
On the separability of the soul: 
first and second philosophy in Aristotle 

 
Katsumi ITO 

 
 
     Regarding discussion on Aristotle’s soul (ψυχή), vigorous attempt has been taking place 

focusing on functionalistic interpretation, especially in the context of relations with mind-body 
problems. Aristotle says both the view that soul and body (σῶμα) are one, and that intellect (νοῦς) 

related to the soul is independent from body. In this treatise, I will focus light on the issue of 
whether this contradictory opinion is mixed, from the relation between “first philosophy” and 

“second philosophy”. 
     Here are problems related to the field of this theme, and problems concerning the limitation 
of the scope of the theme. 
     First, concerning issues related to the field of the theme, Aristotle repeatedly stated that in 
each place, the task of “first philosophy” is distinguished from the task of “second philosophy” 

corresponding to natural philosophy. The consideration of “soul” related to body is basically a task 
of “second philosophy”, and about the discussion on definition of soul (DA Ⅱ1.413a11-b10) can 
also be thought of as defining soul as much as possible in the field of “second philosophy”. On the 
other hand, intellect exists independently in the area of “first philosophy”, regardless of the body. 

This point was also pointed out from the embryonic point of view such as the description in GA 
Ⅱ3.736b27-28. And this point deepen the understanding of the discussion in EN Ⅸ8.1168b33-34, 
that the intellect is “each person”. It is the intellect that was the central issue of discussion in 
Met.Λ6-7,9, which is usually thought to be the most arguing theme related to “the first philosophy” 
among the existing Corpus Aristotelicum. And this fact will also show affinity with the 

consideration in this treatise. 
     Secondly, as to the fact that there is a problem related to the limitation of the scope of the 
theme, for example, “simply separable” and “separable in respect of logos (λόγος)” is different, so 

which case is the problem it is necessary to clarify. And it is also necessary to understand the level 
of strictness of the current topic and to understand each text. For example, “affected intellect” (DA 
Ⅲ5.430a22-25) is a matter limitedly mentioned only in DA Ⅲ5. And it seems to be because 
“human intellect” becomes a problem in this place. In that respect this problem can be said to be 
basically the task of “second philosophy”, not the original work of “first philosophy”. 


