we take for granted can easily escape notice. Out of sight, it can lead us
down paths we might otherwise hope to avoid. Wittgenstein’s metaphor of a conjurer is
apt: ‘The decisive movement in the conjuring trick has been made, and it was the very
one we thought quite innocent’ (Wittgenstein 1953: §308).

This part comprises selections from four seminal figures in the history of philosophy:
Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, and Locke. Many other philosophers deserve to be added to
this list. The aim, however, is not to provide exhaustive historical coverage (for something
along those lines, see Vesey 1964; Morton 1997). Rather, readings have been selected
because they show philosophers from very different backgrounds addressing issues that
remain fresh today.

The discovery of this kind of historical continuity can lead to cynicism about phil-
osophy. In stark contrast to scientists, philosophers seem never to make progress; after
more than two millennia, the philosophical community still has not been able to arrive at
settled conclusions on contentious points. Skepticism of this familiar sort masks a deeper
similarity between philosophy and the sciences. The idea of progress implies the idea of a
well-defined goal against which progress is measured. It is easy to doubt that such goals
exist—even in the hard sciences. A better model is that provided by evolution: theories
evolve, not toward a goal, but away from an origin (see Kuhn 1962: chap. 13). New
theories, in philosophy and in the sciences, replace discredited theories, and in that
respect represent progress. Admittedly, philosophers can repeat mistakes of earlier gen-
erations in a way not reflected in the work of physicists and chemists. Philosophers can
replace a discredited theory with a theory earlier discredited, but subsequently forgot-
ten. (The same is apparently true, though perhaps to a lesser extent, in the social sci-
ences.) This is possible because philosophy is largely unconstrained by empirical findings.
Philosophy touches experience, but only around the edges.

In the end, philosophy requires no apology. This should become clear as you read the
four philosophers represented in this part. Two of these philosophers, Plato and Aristotle,
practiced in a period and in a Greek culture in which all things seemed possible. The
others, Descartes and Locke, writing in the seventeenth century, are far more
encumbered by the weight of 2,000 years of philosophical tradition. Their capacity to
break with this tradition and, in the process, to revolutionize our ways of looking at the
world and our place in it, is one of the remarkable episodes in the history of European
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thought. The power of all four of these philosophers’ ideas is not always easy for us to
appreciate because we are, to a considerable extent, standing on their shoulders.

Plato

Plato (c.427-347sc) resided in Athens during a period of political change. Socrates, the
hero of most of Plato’s dialogues, was prosecuted on a charge of irreligion and put to
death by a newly constituted democratic government. The Phaedo, from which our read-
ings have been excerpted, recounts Socrates’ last hours, and culminates in Socrates’
drinking from a cup of hemlock and quietly dying.

One of Plato’s preoccupations in the Phaedo is that of ascertaining the nature of the
soul. Any account of the soul has practical implications for Socrates, whose own death is
imminent. In the course of Socrates’ discussion with Simmias and Cebes two possibilities
are touched on. First, the soul might be a perfectly simple entity that forms a brief
alliance with a body during an individual’s lifetime. This picture is complicated by the
introduction of the possibility of transmigration: the souls of persons too wedded to
unseemly bodily pleasures would, on death, migrate to the bodies of beasts. Presumably
the souls of those whose bodily appetites had been in harmony with the demands of
reason would avoid such a fate. A second, very different conception of the soul compares
the soul to a lyre’s tuning. The soul, on such a view, is not the body, but a way the body is
organized (a lyre’s tuning is not the lyre, or a part of the lyre, but a propitious
arrangement of the lyre’s parts).

These conceptions of the nature of the soul differ dramatically. One treats the soul as
an entity, perhaps an immaterial entity, the other regards souls, not as entities material
or otherwise, but as ways: ways entities are organized. The distinction here is a distinc-
tion between substances, on the one hand, particular entities, and, on the other hand,
ways substances are or could be. The distinction is grounded in our commonsensical
world view. You distinguish between the apple and the apple’s shape, size, color, and
heft. There is, on the one hand, the apple, a substance, and, on the other hand, the
apple’s properties, ways the apple is. One question, a very important question, is whether
minds are substances or properties of substances.

I have used the word ‘mind’ here, but Plato and Aristotie speak of ‘souls’. One question
you might ask is whether ‘mind’ and ‘soul’ are synonyms, two words for the same thing,
or whether minds and souls are in fact quite different. Although we nowadays use ‘mind’
and 'soul’ more or less interchangeably, it is likely that what the Greeks meant by ‘soul’ is
not quite what we mean by ‘mind’. Talk of souls, for instance, has moral and religious
overtones missing in talk of minds. It seems unlikely that these overtones could affect our
approach to the topic here, however, so | shall use ‘mind’ and ‘soul’ (and, with Descartes,
‘self’) interchangeably.

Plato invokes the commonsense distinction between substances (bearers of properties)
and properties (ways substances are), but Plato’s view about these things carries us far
beyond common sense. Properties, according to Plato are ‘forms’ or ‘universals’. Univer-
sals, like numbers and other ‘abstract entities’, exist outside of space and time. What does
exist in space and time are instances of universals. Thus, on the one hand there is the
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universal, sphericity; on the other hand, there are those innumerable instances of spher-
icity: the sphericity found in each spherical object. The sphericity of a particular billiard
ball, and a particular ball bearing are distinct instances of a single universal sphericity.
This is what they ‘have in common’.

Plato tells us that the billiard ball and ball bearing both ‘participate’ in the universal
sphericity. Nowadays, philosophers are more likely to describe the billiard ball and ball
bearing as alike in ‘instantiating’ sphericity. Not all philosophers who posit universals
regard them, as Plato does, as transcendent—existing independently of the spatio-
temporal world (see Armstrong 1989 for a survey of the territory). These are issues that
non-philosophers (and some philosophers) find altogether perplexing. For our purposes,
however, it is only important to register Plato’s view as lying behind Socrates’ suggestion
that, although during our lifetime, access to the universals is indirect (via their instances),
after death, suitably purified souls are free to contemplate the universals themselves. In
so doing, a soul would be in a position to understand, not merely how things are, but
why they must be as they are—rather in the way a geometer could grasp why right
triangles must be such that squares on their hypotenuses are sums of the squares of their
remaining sides.

If you take minds to be capable of direct, intellectual apprehension of the universals,
you are thinking of minds as being very different from material bodies. But if minds are
very different from material bodies, how do they come to be housed in and interact with
material bodies? These are vexed questions we shall encounter again in coming to grips
with Descartes. Before turning to Descartes, however, we must consider the second
towering figure in ancient Greek philosophy, Aristotle.

Aristotle

Aristotle (384-322gc¢), Plato’s brilliant student, could not have been more different from
his teacher. Plato grounded reality in a realm of transcendent forms or universals. For
Avristotle, reality is grounded in the material world. If there are universals—properties
shared by objects—these are inseparable from their concrete instances.

We must be careful here. | have said that Aristotle grounds reality in the material
world, but it is far from obvious that Aristotle’s conception of matter has much in com-
mon with our own conception (see Burnyeat 1992). The point illustrates one of the
dangers of reading ancient texts in translation and without extensive familiarity with
circumstances under which they were written.

Bracketing this worry, however, it is easy to read Aristotle as a kind of early functional-
ist (see Part IIl). Your having a mind is not a matter of your body’s standing in an especially
intimate relation to a conscious soul, but a matter of your body’s being organized
appropriately. If a model is wanted, think of Plato’s (discarded) idea that your having a
soul resembles a lyre’s being in tune. If this is your model, there can be no mystery as to
how minds and bodies are related: minds are not substances, not entities that could exist
independently of bodies.

The idea that your having a mind is solely a matter of your body’s having the right kind
of organization appears difficult to reconcile with the idea that you might survive the
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death of your body in a disembodied state. As any Star Trek aficionado can tell you,
however, what is important to survival might not be the existence of a permanent entity.
When Captain Kirk is beamed to the surface of Planet Ork, the atoms making up Captain
Kirk are not beamed down to the planet, then reassembled. Rather the organization of
those atoms is transferred to a distinct swarm of atoms at hand in the region Kirk comes
to occupy on Ork. (Ask yourself whether, knowing all this, you would feel comfortable
having yourself transported from one place to another in the Star Trek mode!)

As you work through the selection included here, reflect on whether Aristotle could
accept the possibility of minds migrating from body to body. And as you digest readings
in subsequent sections, ask yourself whether it is plausible to read Aristotle as a proto-
functionalist.

Descartes

René Descartes (1596-1650), more than any other historical figure, is responsible for the
modern conception of mind. This is not so much because the Cartesian view has been
widely adopted. Few philosophers of mind today would describe themselves as Carte-
sians. Rather, Descartes promoted a way of looking at the mind and its relation to the
body that has proved widely influential, even among those who attack Descartes. It is
sometimes said that the commonsense view of the mind is Cartesian. After reading what
Descartes says, you will be in a position to assess the plausibility of this suggestion.
Everyone knows about Descartes’s famous inference:

‘I think, therefore | am’.

In fact, this formulation of the so-calied cogito ('l think’) inference occurs in the Discourse
on Method and not in the Meditations, which is Descartes’s most serious treatment of the
argument. What Descartes says there is: ‘l must finally conclude that the statement “l am,
I exist” must be true whenever | state it or mentally consider it' (Meditation Il). Descartes
has been looking for some principle that will enable him to distinguish beliefs he
is justified in holding from the rest—the sheep from the goats. His strategy could
be compared to that of a chemist engaged in developing an assay, a test for distinguish-
ing samples of some substance—gold, for instance—from imposters. Just as a chemist
needs as a starting point a nugget of what is indisputably gold, so Descartes needs an
epistemological ‘nugget’, some belief the truth of which is indisputable. Once he has this,
he can locate the property from which its indisputability stems, and use this to develop an
assay.

Consider the statement, ‘I am standing’, uttered while you are standing. Is this state-
ment indisputably true? No; you could fail to be standing when you think you are; you
could be dreaming that you are standing. (Recall Gregor Samsa, who awoke one morning
to discover he was a gigantic cockroach. Perhaps you are a cockroach dreaming you are a
human being!) Ordinary statements about your body, then, are not promising candidates
for indubitability. Now, consider the statement, ‘t exist'. This statement has the following
interesting property: if the statement is so much as considered or mentally entertained, it
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must be true. Here is a pure ‘nugget’ that Descartes can use to devise an epistemological
principle to screen his subsequent beliefs.

The argumentative structure of the Meditations is linear; the literary structure is not.
Descartes does not proceed with the project of developing an assay until Meditation Ill.
Instead, he turns to the question, ‘What am 1?" His conclusion: | am a thing—a sub-
stance—that thinks. You will note that Descartes means by ‘thinking’ something rather
more inclusive than what we mean by that term. His idea is that, whatever else is true of
me, it is true that | have, and exercise, a capacity for thought. He is not yet in a position to
rule out the possibility that he has other features as well. Arguments on that score are set
aside until Meditation VI.

Although Descartes’s famous ‘method of doubt’ (the method he deploys in his search
for a pure ‘nugget’) leads him to doubt many things, he never doubts that the world—
any non-empty world—must include substances. Substances are property bearers. If
there is thinking, then, there must be a thinker: a substance doing the thinking. His
thinking thus necessitates the existence of at least one thinking substance. Later in Medi-
tation |l Descartes turns to the existence of material substances. In perception, we are
apparently (but only apparently: we could be dreaming!) aware of material bodies. Des-
cartes's example is a piece of wax. On reflection, however, you can see that you are never
really perceptually aware of a material substance, only its properties. Your appreciation
that those properties belong (or must belong) to a substance is a product, not of your
perceptual faculties, but of your ‘understanding’.

In Meditation VI, Descartes offers an argument to the conclusion that the self's nature
is exhausted by its mental properties, properties falling under the rubric of ‘thought’.
Selves, he contends, bear an intimate relation to particular bodies, but selves are thinking
substances; material bodies are extended (that is, spatial) substances. Implicit in the
argument is the idea that no thinking substance is (or could be) extended, and no
extended substance thinks (or could think). This is substance dualism: the world includes
two kinds of substance, each with its own distinctive and exhaustive ‘attribute’. Mental
substances think; material substances are extended. What we might regard as ordinary
properties of mental substances—being in pain, thinking of Vienna—are modes of
thought; properties of material substances—being square, being red, being in motion—
are modes of extension, ways of being extended.

This gives us a crisp distinction between selves and bodies, but it leads to a monu-
mental difficulty for Descartes. If selves and bodies have nothing in common, how is
causal interaction between selves and bodies possible? When you bark your shin (a phys-
ical event involving your body), you feel pain (a mental event involving your mind). This
suggests that physical causes can have mental effects. When you decide to raise your left
arm (a mental event), your arm goes up (a physical event). This suggests that mental
causes can have physical effects. But how is this supposed to work? How could non-
extended selves interact causally with extended substances?

One subtle problem here revolves around the idea, accepted by Descartes's con-
temporaries, that the material world is ‘causally closed’. Whatever goes on in the
material world is traceable to interactions among the ultimate material constituents: the
particles— ‘atoms’ or ‘corpuscles’—taken to make up material bodies. These interactions
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are governed by exceptionless laws. But if mental events, which stand ‘outside’
the material world, could have material effects, then the material world would not be
causally closed: closure is violated.

Descartes’s solution to this problem was to allow that, while mental events could not
accelerate particles, they could alter particles’ direction of travel. Descartes’s material
world is a purely kinematic world, a world in which motion, not velocity, is preserved, a
world describable without resorting to concepts of force or energy. Newton’s laws of
motion subsequently replaced this kinematic conception of material bodies with a
dynamic conception. Changes in the direction of moving particles—changes in particles’
velocity—require force no less than changes in their acceleration.

These matters aside, in reading Descartes’s critics and Descartes’s responses to those
critics you should ask yourself what issues are identified by those critics, and whether
they pose insurmountable problems for a substance dualist like Descartes. Whatever the
merits of Descartes’s arguments, perhaps you can think of ways of getting the view to
work. Some theorists, for instance, have thought that the kinds of probabilistic causal
relation at the heart of quantum physics leave ‘wiggle room’ for mind-body interaction
(see Chapter 50).

One final point. Descartes speaks of selves, not minds. It is easy to assume that by ‘self’
Descartes means what we today mean by ‘mind’. Perhaps that is right. Note, however,
that, if 'I' refers to the self, we find it natural to say both ‘I have a body’ and ‘I have a
mind’. You can say ‘'l am a mind’, but this statement has the flavor of a philosophical
pronouncement. In reading Descartes, you might reflect on this point. Are we entitled
to equate the Cartesian self with the mind? (For further thoughts on this topic, see
Chapter 49.)

Locke

Although it is difficult to avoid the impression that, in reading Descartes, we are reading
someone who belongs to a very different era, the writings of John Locke (1632-1704)
concern issues very much alive today in the philosophy of mind. (This difference can be
disguised by the fact that we read Descartes in translation and Locke in his original seven-
teenth-century English.) Many issues occupying authors of pieces in the sections that
follow surface in Locke.

Like Descartes, Locke accepts the thesis that the world is made up of substances distrib-
uted in space. Substances are various ways. These ways are properties or ‘'modes’ of
substances. Ordinary material objects are organized collections of indivisible material
particles. The real material substances are the particles; what we ordinarily call sub-
stances (tables, trees, planets) are in fact modes: ways substances are organized. The
particles, what Locke and his contemporaries called ‘corpuscles’, have no parts; a particle
is not made up of anything. This does not mean that particles lack structure, however. A
particle is a substance—what Locke calls a substratum—with properties. A substratum is a
substance considered as a bearer of properties; its properties, Locke’s modes, are ways
the substance is (see Martin 1980; Lowe 2000).

Descartes distinguishes mental substances from material substances by reference to
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generic attributes of each. A mental substance thinks; a material substance is extended.
All mental modes—all properties of mental substances—are modes of thought, ways of
thinking; material modes—properties of material substances—are ways of being
extended. No thinking substance is extended, no extended substance thinks. Locke
rejects this last idea. In his Letters to Stillingfleet (the Bishop of Worchester), Locke allows
that there is no reason to think that an extended substance could not think, or that a
thinking substance be extended. If a mental substance (or ‘spirit’) is one that thinks and a
material substance is one that is extended, mental substances could turn out to be
extended. A substance is mental (is a ‘spirit’) insofar as it possesses mental properties; a
substance is material insofar as it possesses material properties. Possibly, Locke suggests,
mental substances are material substances!

Descartes conceives of thought and extension as excluding one another in something
like the way an object’s being round excludes its being square, and its being square
excludes its being round. Locke’s point is that there is nothing in our ideas of extension
and thought that would rule out an extended object’s thinking or a thinking object's
being extended. Locke puts this in terms of properties being ‘superadded’ to objects by
God. This is Locke's way of saying that, although there is no reason to think that a
material body could not have mental properties in addition to its material properties, it is
impossible to see how mental properties could be reduced to material properties.
Imagine arranging four matchsticks in the shape of the square. You can see how the
property, being square, could be reduced to properties of the matchsticks plus their
arrangement. But we are in no position to see how, by arranging the particles in a
particular way, God could have created a conscious, thinking being: it looks as though
there are the particles, their arrangement, plus consciousness and thought. If this is so,
then mental properties are not reducible to material properties.

The broader purpose of Locke’s Letters to Stillingfleet is a defense of Locke’s concep-
tion of substrata, what he calls ‘substance in general’. The topic was one concerning
which Locke was understandably tetchy (Lowe 2000). His empiricist principles obliged
him to ground concepts in observation. But we seem never to observe substrata, only
their properties. (You can see the point if you set out to produce an exhaustive descrip-
tion of some object; your description will mention only the object’s properties and rela-
tions it bears to other objects.) This makes substrata look deeply mysterious: entities that
bear properties but which themselves possess no properties at all! But what sense can be
made of an entity that exists without being any way at all?

One alternative is to reject substrata and to conceive of objects as ‘bundles’ of proper-
ties. This, apparently, was the view endorsed by Locke’s influential successor, David Hume
(1711-76). Another option is to deny that substrata lack properties. Suppose that a bil-
liard ball is a substance. (We have seen that this is not something Locke would endorse—
the billiard ball is an arrangement of substances—but it will do for purposes of illustra-
tion.) The billiard ball is spherical, hard, white, and it has a particular mass. You can
consider the billiard ball’s properties, and you can consider the billiard ball as a property-
bearer, a substratum. This substratum is not lacking in properties. On the contrary, it is
spherical, hard, white, and has a particular mass. Substrata possess no properties other
than or in addition to those we are happy to ascribe to the substances.
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Now, however, we are faced with a second worry. What distinguishes a mental sub-
stance—a ‘spirit’—from a material substance? Is the distinction just a distinction in prop-
erties? A mental substance is an object possessing mental properties; a material sub-
stance is an object possessing material properties. And God: is God just an object possess-
ing various divine properties? But if spirits, material bodies, and God differ only in their
properties, then there is no reason to think that a substance possessing mental properties
could not possess as well material properties (or, for that matter divine properties!), and
this, it might be thought detracts from the standing of spirits, mental substances.

These are issues Locke addresses in his Letters, arguing—as was prudent at the time—
that his view is consistent with religious practice. As you read Locke, ask yourself how
Locke’s position differs from or complements those advanced by other authors in this
part. The hope is that, whatever conception of the mind you might eventually come to
accept, reading—and taking seriously—Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, and Locke will deepen
your understanding of the available options.
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Chapter 1

Souls and bodies
Plato

C eLL then,” said Socrates, ‘mustn’t we ask ourselves something like this:
What kind of thing is liable to undergo this fate—namely, dispersal—and
for what kind of thing should we fear lest it undergo it? And what kind of thing is
not liable to it? And next, mustn’t we further ask to which of these two kinds soul
belongs, and then feel either confidence or fear for our own soul accordingly?’

‘That’s true.’

‘Then is it true that what has been put together and is naturally composite is
liable to undergo this, to break up at the point at which it was put together;
whereas if there be anything incomposite, it alone is liable, if anything is, to escape
this?’

‘That’s what I think,” said Cebes.

‘Well now, aren’t the things that are constant and unvarying most likely to be the
incomposite, whereas things that vary and are never constant are likely to be
composite?’

‘I think so.”

‘Then let’s go back to those entities to which we turned in our earlier argument.
Is the Being itself, whose being we give an account of in asking and answering
questions, unvarying and constant, or does it vary? Does the equal itself, the beauti-
ful itself, what each thing is itself, that which is, ever admit of any change what-
ever? Or does what each of them is, being uniform alone by itself, remain unvarying
and constant, and never admit of any kind of alteration in any way or respect
whatever?’

‘It must be unvarying and constant, Socrates,” said Cebes.

‘But what about the many beautiful things, such as men or horses or cloaks or
anything else at all of that kind? Or equals, or all things that bear the same name as
those objects? Are they constant, or are they just the opposite of those others, and
practically never constant at all, either in relation to themselves or to one another?’

‘That is their condition,’ said Cebes; ‘they are never unvarying.’

‘Now these things you could actually touch and see and sense with the other
senses, couldn’t you, whereas those that are constant you could lay hold of only by
reasoning of the intellect; aren’t such things, rather, invisible and not seen?’

‘What you say is perfectly true.’

Plato, edited extract from Phaedo, trans. David Gallop (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975).
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‘Then would you like us to posit two kinds of beings, the one kind seen, the
other invisible?’

‘Let’s posit them.’

‘And the invisible is always constant, whereas the seen is never constant?’

‘Let’s posit that too.”

‘Well, but we ourselves are part body and part soul, aren’t we?’

‘We are.”

‘Then to which kind do we say that the body will be more similar and more
akin?

‘That’s clear to anyone: obviously to the seen.’

‘And what about the soul? Is it seen or invisible?’

‘It’s not seen by men, at any rate, Socrates.’

‘But we meant, surely, things seen and not seen with reference to human nature;
or do you think we meant any other?’

‘We meant human nature.’

‘What do we say about soul, then? Is it seen or unseen?’

‘It’s not seen.’

‘Then it’s invisible?’

“Yes.”

‘Then soul is more similar than body to the invisible, whereas body is more
similar to that which is seen.’

‘That must be so, Socrates.’

‘Now weren’t we saying a while ago that whenever the soul uses the body as a
means to study anything, either by seeing or hearing or any other sense—because to
use the body as a means is to study a thing through sense-perception—then it is
dragged by the body towards objects that are never constant; and it wanders about
itself, and is confused and dizzy, as if drunk, in virtue of contact with things of a
similar kind?’

‘Certainly.

‘Whereas whenever it studies alone by itself, it departs yonder towards that which
is pure and always existent and immortal and unvarying, and in virtue of its kinship
with it, enters always into its company, whenever it has come to be alone by itself,
and whenever it may do so; then it has ceased from its wandering and, when it is
about those objects, it is always constant and unvarying, because of its contact with
things of a similar kind; and this condition of it is called “wisdom”, is it not?’

“That’s very well said and perfectly true, Socrates.’

‘Once again, then, in the light of our earlier and present arguments, to which
kind do you think that soul is more similar and more akin?’

‘Everyone, I think, Socrates, even the slowest learner, following this line of
inquiry, would agree that soul is totally and altogether more similar to what is
unvarying than to what is not.’

‘And what about the body?’

‘That is more like the latter.’
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“Now look at it this way too: when soul and body are present in the same thing,
nature ordains that the one shall serve and be ruled, whereas the other shall rule
and be master; here again, which do you think is similar to the divine and which to
the mortal? Don’t you think the divine is naturally adapted for ruling and domin-
ation, whereas the mortal is adapted for being ruled and for service?’

‘Tdo.’

‘Which kind, then, does the soul resemble?’

‘Obviously, Socrates, the soul resembles the divine, and the body the mortal.’

‘Consider, then, Cebes, if these are our conclusions from all that’s been said: soul
is most similar to what is divine, immortal, intelligible, uniform, indissoluble,
unvarying, and constant in relation to itself; whereas body, in its turn, is most
similar to what is human, mortal, multiform, non-intelligible, dissoluble, and never
constant in relation to itself. Have we anything to say against those statements, my
dear Cebes, to show that they’re false?’

‘We haven’t.’

‘Well then, that being so, isn’t body liable to be quickly dissolved, whereas soul
must be completely indissoluble, or something close to it?’

‘Of course.’

‘Now you’re aware that when a man has died, the part of him that’s seen, his
body, which is situated in the seen world, the corpse as we call it, although liable to
be dissolved and fall apart and to disintegrate, undergoes none of these things at
once, but remains as it is for a fairly long time—in fact for a very considerable
time, even if someone dies with his body in beautiful condition, and in the flower
of youth; why, the body that is shrunken and embalmed, like those who’ve been
embalmed in Egypt, remains almost entire for an immensely long time; and even
should the body decay, some parts of it, bones and sinews and all such things, are
still practically immortal; isn’t that so?’

“Yes.’

‘Can it be, then, that the soul, the invisible part, which goes to another place of
that kind, noble, pure and invisible, to “Hades” in the true sense of the word, into
the presence of the good and wise God—where, God willing, my own soul too must
shortly enter—can it be that this, which we’ve found to be a thing of such a kind
and nature, should on separation from the body at once be blown apart and perish,
as most men say? Far from it, my dear Cebes and Simmias; rather, the truth is far
more like this: suppose it is separated in purity, while trailing nothing of the body
with it, since it had no avoidable commerce with it during life, but shunned it;
suppose too that it has been gathered together alone into itself, since it always
cultivated this—nothing else but the right practice of philosophy, in fact, the culti-
vation of dying without complaint—wouldn’t this be the cultivation of death?’

‘It certainly would.’

‘If it is in that state, then, does it not depart to the invisible, which is similar to it,
the divine and immortal and wise; and on arrival there, isn’t its lot to be happy,
released from its wandering and folly, its fears and wild lusts, and other ills of the
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human condition, and as is said of the initiated, does it not pass the rest of time in
very truth with gods? Are we to say this, Cebes, or something else?’

“This, most certainly!’ said Cebes.

‘Whereas, I imagine, if it is separated from the body when it has been polluted
and made impure, because it has always been with the body, has served and loved it,
and been so bewitched by it, by its passions and pleasures, that it thinks nothing else
real save what is corporeal—what can be touched and seen, drunk and eaten, or
used for sexual enjoyment—ryet it has been accustomed to hate and shun and
tremble before what is obscure to the eyes and invisible, but intelligible and grasped
by philosophy; do you think a soul in that condition will separate unsullied, and
alone by itself?’

‘By no means.’

‘Rather, 1 imagine, it will have been interspersed with a corporeal element,
ingrained in it by the body’s company and intercourse, through constant associ-
ation and much training?’

‘Certainly.’

‘And one must suppose, my friend, that this element is ponderous, that it is heavy
and earthy and is seen; and thus encumbered, such a soul is weighed down, and
dragged back into the region of the seen, through fear of the invisible and of Hades;
and it roams among tombs and graves, so it is said, around which some shadowy
phantoms of souls have actually been seen, such wraiths as souls of that kind afford,
souls that have been released in no pure condition, but while partaking in the seen;
and that is just why they are seen.’

“That’s likely, Socrates.’

‘Tt is indeed, Cebes; and they’re likely to be the souls not of the good but of the
wicked, that are compelled to wander about such places, paying the penalty for
their former nurture, evil as it was. And they wander about until, owing to the
desire of the corporeal element attendant upon them, they are once more
imprisoned in a body; and they’re likely to be imprisoned in whatever types of
character they may have cultivated in their lifetime.’

‘What types can you mean, Socrates?’

‘Those who have cultivated gluttony, for example, and lechery, and drunkenness,
and have taken no pains to avoid them, are likely to enter the forms of donkeys and
animals of that sort. Don’t you think so?’

‘What you say is very likely.

‘Yes, and those who've preferred injustice, tyranny, and robbery will enter the
forms of wolves and hawks and kites. Where else can we say that such souls will go?’

‘Into such creatures, certainly,” said Cebes.

‘And isn’t the direction taken by the others as well obvious in each case, accord-
ing to the affinities of their training?’

‘Quite obvious, of course.’

‘And aren’t the happiest among these and the ones who enter the best place,
those who have practised popular and social goodness, “temperance” and “justice”
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so-called, developed from habit and training, but devoid of philosophy and
intelligence?’

‘In what way are these happiest?’

‘Because they’re likely to go back into a race of tame and social creatures similar
to their kind, bees perhaps, or wasps or ants; and to return to the human race again,
and be born from those kinds as decent men.’

‘That’s likely.

‘But the company of gods may not rightly be joined by one who has not practised
philosophy and departed in absolute purity, by any but the lover of knowledge. It’s
for these reasons, Simmias and Cebes, my friends, that true philosophers abstain
from all bodily desires, and stand firm without surrendering to them; it’s not for
any fear of poverty or loss of estate, as with most men who are lovers of riches; nor
again do they abstain through dread of dishonour or ill-repute attaching to wick-
edness, like lovers of power and prestige.’

‘No, that would ill become them, Socrates,” said Cebes.

‘Most certainly it would! And that, Cebes, is just why those who have any care for
their own souls, and don’t live fashioning the body, disregard all those people;
they do not walk in the same paths as those who, in their view, don’t know where
they are going; but they themselves believe that their actions must not oppose
philosophy, or the release and purifying rite it affords, and they are turned to follow
it, in the direction in which it guides them.’

‘How so, Socrates?’

‘Tl tell you. Lovers of knowledge recognize that when philosophy takes their soul
in hand, it has been literally bound and glued to the body, and is forced to view the
things that are as if through a prison, rather than alone by itself; and that it is
wallowing in utter ignorance. Now philosophy discerns the cunning of the prison,
sees how it is effected through desire, so that the captive himself may co-operate
most of all in his imprisonment. As I say, then, lovers of knowledge recognize that
their soul is in that state when philosophy takes it in hand, gently reassures it and
tries to release it, by showing that inquiry through the eyes is full of deceit, and
deceitful too is inquiry through the ears and other senses; and by persuading it to
withdraw from these, so far as it need not use them, and by urging it to collect and
gather itself together, and to trust none other but itself, whenever, alone by itself, it
thinks of any of the things that are, alone by ifself; and not to regard as real what it
observes by other means, and what varies in various things; that kind of thing is
sensible and seen, whereas the object of its own vision is intelligible and invisible. It
is, then, just because it believes it should not oppose this release that the soul of the
true philosopher abstains from pleasures and desires and pains, so far as it can,
reckoning that when one feels intense pleasure or fear, pain or desire, one incurs
harm from them not merely to the extent that might be supposed—by being ill, for
example, or spending money to satisfy one’s desires—but one incurs the greatest
and most extreme of all evils, and does not take it into account.’

‘And what is that, Socrates?” said Cebes.
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‘It’s that the soul of every man, when intensely pleased or pained at something, is
forced at the same time to suppose that whatever most affects it in this way is most
clear and most real, when it is not so; and such objects especially are things seen,
aren’t they?’

‘Certainly.

‘Well, isn’t it in this experience that soul is most thoroughly bound fast by body?’

‘How so?’

‘Because each pleasure and pain fastens it to the body with a sort of rivet, pins it
there, and makes it corporeal, so that it takes for real whatever the body declares to
be so. Since by sharing opinions and pleasures with the body, it is, I believe, forced
to become of like character and nurture to it, and to be incapable of entering Hades
in purity; but it must always exit contaminated by the body, and so quickly fall back
into another body, and grow in it as if sown there, and so have no part in com-
munion with the divine and pure and uniform.’

‘What you say is perfectly true, Socrates,” said Cebes.

‘It’s for these reasons, then, Cebes, that those who deserve to be called “lovers of
knowledge” are orderly and brave; it’s not for the reasons that count with most
people; or do you think it is?

‘No, indeed I don’t.

‘Indeed not; but the soul of a philosophic man would reason as we’ve said: it
would not think that while philosophy should release it, yet on being released, it
should of itself surrender to pleasures and pains, to bind it to the body once again,
and should perform the endless task of a Penelope working in reverse at a kind of
web. Rather, securing rest from these feelings, by following reasoning and being
ever within it, and by beholding what is true and divine and not the object of
opinion, and being nurtured by it, it believes that it must live thus for as long as it
lives, and that when it has died, it will enter that which is akin and of like nature to
itself, and be rid of human ills. With that kind of nurture, surely, Simmias and
Cebes, there’s no danger of its fearing that on separation from the body it may

be rent apart, blown away by winds, go flying off, and exist no longer anywhere at
all.”

‘Thank you,” said Simmias; ‘then I’ll tell you my difficulty, and Cebes here in his
turn will say where he doesn’t accept what’s been said. I think, Socrates, as perhaps
you do too, that in these matters certain knowledge is either impossible or very hard
to come by in this life; but that even so, not to test what is said about them in every
possible way, without leaving off till one has examined them exhaustively from
every aspect, shows a very feeble spirit; on these questions one must achieve one of
two things: either learn or find out how things are; or, if that’s impossible, then
adopt the best and least refutable of human doctrines, embarking on it as a kind of
raft, and risking the dangers of the voyage through life, unless one could travel
more safely and with less risk, on a securer conveyance afforded by some divine
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doctrine. So now I shan’t scruple to put my question, since you tell me to, and then
I shan’t reproach myself at a later time for failing to speak my mind now. In my
view, Socrates, when I examine what’s been said, either alone or with Cebes here, it
doesn’t seem altogether adequate.’

‘Maybe your view is correct, my friend,” said Socrates; ‘but tell me, in what way
inadequate?’

‘I think in this way,” he said; ‘one could surely use the same argument about the
attunement of a lyre and its strings, and say that the attunement is something
unseen and incorporeal and very lovely and divine in the tuned lyre, while the lyre
itself and its strings are corporeal bodies and composite and earthy and akin to the
mortal. Now, if someone smashed the lyre, or severed and snapped its strings,
suppose it were maintained, by the same argument as yours, that the attunement
must still exist and not have perished—because it would be inconceivable that
when the strings had been snapped, the lyre and the strings themselves, which are
of mortal nature, should still exist, and yet that the attunement, which has affinity
and kinship to the divine and the immortal, should have perished—and perished
before the mortal; rather, it might be said, the attunement itself must still exist
somewhere, and the wood and the strings would have to rot away before anything
happened to it. And in point of fact, Socrates, my own belief is that you’re aware
yourself that something of this sort is what we actually take the soul to be: our body
is kept in tension, as it were, and held together by hot and cold, dry and wet, and the
like, and our soul is a blending and attunement of these same things, when they’re
blended with each other in due proportion. If, then, the soul proves to be some kind
of attunement, it’s clear that when our body is unduly relaxed or tautened by
illnesses and other troubles, then the soul must perish at once, no matter how
divine it may be, just like other attunements, those in musical notes and in all the
products of craftsmen; whereas the remains of each body will last for a long time,
until they’re burnt up or rot away. Well, consider what we shall say in answer to that
argument, if anyone should claim that the soul, being a blending of the bodily
elements, is the first thing to perish in what is called death.’

‘Again now, look at it this way, Simmias. Do you think it befits an attunement, or
any other compound, to be in any state other than that of the elements of which it’s
composed?’

‘Certainly not.’

‘Nor vet, I presume, to act, or be acted upon, in any way differently from the way
they may act or be acted upon?’

He assented.

‘An attunement therefore should not properly direct the things of which it’s
composed, but should follow them.’

He agreed.
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‘Then an attunement can’t possibly undergo contrary movement or utter sound
or be opposed in any other way to its own parts.’

‘It can’t possibly.’

‘Again now, isn’t it natural for every attunement to be an attunement just as it’s
been tuned?’

‘I don’t understand.’

‘Isn’t it the case that if it’s been tuned more and to a greater extent, assuming
that to be possible, it will be more an attunement and a greater one; whereas if less
and to a smaller extent, it will be a lesser and smaller one?’

‘Certainly.’

‘Well, is this the case with soul —that even in the least degree, one soul is either to
a greater extent and more than another, or to a smaller extent and less, just itself—
namely, a soul?’

‘In no way whatever.’

‘Well, but is one soul said to have intelligence and goodness and to be good, while
another is said to have folly and wickedness and to be bad? And are we right in
saying those things?’

‘Quite right.’

‘Then what will any of those who maintain that soul is attunement say these
things are, existing in our souls—goodness and badness? Are they, in turn, a further
attunement and non-attunement? And is one soul, the good one, tuned, and does it
have within itself, being an attunement, a further attunement, whereas the untuned
one is just itself, and lacking a further attunement within it?’

‘T couldn’t say myself,” said Simmias; ‘but obviously anyone maintaining the
hypothesis would say something of that sort.’

‘But it’s already been agreed that no one soul is more or less a soul than another;
and this is the admission that no one attunement is either more or to a
greater extent, or less or to a smaller extent, an attunement than another. Isn’t that
so?’

‘Certainly.’

‘But that which is neither more nor less an attunement has been neither more
nor less tuned; is that so?’

Tt is.”

‘But does that which has been neither more nor less tuned participate in attune-
ment to a greater or to a smaller degree, or to an equal degree?’

“To an equal degree.’

‘But then, given that no one soul is either more or less itself, namely a soul, than
another, it hasn’t been more or less tuned either?’

‘That is so.”

‘And this being its condition, surely it couldn’t participate more either in non-
attunement or in attunement?’

‘Indeed not.’

‘And this again being its condition, could any one soul participate to a greater
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extent than another in badness or goodness, assuming that badness is non-
attunement, while goodness is attunement?’

‘It couldn’t.’

‘Or rather, surely, following sound reasoning, Simmias, no soul will participate
in badness, assuming it is attunement; because naturally an attunement, being
completely itself, namely an attunement, could never participate in non-
attunement.’

‘No indeed.’

‘Nor then, of course, could a soul, being completely a soul, participate in
badness.’

‘How could it, in view of what’s already been said?’

‘By this argument, then, we find that all souls of all living things will be equally
good, assuming that it’s the nature of souls to be equally themselves, namely souls.’

‘So it seems to me, Socrates.’

‘Yes, and do you approve of this assertion, or think this would happen to the
argument, if the hypothesis that soul is attunement were correct?’

‘Not in the least.’

‘Again now, would you say that of all the things in a man it is anything but soul,
especially if it’s a wise one, that rules him?’

‘Twouldn’t.’

‘Does it comply with the bodily feelings or does it oppose them? I mean, for
example, when heat and thirst are in the body, by pulling the opposite way, away
from drinking, and away from eating when it feels hunger; and surely in countless
other ways we see the soul opposing bodily feelings, don’t we?’

‘We certainly do.’

‘And again, didn’t we agree earlier that if it is attunement, it would never utter
notes opposed to the tensions, relaxations, strikings, and any other affections of its
components, but would follow and never dominate them?’

‘We did of course agree.’

‘Well now, don’t we find it, in fact, operating in just the opposite way, dominating
all those alleged sources of its existence, and opposing them in almost everything
throughout all of life, mastering them in all kinds of ways, sometimes disciplining
more harshly and painfully with gymnastics and medicine, sometimes more mildly,
now threatening and now admonishing, conversing with our appetites and passions
and fears, as if with a separate thing? That, surely, is the sort of thing Homer has
represented in the Odyssey, where he says that Odysseus:

Striking his breast, reproved his heart with the words:
“Endure, my heart; €’en worse thou didst once endure.”

Do you think he’d have composed that, with the idea that the soul was attunement,
the sort of thing that could be led by the feelings of the body rather than something
that could lead and master them, being itself far too divine a thing to rank as
attunement?’
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‘Goodness no, Socrates, I don’t!’

‘In no way at all then, my friend, do we approve of the thesis that soul is a kind of
attunement; because it seems that we should agree neither with the divine poet
Homer nor with ourselves.’

‘That is so.’



Chapter 2

The soul as bodily organization
Aristotle

Book II

Chapter 2 412°3. Enough has been said of the views about the soul which have
been handed down by our predecessors. Let us start again, as it were from the
beginning, and try to determine what the soul is and what would be its most
comprehensive definition.

412°6. Now we speak of one particular kind of existent things as substance, and
under this heading we so speak of one thing qua matter, which in itself is not a
particular, another qua shape and form, in virtue of which it is then spoken of as a
particular, and a third qua the product of these two. And matter is potentiality,
while form is actuality—and that in two ways, first as knowledge is, and second as
contemplation is.

412°11. It is bodies especially which are thought to be substances, and of these

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

41216. Since it is indeed a body of such a kind (for it is one having life), the soul
will not be body; for the body is not something predicated of a subject, but exists
rather as subject and matter. The soul must, then, be substance gua form of a
natural body which has life potentially. Substance is actuality. The soul, therefore,
will be the actuality of a body of this kind.

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

412°28. Whatever has organs will be a body of this kind. Even the parts of plants
are organs, although extremely simple ones, e.g. the leaf is a covering for the pod,
and the pod for the fruit; while roots are analogous to the mouth, for both take in
food.

Aristotle, edited extract from De Anima, trans. D. W. Hamlyn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), Book II,
chaps 1-3.
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412°4. If then we are to speak of something common to every soul, it will be the
first actuality of a natural body which has organs. Hence too we should not ask
whether the soul and body are one, any more than whether the wax and the
impression are one, or in general whether the matter of each thing and that of
which it is the matter are one. For, while unity and being are so spoken of in many
ways, that which is most properly so spoken of is the actuality.

412%10. It has then been stated in general what the soul is; for it is substance, that
corresponding to the principle of a thing. And this is ‘what it is for it to be what it
was’ for a body of such a kind. Compare the following: if an instrument, e.g. an axe,
were a natural body, then its substance would be what it is to be an axe, and this
would be its soul; if this were removed it would no longer be an axe, except
homonymously. But as it is it is an axe; for it is not of this kind of body that the soul
is ‘what it is for it to be what it was’ and the principle, but of a certain kind of
natural body having within itself a source of movement and rest.

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

412°25. It is not that which has lost its soul which is potentially such as to live, but
that which possesses it. Seeds and fruit are potentially bodies of this kind.

412°27. Just, then, as the cutting and the seeing, so too is the waking state actual-
ity, while the soul is like sight and the potentiality of the instrument; the body is
that which is this potentially. But just as the pupil and sight make up an eye, so in
this case the soul and body make up an animal.

413%3. That, therefore, the soul or certain parts of it, if it is divisible, cannot be
separated from the body is quite clear; for in some cases the actuality is of the parts
themselves. Not that anything prevents at any rate some parts from being separable,
because of their being actualities of no body. Furthermore, it is not clear whether
the soul is the actuality of the body in the way that the sailor is of the ship. Let this
suffice as a rough definition and sketch about the soul.

Chapter 2 413°11. Since it is from things which are obscure but more obvious that
we arrive at that which is clear and more intelligible in respect of the principle
involved, we must try again in this way to treat of the soul; for a defining statement
should not only make clear the fact, as the majority of definitions do, but it should
also contain and reveal the reason for it. As things are, the statements of the
definitions are like conclusions. For example, what is squaring? The construction of
an equilateral rectangle equal to one which is not equilateral. But such a definition
is a statement of the conclusion; whereas one who says that squaring is the dis-
covery of the mean proportional states the reason for the circumstance.
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413°20. We say, then, making a beginning of our inquiry, that that which has soul
is distinguished from that which has not by life. But life is so spoken of in many
ways, and we say that a thing lives if but one of the following is present—intellect,
perception movement, and rest in respect of place, and furthermore the movement
involved in nutrition, and both decay and growth.

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

413°1. Tt is, then, because of this first principle that living things have life. But it is
because of sense-perception first of all that they will be animal, for even those
things which do not move or change their place, but which do have sense-
perception, we speak of as animals and not merely as living.

413°4. First of all in perception all animals have touch. Just as the nutritive faculty
can exist apart from touch and from all sense-perception so touch can exist apart
from the other senses. We speak of as nutritive that part of the soul in which even
plants share; all animals clearly have the sense of touch. The reason for each of these
circumstances we shall state later.

413°11. For the present let it be enough to say only that the soul is the source of the
things above mentioned and is determined by them—by the faculties of nutrition,
perception, thought, and by movement. Whether each of these is a soul or a part of
a soul, and if a part, whether it is such as to be distinct in definition only or also in
place, are questions to which it is not hard to find answers in some cases, although
others present difficulty.

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

#13°24. Concerning the intellect and the potentiality for contemplation the situ-
ation is not so far clear, but it seems to be a different kind of soul, and this alone can
exist separately, as the everlasting can from the perishable.

413°27. But it is clear from these things that the remaining parts of the soul are
not separable, as some say; although that they are different in definition is clear. For
being able to perceive and being able to believe are different, since perceiving too is
different from believing; and likewise with each of the other parts which have been
mentioned.
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413°32. Moreover, some animals have all these, others only some of them, and
others again one alone, and this will furnish distinctions between animals; what is
the reason for this we must consider later. Very much the same is the case with the
senses; for some animals have them all, others only some, and others again one
only, the most necessary one, touch.

414*4. That by means of which we live and perceive is so spoken of in two ways, as
is that by means of which we know (we so speak in the one case of knowledge, in
the other of soul, for by means of each of these we say we know). Similarly, we are
healthy in the first place by means of health and in the second by means of a part of
the body or even the whole. Now, of these knowledge and health are shape and a
kind of form and principle, and as it were activity of the recipient, in the one case of
that which is capable of knowing, in the other of that which is capable of health (for
the activity of those things which are capable of acting appears to take place in that
which is affected and disposed). Now the soul is in the primary way that by means
of which we live, perceive, and think. Hence it will be a kind of principle and form,
and not matter or subject.

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

414™19. And for this reason those have the right conception who believe that the
soul does not exist without a body and vet is not itself a kind of body. For it is not a
body, but something which belongs to a body, and for this reason exists in a body,
and in a body of such and such a kind. Not as our predecessors supposed, when
they fitted it to a body without any further determination of what body and of what
kind, although it is clear that one chance thing does not receive another. In our way
it happens just as reason demands. For the actuality of each thing comes naturally
about in that which is already such potentially and in its appropriate matter. From
all this it is clear that the soul is a kind of actuality and principle of that which has
the potentiality to be such.

Chapter 3 414°29. Of the potentialities of the soul which have been mentioned,
some existing things have them all, as we have said, others some of them, and
certain of them only one. The potentialities which we mentioned are those for
nutrition, sense-perception, desire, movement in respect of place, and thought.

414°32. Plants have the nutritive faculty only; other creatures have both this and
the faculty of sense-perception. And if that of sense-perception, then that of desire
also; for desire comprises wanting, passion, and wishing: all animals have at least
one of the senses touch, and for that which has sense-perception there is both
pleasure and pain and both the pleasant and the painful: and where there are these,
there is also wanting: for this is a desire for that which is pleasant.

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

414"16. The situation with regard to imagination is obscure and must be con-
sidered later. Some things have in addition the faculty of movement in respect of
place, and others, e.g. men and anything else which is similar or superior to man,
have that of thought and intellect.

414°20. It is clear, then, that it is in the same way as with figure that there will be
one definition of soul; for in the former case there is no figure over and above the
triangle and the others which follow it in order, nor in the latter case is there soul
over and above those mentioned. Even in the case of figures there could be pro-
duced a common definition, which will fit all of them but which will not be
peculiar to any one. Similarly too with the kinds of soul mentioned.

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

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

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



Chapter 3

Minds and bodies as distinct
substances

René Descartes

On the nature of the human mind, which is better known
than the body

ESTERDAY’s meditation has hurled me into doubts so great that I can neither
Yignore them nor think my way out of them. I am in turmoil, as if I have
accidentally fallen into a whirlpool and can neither touch bottom nor swim to the
safety of the surface. I will struggle, however, and try to follow the path that I
started on yesterday. I will reject whatever is open to the slightest doubt just as
though I have found it to be entirely false, and I will continue until I find something
certain—or at least until I know for certain that nothing is certain. Archimedes
required only one fixed and immovable point to move the whole earth from its
place, and I too can hope for great things if I can find even one small thing that is
certain and unshakable.

I will suppose, then, that everything I see is unreal. I will believe that my memory
is unreliable and that none of what it presents to me ever happened. I have no
senses. Body, shape, extension, motion, and place are fantasies. What then is true?
Perhaps just that nothing is certain.

But how do I know that there isn’t something different from the things just listed
which I do not have the slightest reason to doubt? Isn’t there a God, or something
like one, who puts my thoughts into me? But why should I say so when I may be the
author of those thoughts? Well, isn’t it at least the case that I am something? But I
now am denying that I have senses and a body. But I stop here. For what follows
from these denials? Am I so bound to my body and to my senses that I cannot exist
without them? I have convinced myself that there is nothing in the world—no sky,
no earth, no minds, no bodies. Doesn’t it follow that I don’t exist? No, surely I must
exist if it’s me who is convinced of something. But there is a deceiver, supremely
powerful and cunning, whose aim is to see that I am always deceived. But surely I
exist, if I am deceived. Let him deceive me all he can, he will never make it the case

René Descartes, edited extracts from Meditations 11 and VI (6—13; 40-53), from Meditations on First
Philosophy, trans. Ronald Rubin, 3d ed. (Claremont: Areté Press, 2001); and The Philosophical Writings
of Descartes, ed. and trans. John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and Dugald Murdoch, vol. ii
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).
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that I am nothing while I think that I am something. Thus having fully weighed
every consideration, I must finally conclude that the statement ‘I am, I exist’ must
be true whenever I state it or mentally consider it.

But I do not yet fully understand what this T’ is that must exist. I must guard
against inadvertently taking myself to be something other than I am, thereby going
wrong even in the knowledge that I put forward as supremely certain and evident.
Hence, I will think once again about what I believed myself to be before beginning
these meditations. From this conception, I will subtract everything challenged by
the reasons for doubt which I produced earlier, until nothing remains except what
is certain and indubitable.

What, then, did I formerly take myself to be? A man, of course. But what is a
man? Should I say a rational animal? No, because then I would need to ask what an
animal is and what it is to be rational. Thus, starting from a single question, I would
sink into many which are more difficult, and I do not have the time to waste on
such subtleties. Instead, I will look here at the thoughts which occurred to me
spontaneously and naturally when I reflected on what I was. The first thought to
occur to me was that I have a face, hands, arms, and all the other equipment (also
found in corpses) which I call a body. The next thought to occur to me was that I
take nourishment, move myself around, sense, and think—that I do things which I
trace back to my soul. Either I didn’t stop to think about what this soul was, or I
imagined it to be a rarified air, or fire, or ether permeating the denser parts of my
body. But, about physical objects, I didn’t have any doubts whatever: I thought that
I distinctly knew their nature. If I had tried to describe my conception of this
nature, I might have said this: “‘When I call something a physical object, I mean that
it is capable of being bounded by a shape and limited to a place; that it can fill a
space so as to exclude other objects from it; that it can be perceived by touch, sight,
hearing, taste, and smell; that it can be moved in various ways, not by itself, but by
something else in contact with it I judged that the powers of self-movement, of
sensing, and of thinking did not belong to the nature of physical objects, and, in
fact, I marveled that there were some physical objects in which these powers could
be found.

But what should I think now, while supposing that a supremely powerful and
‘evil’ deceiver completely devotes himself to deceiving me? Can I say that I have
any of the things that I have attributed to the nature of physical objects? I concen-
trate, think, reconsider—but nothing comes to me; I grow tired of the pointless
repetition. But what about the things that I have assigned to soul? Nutrition and
self-movement? Since I have no body, these are merely illusions. Sensing? But I
cannot sense without a body, and in sleep I've seemed to sense many things that I
later realized I had not really sensed. Thinking? It comes down to this: Thought and
thought alone cannot be taken away from me. I am, I exist. That much is certain.
But for how long? As long as I think—for it may be that, if I completely stopped
thinking, I would completely cease to exist. I am not now admitting anything unless
it must be true, and I am therefore not admitting that I am anything at all other
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than a thinking thing—that is, a mind, soul, understanding, or reason (terms whose
meaning I did not previously know). I know that I am a real, existing thing, but
what kind of thing? As I have said, a thing that thinks.

What else? I will draw up mental images. I'm not the collection of organs called a
human body. Nor am I some rarified gas permeating these organs, or air, or fire, or
vapor, or breath—for I have supposed that none of these things exist. Still, I am
something. But couldn’t it be that these things, which I do not yet know about and
which I am therefore supposing to be nonexistent, really aren’t distinct from the ‘T’
that I know to exist? I don’t know, and I'm not going to argue about it now. I can
only form judgments on what I do know. I know that I exist, and I ask what the ‘T
is that I know to exist. It’s obvious that this conception of myself doesn’t depend on
anything that I do not yet know to exist and, therefore, that it does not depend on
anything of which I can draw up a mental image. And the words ‘draw up’ point to
my mistake. I would truly be creative if I were to have a mental image of what I am,
since to have a mental image is just to contemplate the shape or image of a physical
object. I now know with certainty that I exist and at the same time that all images—
and, more generally, all things associated with the nature of physical objects—may
just be dreams. When 1 keep this in mind, it seems just as absurd to say ‘T use
mental images to help me understand what I am’ as it would to say ‘Now, while
awake, I see something true—but, since I don’t yet see it clearly enough, I'll go to
sleep and let my dreams present it to me more clearly and truly.” Thus I know that
none of the things that I can comprehend with the aid of mental images bear on my
knowledge of myself. And I must carefully draw my mind away from such things if
it is to see its own nature distinctly.

But what then am I? A thinking thing. And what is that? Something that doubts,
understands, affirms, denies, wills, refuses, and also senses and has mental images.

That’s quite a lot, if I really do all of these things. But don’t I? Isn’t it me who now
doubts nearly everything, understands one thing, affirms this thing, refuses to
affirm other things, wants to know much more, refuses to be deceived, has mental
images (sometimes involuntarily), and is aware of many things ‘through his
senses’? Even if I am always dreaming, and even if my creator does what he can to
deceive me, isn’t it just as true that I do all these things as that I exist? Are any of
these things distinct from my thought? Can any be said to be separate from me?
That it’s me who doubts, understands, and wills is so obvious that I don’t see how it
could be more evident. And it’s also me who has mental images. While it may be, as
I am supposing, that absolutely nothing of which I have a mental image really
exists, the ability to have mental images really does exist and is a part of my
thought. Finally, it's me who senses—or who seems to gain awareness of physical
objects through the senses. For example, I am now seeing light, hearing a noise, and
feeling heat. These things are unreal, since I am dreaming. But it is still certain that I
seem to see, to hear, and to feel. This seeming cannot be unreal, and it is what is
properly called sensing. Strictly speaking, sensing is just thinking.

From this, I begin to learn a little about what I am. But I still can’t stop thinking
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that I apprehend physical objects, which I picture in mental images and examine
with my senses, much more distinctly than I know this unfamiliar ‘I, of which I
cannot form a mental image. I think this, even though it would be astounding if
comprehended things which I’ve found to be doubtful, unknown, and alien to me
more distinctly than the one which I know to be real: my self. But I see what’s
happening. My mind enjoys wandering, and it won’t confine itself to the truth. I
will therefore loosen the reigns on my mind for now so that later, when the time is
right, I will be able to control it more easily.

Let’s consider the things commonly taken to be the most distinctly compre-
hended: physical objects that we see and touch. Let’s not consider physical objects
in general, since general conceptions are very often confused. Rather, let’s consider
one, particular object. Take, for example, this piece of wax. It has just been taken
from the honeycombs; it hasn’t yet completely lost the taste of honey; it still smells
of the flowers from which it was gathered; its color, shape, and size are obvious; it is
hard, cold, and easy to touch; it makes a sound when rapped. In short, everything
seems to be present in the wax that is required for me to know it as distinctly as
possible. But, as I speak, I move the wax towards the fire; it loses what was left of its
taste; it gives up its smell; it changes color; it loses its shape; it gets bigger; it melts; it
heats up; it becomes difficult to touch; it no longer makes a sound when struck. Is it
still the same piece of wax? We must say that it is: no one denies it or thinks
otherwise. Then what was there in the wax that I comprehended so distinctly?
Certainly nothing that I reached with my senses—for, while everything having to
do with taste, smell, sight, touch, and hearing has changed, the same piece of wax
remains.

Perhaps what I distinctly knew was neither the sweetness of honey, nor the
fragrance of flowers, nor a sound, but a physical object which once appeared to me
one way and now appears differently. But what exactly is it of which I now have a
mental image? Let’s pay careful attention, remove everything that doesn’t belong to
the wax, and see what’s left. Nothing is left except an extended, flexible, and change-
able thing. But what is it for this thing to be flexible and changeable? Is it just that
the wax can go from round to square and then to triangular, as I have mentally
pictured? Of course not. Since I understand that the wax’s shape can change in
innumerable ways, and since I can’t run through all the changes in my imagination,
my comprehension of the wax’s flexibility and changeability cannot have been
produced by my ability to have mental images. And what about the thing that is
extended? Are we also ignorant of its extension? Since the extension of the wax
increases when the wax melts, increases again when the wax boils, and increases still
more when the wax gets hotter, I will be mistaken about what the wax is unless I
believe that it can undergo more changes in extension than I can ever encompass
with mental images. I must therefore admit that I do not have an image of what the
wax is—that I grasp what it is with only my mind. (While I am saying this about a
particular piece of wax, it is even more clearly true about wax in general.) What
then is this piece of wax that I grasp only with my mind? It is something that I see,
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feel, and mentally picture—exactly what I believed it to be at the outset. But it must
be noted that, despite the appearances, my grasp of the wax is not visual, tactile, or
pictorial. Rather, my grasp of the wax is the result of a purely mental inspection,
which can be imperfect and confused, as it was once, or clear and distinct, as it is
now, depending on how much attention I pay to the things of which the wax
consists.

I'm surprised by how prone my mind is to error. Even when I think to myself
non-verbally, language stands in my way, and common usage comes close to deceiv-
ing me. For, when the wax is present, we say that we see the wax itself, not that we
infer its presence from its color and shape. 'm inclined to leap from this fact about
language to the conclusion that I learn about the wax by eyesight rather than by
purely mental inspection. But, if I happen to look out my window and see men
walking in the street, I naturally say that I see the men just as I say that I see the wax.
What do I really see, however, but hats and coats that could be covering robots? I
judge that there are men. Thus I comprehend with my judgment, which is in my
mind, objects that I once believed myself to see with my eyes.

One who aspires to wisdom above that of the common man disgraces himself by
deriving doubt from common ways of speaking. Let’s go on, then, to ask when I
most clearly and perfectly grasped what the wax is. Was it when I first looked at the
wax and believed my knowledge of it to come from the external senses—or at any
rate from the so-called ‘common sense,” the power of having mental images? Or is
it now, after I have carefully studied what the wax is and how I come to know it?
Doubt would be silly here. For what was distinct in my original conception of the
wax? How did that conception differ from that had by animals? When [ distinguish
the wax from its external forms—when I ‘undress’ it and view it ‘naked’—there
may still be errors in my judgments about it, but I couldn’t possibly grasp the wax
in this way without a human mind.

What should I say about this mind—or, in other words, about myself? (I am not
now admitting that there is anything to me but a mind.) What is this ‘T’ that seems
to grasp the wax so distinctly? Don’t I know myself much more truly and certainly,
and also much more distinctly and plainly, than I know the wax? For, if I base my
judgment that the wax exists on the fact that I see it, my seeing it much more
obviously implies that I exist. It’s possible that what I see is not really wax, and it’s
even possible that I don’t have eyes with which to see—but it clearly is not possible
that, when I see (or, what now amounts to the same thing, when I think I see), the
‘T which thinks is not a real thing. Similarly, if I base my judgment that the wax
exists on the fact that I feel it, the same fact makes it obvious that I exist. If I base my
judgment that the wax exists on the fact that I have a mental image of it or on some
other fact of this sort, the same thing can obviously be said. And what I’ve said
about the wax applies to everything else that is outside me. Moreover, if I seem to
grasp the wax more distinctly when I detect it with several senses than when I detect
it with just sight or touch, I must know myself even more distinctly—for every
consideration that contributes to my grasp of the piece of wax or to my grasp of any
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other physical object serves better to reveal the nature of my mind. Besides, the
mind has so much in it by which it can make its conception of itself distinct that
what comes to it from physical objects hardly seems to matter.

And now I have brought myself back to where I wanted to be. I now know that
physical objects are grasped, not by the senses or the power of having mental
images, but by understanding alone. And, since I grasp physical objects in virtue of
their being understandable rather than in virtue of their being tangible or visible, I
know that I can’t grasp anything more easily or plainly than my mind. But, since it
- takes time to break old habits of thought, I should pause here to allow the length of
my contemplation to impress the new thoughts more deeply into my memory.

On the existence of material objects and the real distinction
of mind from body

It remains for me to examine whether material objects exist. Insofar as they are the
subject of pure mathematics, I now know at least that they can exist, because I grasp
them clearly and distinctly. For God can undoubtedly make whatever I can grasp in
this way, and I never judge that something is impossible for Him to make unless
there would be a contradiction in my grasping the thing distinctly. Also, the fact
that I find myself having mental images when I turn my attention to physical
objects seems to imply that these objects really do exist. For, when I pay careful
attention to what it is to have a mental image, it seems to me that it’s just the
application of my power of thought to a certain body which is immediately present
to it and which must therefore exist.

To clarify this, I'll examine the difference between having a mental image and
having a pure understanding. When I have a mental image of a triangle, for
example, T don’t just understand that it is a figure bounded by three lines; I also
‘look at’ the lines as though they were present to my mind’s eye. And this is what I
call having a mental image. When I want to think of a chiliagon, I understand that it
is a figure with a thousand sides as well as I understand that a triangle is a figure
with three, but I can’t imagine its sides or look’ at them as though they were
present. Being accustomed to using images when I think about physical objects, I
may confusedly picture some figure to myself, but this figure obviously is not a chil-
iagon—for it in no way differs from what I present to myself when thinking about a
myriagon or any other many sided figure, and it doesn’t help me to discern the
properties that distinguish chiliagons from other polygons. If it’s a pentagon that is
in question, I can understand its shape, as I can that of the chiliagon, without the
aid of mental images. But I can also get a mental image of the pentagon by directing
my mind’s eye to its five lines and to the area that they bound. And it’s obvious to
me that getting this mental image requires a special mental effort different from
that needed for understanding—a special effort which clearly reveals the difference
between having a mental image and having a pure understanding.
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It also seems to me that my power of having mental images, being distinct from
my power of understanding, is not essential to my self or, in other words, to my
mind—for, if I were to loose this ability, I would surely remain the same thing that I
now am. And it seems to follow that this ability depends on something distinct
from me. If we suppose that there is a body so associated with my mind that the
mind can ‘look into’ it at will, it’s easy to understand how my mind might get
mental images of physical objects by means of my body. If there were such a body,
the mode of thinking that we call imagination would only differ from pure under-
standing in one way: when the mind understood something, it would turn
‘inward’ and view an idea that it found in itself, but, when it had mental images, it
would turn to the body and look at something there which resembled an idea that it
had understood by itself or had grasped by sense. As I've said, then, it’s easy to see
how I get mental images, if we suppose that my body exists. And, since I don’t have
in mind any other equally plausible explanation of my ability to have mental
images, I conjecture that physical objects probably do exist. But this conjecture is
only probable. Despite my careful and thorough investigation, the distinct idea of
bodily nature that I get from mental images does not seem to have anything in it
from which the conclusion that physical objects exist validly follows.

Besides having a mental image of the bodily nature which is the subject-matter
of pure mathematics, I have mental images of things which are not so distinct—
things like colors, sounds, flavors, and pains. But I seem to grasp these things better
by sense, from which they seem to come (with the aid of memory) to the under-
standing. Thus, to deal with these things more fully, I must examine the senses and
see whether there is anything in the mode of awareness that I call sensation from
which I can draw a conclusive argument for the existence of physical objects.

First, I'll remind myself of the things that I believed really to be as I perceived
them and of the grounds for my belief. Next, I'll set out the grounds on which I
later called this belief into doubt. And, finally, I'll consider what I ought to think
now.

To begin with, I sensed that I had a head, hands, feet, and the other members that
make up a human body. I viewed this body as part, or maybe even as all, of me. I
sensed that it was influenced by other physical objects whose effects could be either
beneficial or harmful. I judged these effects to be beneficial to the extent that I felt
pleasant sensations and harmful to the extent that I felt pain. And, in addition to
sensations of pain and pleasure, I sensed hunger, thirst, and other such desires—
and also bodily inclinations towards cheerfulness, sadness, and other emotions.
Outside me, I sensed, not just extension, shape, and motion, but also hardness,
hotness, and other qualities detected by touch. I also sensed light, color, odor, taste,
and sound—qualities by whose variation I distinguished such things as the sky,
earth, and sea from one another.

In view of these ideas of qualities (which presented themselves to my thought
and were all that I really sensed directly), I had some reason for believing that I
sensed objects distinct from my thought—physical objects from which the ideas
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came. For I found that these ideas came to me independently of my desires so that,
however much I tried, I couldn’t sense an object when it wasn’t present to an organ
of sense or fail to sense one when it was present. And, since the ideas that I grasped
by sense were much livelier, more explicit, and (in their own way) more distinct
than those I deliberately created or found impressed in my memory, it seemed that
these ideas could not have come from me and thus that they came from something
else. Having no conception of these things other than that suggested by my sensory
ideas, I could only think that the things resembled the ideas. Indeed, since 1
remembered using my senses before my reason, since I found the ideas that I
created in myself to be less explicit than those grasped by sense, and since I found
the ideas that I created to be composed largely of those that I had grasped by sense,
I easily convinced myself that I didn’t understand anything at all unless I had first
sensed it.

I also had some reason for supposing that a certain physical object, which I
viewed as belonging to me in a special way, was related to me more closely than any
other. I couldn’t be separated from it as I could from other physical objects; I felt all
of my emotions and desires in it and because of it; and I was aware of pains and
pleasant feelings in it but in nothing else. I didn’t know why sadness goes with the
sensation of pain or why joy goes with sensory stimulation. I didn’t know why the
stomach twitchings that I call hunger warn me that I need to eat or why dryness in
my throat warns me that I need to drink. Seeing no connection between stomach
twitchings and the desire to eat or between the sensation of a pain-producing thing
and the consequent awareness of sadness, I could only say that I had been taught
the connection by nature. And nature seems also to have taught me everything else
that I knew about the objects of sensation— for I convinced myself that the sensa-
tions came to me in a certain way before having found grounds on which to prove
that they did.

But, since then, many experiences have shaken my faith in the senses. Towers that
seemed round from a distance sometimes looked square from close up, and huge
statues on pediments sometimes didn’t look big when seen from the ground. In
innumerable such cases, I found the judgments of the external senses to be wrong.
And the same holds for the internal senses. What is felt more inwardly than pain?
Yet I had heard that people with amputated arms and legs sometimes seem to feel
pain in the missing limb, and it therefore didn’t seem perfectly certain to me that
the limb in which I feel a pain is always the one that hurts, And, to these grounds
for doubt, I've recently added two that are very general: First, since I didn’t believe
myself to sense anything while awake that I couldn’t also take myself to sense in a
dream, and since I didn’t believe that what T sense in sleep comes from objects
outside me, I didn’t see why I should believe what I sense while awake comes from
such objects. Second, since I didn’t yet know my creator (or, rather, since I sup-
posed that I didn’t know Him), I saw nothing to rule out my having been so
designed by nature that 'm deceived even in what seems most obviously true to
me.



44 RENE DESCARTES

And I could easily refute the reasoning by which I convinced myself of the reality
of sensible things. Since my nature seemed to impel me towards many things which
my reason rejected, I didn’t believe that I ought to have much faith in nature’s
teachings. And, while my will didn’t control my sense perceptions, I didn’t believe it
to follow that these perceptions came from outside me, since I thought that the
ability to produce these ideas might be in me without my being aware of it.

Now that I’ve begun to know myself and my creator better, I still believe that I
oughtn’t blindly to accept everything that I seem to get from the senses. Yet I no
longer believe that I ought to call it all into doubt.

In the first place, I know that everything that I clearly and distinctly understand
can be made by God to be exactly as I understand it. The fact that I can clearly and
distinctly understand one thing apart from another is therefore enough to make me
certain that it is distinct from the other, since the things could be separated by God
if not by something else. (I judge the things to be distinct regardless of the power
needed to make them exist separately.) Accordingly, from the fact that I have gained
knowledge of my existence without noticing anything about my nature or essence
except that I am a thinking thing, I can rightly conclude that my essence consists
solely in the fact that I am a thinking thing. It’s possible (or, as I will say later, it’s
certain) that I have a body which is very tightly bound to me. But, on the one hand,
I have a clear and distinct idea of myself insofar as I am just a thinking and
unextended thing, and, on the other hand, I have a distinct idea of my body insofar
as it is just an extended and unthinking thing. It’s certain, then, that I am really
distinct from my body and can exist without it.

In addition, I find in myself abilities for special modes of awareness, like the
abilities to have mental images and to sense. I can clearly and distinctly conceive of
my whole self as something that lacks these abilities, but I can’t conceive of the
abilities’ existing without me, or without an understanding substance in which to
reside. Since the conception of these abilities includes the conception of something
that understands, I see that these abilities are distinct from me in the way that a
thing’s properties are distinct from the thing itself.

I recognize other abilities in me, like the ability to move around and to assume
various postures. These abilities can’t be understood to exist apart from a substance
in which they reside any more than the abilities to imagine and sense, and they
therefore cannot exist without such a substance. But it’s obvious that, if these
abilities do exist, the substance in which they reside must be a body or extended
substance rather than an understanding one—for the clear and distinct concep-
tions of these abilities contain extension but not understanding.

There is also in me, however, a passive ability to sense—to receive and recognize
ideas of sensible things. But, I wouldn’t be able to put this ability to use if there
weren’t, either in me or in something else, an active power to produce or make
sensory ideas. Since this active power doesn’t presuppose understanding, and since
it often produces ideas in me without my cooperation and even against my will, it
cannot exist in me. Therefore, this power must exist in a substance distinct from



MINDS AND BODIES AS DISTINCT SUBSTANCES 45

me. And, for reasons that I've noted, this substance must contain, either formally or
eminently, all the reality that is contained subjectively in the ideas that the power
produces. Either this substance is a physical object (a thing of bodily nature which
contains formally the reality that the idea contains subjectively), or it is God or one
of His creations which is higher than a physical object (something which contains
this reality eminently). But, since God isn’t a deceiver, it’s completely obvious that
He doesn’t send these ideas to me directly or by means of a creation which contains
their reality eminently rather than formally. For, since He has not given me any
ability to recognize that these ideas are sent by Him or by creations other than
physical objects, and since He has given me a strong inclination to believe that the
ideas come from physical objects, I see no way to avoid the conclusion that He
deceives me if the ideas are sent to me by anything other than physical objects. It
follows that physical objects exist. These objects may not exist exactly as I compre-
hend them by sense; in many ways, sensory comprehension is obscure and con-
fused. But these objects must at least have in them everything that I clearly and
distinctly understand them to have—every general property within the scope of
pure mathematics.

But what about particular properties, such as the size and shape of the sun? And
what about things that I understand less clearly than mathematical properties, like
light, sound, and pain? These are open to doubt. But, since God isn’t a deceiver, and
since I therefore have the God-given ability to correct any falsity that may be in my
beliefs, I have high hopes of finding the truth about even these things. There is
undoubtedly some truth in everything I have been taught by nature—for, when I
use the term ‘nature’ in its general sense, I refer to God Himself or to the order that
He has established in the created world, and when I apply the term specifically to
my nature, I refer to the collection of everything that God has given me.

Nature teaches me nothing more explicitly, however, than that I have a body
which is hurt when I feel pain, which needs food or drink when I experience hunger
or thirst, and so on. Accordingly, I ought not to doubt that there is some truth to this.

Through sensations like pain, hunger, and thirst, nature also teaches me that I am
not present in my body in the way that a sailor is present in his ship. Rather, I am
very tightly bound to my body and so ‘mixed up’ with it that we form a single
thing. If this weren’t so, I—who am just a thinking thing—wouldn’t feel pain when
my body was injured; [ would perceive the injury by pure understanding in the way
that a sailor sees the leaks in his ship with his eyes. An