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PREFACE

Taus little book is the substance of a thesis prepared under
the supervision of Dr. S. Van den Bergh and approved by
the University of Oxford for the Degree of D.Phil. in 1949.
A few additions have been made to it since, notably te the
Introduction. There is one point about the arrangement of
the book which may call for some explanation, namely, the
Textual Notes. The full Arabic text, originally included in
the thesis, has been omitted here, and, instead, the suggested
improvements on the Cairo edition have been printed as
Textual Notes in the Appendix. The numbers appearing
chapter-wise throughout the translation refer to these Textual
Notes. For a final edition of the text of the Najdt it would be
useful to establish first the text of the $kif’ (now under
preparation) on which it is largely based.

In order to express, in some measure, my deep indebted-
ness to the able and effective guidance of Dr. S. Van den
Bergh and the constant encouragement and concern of
Professor H. A. R. Gibb who, indeed, created the very
conditions for my work, I have dedicated the book to them.

It is also my pleasant duty to record my gratitude to the
Committee for Advanced Studies, University of Oxford, for
their generous grant which made publication possible.

My thanks are due also to Dr. R. Walzer, not only for
reading the proofs, but also for the keen interest he has taken
in my work throughout.

F. R.

UNIVERSITY OF DURHAM
11 August 1951
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INTRODUCTION

I. THE SUBJECT

Tue psychological text of Avicenna' treated in this thesis
forms the sixth section (Magala) of the second book (devoted
to Physics) of his work Kitab al-najat (the Book of Salvation),
which is an abridgement by the author himself of his large
philosophical encyclopaedia called Kitdd al-shifi’. For the
greater part the Najit follows very closely the text of the Shifa”.
The abridgement is not here to be understood in the sense
that the Najdt gives in concise language all or even most of
what is contained in the Shifd’. What the author seems to
have done for the most part is to omit long chapters of the
Shifa’ and to reproduce, very often literally, the introductory
or general remarks on these chapters. This constitutes the
text of the Najat.

This is not the occasion to give a detailed account of
Avicenna’s style as a philosophical writer, but it may be
noted in passing that although his writings are marked by
greater fluency than those of his predecessors—Al-Farabi and
Al-Kindi, they suffcr from the unfortunate defect of lack of
cxact formulation of expression. Quite often they contain
needless repetitions, while not infrequently the author leaves
much to be desired concerning elucidation or detail.

Avicenna wrote another work on psychology which was
published by S. Landauer in Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgen-
landischen Gesellschaft, 1875 (vol. 2g9), with a translation and a
short commentary. This text is earlier in date and much
smaller in scope than the one treated in the present thesis.
The following arc the main points which were not dealt with
in Landauer’s text but are discussed here:

1. The account of the practical intellect.
2. The fivefold classification of intcllects.

! Avicennza (Ibn Sini), b. g80 (370 An.), d. 1037 (428 A.K.). For his life
and works accessible to non-Arabists reference should be made to C. Brockel-
mann, Geschichte der Arabischen Litteratur, second edition, i, p. 589, Supplement,
vol. i, pp. 812 fI.; Encyclopacdia of Islam, vol. i1, p. 419, '
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3. The doctrine of prophecy.

4. The theory of the grades of abstraction.

5. The doctrine of the temporal origin of the soul.

6. The denial of transmigration.

7. The idea of the soul as a self-conscious unifying prin-
ciple of experience.

8. The arguments for the immortality of the soul.

Definition of the Soul and Faculties of Plants

After accepting the Aristotelian dcfinition of the soul as
the entelechy of a natural body possessing organs, and after
stating that the soul is not a mere mixture or harmony of the
clements but something over and above it, Avicenna pro-
ceeds to describe briefly the faculties of the vegetable soul:
nutrition, growth, and reproduction. Nutrition assimilates
another body to the body in which it resides and replaces
what is dissolved from the latter with the former. Growth
brings about a proportional increase in the organs of the
nourished body. The reproductive faculty separates from
the parent body a part which is potentially similar to it and,
if certain conditions are fulfilled, acts on that part so as to
make it actually similar to the parent body.

Perception

The animal distinguishes itself from the plant by locomo-
tion and perception. Perception consists in the passive recep-
tion of the form of the sensible object and is divisible into
external and internal perception. External perception has
five senses, but if we assume that each sense is concerned only
with one pair of contraries, then touch would fall into four
senses: one for perceiving hot and cold, a second for per-
ceiving dry and moist, a third for perceiving smooth and
rough, and a fourth for perceiving hard and soft. Avicenna,
however, does not finally decide whether the external senses
are five or eight, and leaves the question open.

Internal Perception

Avicenna’s classification of the internal senses in Kitdb
al-najat and al-shifd’ is somewhat different from that given
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in the work published by S. Landauer in the Qeitschrift der
Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, 1875. In Kitdb al-najat
and al-shifé’> common sense and memory are sharply dis-
tinguished, while in the work published by S. Landauer both
are trcated as one faculty.! It appears from a study of that
carlier work of Avicenna that in the beginning the philo-
sopher attributed recollection to animals,? but that later on
he changed his view on this point and in fact denied them
recollection as distinct from memory.3

All the faculties included under the generic term ‘internal
sensation’ seem to me to be differentiations of Aristotle’s
¢avracia. 1 think that each of the several functions which
Aristotle attributed to ¢avrasia became, in course of time, a
separate faculty, and that the evidence which I have produced
in the commentary on Chapter III is sufficient to prove this.
My theory also adequately explains the historical significance
of the words ‘internal sense’ as applied to these faculties.
Aristotle himself had described imagination as a ‘weaker
sensation’,* and Alexander of Aphrodisias designated images
‘internal sensibles’ as opposed to physical objects which he
called ‘external sensibles’.s

The Human Soul

The human soul, as distinguished from the animal and
vegetable souls, is an immaterial substance, independent of
the body.

Aristotle’s definition of the soul in the second book of the
De Anima implies that the soul is not a separate substance
capable of existing independently of the body: it is the
entelechy of a natural organized body. This formula must not
be understood in the sense that there exists an organized bedy
and then a soul comes and enters it. It is indeed the soul itself

v Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft, 1875, p. 359 4-5-

* p. 352. 15-16. The word Jazws, to my mind, docs not give any sense, and
scems grammatically impossible; the context requires Jeatew).

Y Al-shifé', Bodl. MS. Pococke 125, fol. 1858, 19~20. ‘Memory may be found
m all animals, but recollection, i.e. & conscious effort to reproduce what has
gonc out of memory, belongs I think only to man.’

¥ Rhetorics i. 2. 1370%28.

$ Sec general note on the internal senses, Commentary, Chapter 111
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which, as an immanent principle, organizes the body, gives it
its specific characteristics, and makes it what it is. Aristotle
says (De An. ii. 4, 4158) : éari 8¢ 7 Yuyn oD L{@vros owparos
alria, xal dpxij. Tabra 8¢ moMayds Aéyerar. duoiws 8° 1) Yuxn
kard Tovs Suspiopévovs Tpdmous Tpels alriar kai ydap Sber 9
kimats abm, xal ob évexa, kal s 1) ovoia 7@V Eufiywy cwpdTwy
7 Yoy alria. It is by virtue of this that the soul is called by
Aristotle the ¢f3os, the Adyos, and the 76 7¢ v elvar of the body.
In keeping with this view Aristotle held that the soul does not
have any activity independent of the body, but that all its
actions are shared by the body.! And in De 4n. 1i. 2. 41419
we are explicitly told that the soul cannot exist independently
of the body : xal 8id 70670 KaAds FmorauBdvovewy ols Soxel uijr’
dvev adparos elvas pjre odud i 7) Yux). odpa pév yap odk éote,
odparos 8é 1o . . . .

That the soul is an internal principle of the organism and not
something ‘apart’ from the body which it animates is also
shown when the epistemological question is asked : What is
the subject of experience? Arguing against the view of his
predecessors, including Plato, that the soul is moved, Aristotle
says (De An. i. 4. 408%34-P18) that it is absurd to say that the
soul is moved in such experiences as pitying, fearing, thinking,
&c., because it is not the soul which pities, fears, or thinks but
that the man does so through the soul. To say, he holds, that
the soul pities or thinks, is like saying that the soul weaves or
builds. We must, however, guard against stretching the im-
portanee of the passage too far. To be sure, Aristotle does not
maintain this view, and throughout his De Anima the soul
alone frequently appears as the subject to which knowledge is
attributed. For example, i. 5. 411%23 ff., where knowledge,

T De 4n. 1. 1. 4038 fI. In this passage Aristotle records his hesitation, verging
on scepticism, regarding the intellect : € 8° doTi xal Tof7o (i.¢. 78 voeiv) davracia
nis § ph) dvev pavracias, ovx &déxyor’ dv 038¢ rofr’ dvev odparos elvar. This
hesitation is repeated and is expressed in the third book where Aristotle starts
his discussion of the intellect (4. 429®10) : mept 8¢ 10T popiov 1ot Tis Puxis ¢
ywdaxe T€ § Yoy xal Ppovei, eiTe xwpiarob Gvros elre xal piy ywpiaTed xard.
péyedos M\ xara Adyov . . . . When, however, he speaks of the distinction
between the active and the pasaive intellect (De An. ii1. 5. 430%10 fL.), Aristotle
explicitly regards only the active intellect as separable and eternal. But the
relation of the active intellect with the passive intellect and with the rest of the
soul is notoriously obscure.
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perception, &c., are attributed to the soul. Again, iii. 4.
429°10: mepi 8¢ 1ol poplov T0b ThHs Yuxis & ywdoxer Te %
Juxn xal dpovet, kT,

As opposed to what has just been said about the insepara-
bility of soul from the body, there are, however, strong counter-
currents in Aristotle. Inconsistently with the view of the
soul-body relation outlined above, he holds, with Plato, that
the body is a mere instrument employed by the soul : ndvra yap
7a duaika odpara Tis Yuxis Spyava, xai kabdmep 16 7@V {dwv,
obTw Kal Td TdY PuTdV, s évexa Tis Yuxis dvra (De An. ii. 4.
415°18 ff.). Aristotle, in fact, never got quite free from the
Platonic view of the soul, and his analogy of the pilot and the
ship is reminiscent of the Platonic way of thinking (De An.
H. 1. 418°9) : €7t 8¢ ddnlov el olirws évreAéyeia Tob owparos
7 Yuxn) domep mAwryp wlolov. This, as we shall see, gave
occasion to the Neoplatonic commentators of the De Anima to
platonize Aristotle more and more and eventually gave rise to
a tendency in philosophers like Avicenna to try to harmonize
the two divergent views of the soul.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, in his presentation of the Aris-
totelian doctrine of the nature of the soul, adheres fast to the
view that the soul is the form of the body. Of the various
possible modes of the soul-body relationship this seems to him
to be the only acceptable one. In order to keep this theory to
its correct sense Alexander describes the soul as évwdov eldos
and as being completely inseparable from the body. In accord-
ance with his general policy to systematize Aristotle and to
rcmove the inner discords of his theory, Alexander decidedly
r¢jects the Platonic strains of thought and so refuses to admit
the analogy of the pilot and the ship in which he sees several
difficulties. He is prepared to conceive the soul net as pilot
but as the art of the pilot, but this would only mean that
the soul is the form of the body (De An. ed. Bruns, p. 15.
22 fI.). :

The soul, nevertheless, according to Alexander, is not a mere
accident inherent in the body but is a substance (ododa) with-
out which the organized body would not be what it is. That
the soul is a substance, and not an accident, he proves by
arguing that the soul accepts contrary qualities, which is a
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characteristic of substances (De A4n., p. 15. 1). So far as I know,
this is the first appearance of a proof of the substantiality of
the soul which was thenceforth repeated by ancient philo-
sophers as well as scholastics. The two ideas of the soul, how-
ever, namely that of an inseparable ‘enmattered’ form and
that of a subject which accepts different qualities and attri-
butes, do not seem to me to be reconcilable.

The conviction that the soul is not only immaterial but also
separate and immortal is the central point of Plotinus’ psycho-
logical teaching. That the soul is not a kind of matter is con-
cluded after a detailed criticism of Stoical materialism. And
the belief that the soul is a separate substance leads Plotinus
also to fight against the Pythagorean doctrine of the harmony
and the Aristotelian doctrine of the entelechy. Against
Aristotelianism he urges that if the soul were an entelechy or
an éwlov eldos (as Alexander of Aphrodisias had called it) it
would be partitioned with the partitioning of the body. Also
on such a view of the soul contrariety of desires (a Platonic
argument) would be unintelligible, which is, indeed, a fact
about life. Again, intellection would be impossible by an
entelechy of the body and hence the Peripatetics them-
selves were forced to introduce another soul to explain intel-
lection.

But while holding such a transcendental view of the soul,
the crucial point for Plotinus is to define the soul-body
relationship. On this subject Plotinus’ reflections are, for the
main part, merely negative. The soul is not in the body as in
space, it is not related to the body as form to matter, as a
whole to a part or a part to a whole. The analogy of the pilot
and the ship is also insufficient as it does not explain the
omnipresence of the soul in the body. On the positive side he
could only give the obviously unsatisfactory analogy of the
penetration of light in the air. This difficulty becomes more
prominent when the question is asked : What is the subject of
experience? Here Plotinus was forced to a dualistic view of the
soul. There is a higher soul which is the subject of cognition;
passivity and affection do not belong to this soul, but only
knowledge. Even in perception, he held, the soul is not passive
but active. But emotions like fear, passion, and anger are
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obviously affections and yet the body alone is incapable of
having them. Plotinus admitted, therefore, a lower soul which
is essentially connected with the body, which shares its affec-
tions, movements, and changes and which is, therefore, not
separable from it.

The tendency to divide the soul into a principle transcend-
ing body and into an immanent principle of the organism
characterizes Simplicius’ De Anima. To do this it is necessary
for Simplicius to interpret Aristotle’s doctrine itself in a
dualistic way. In doing so Simplicius also gives a twofold
meaning to the word évreAéyera. In the introduction to his
commentary on the De Anima he adopts the following line of
argument :! The soul as a mover of the body must be distin-
guished from the body which it moves, for the mover and the
moved are two different things. But the body which the soul
moves is not a natural body but an organized body. Now a
natural body is that which has received its form from ‘nature’,
while an organized body is one which has received its form
from the soul. Thus the organized body which the soul moves
is already ‘ensouled’, i.e. it has already its entelechy in the
soul. Now if the soul which moves this organized body be
rcgarded as identical with this entelechy which has made it an
organized body, the same soul will be both mover and moved,
which is, indeed, contrary to Aristotle’s view. Therefore, the
soul as mover is a second entelechy. This is borne out by the
fact that the user of an instrument is different from the instru-
ment itself. Thus a ship has also two entelechies—the one by

' De Amma, P-4 15 Hayduck: ¢dois . . . 4§ ds ow,.mfaw edyrucy alrla, oo
Juxh. 0 8¢ ws opyuvov {wrexov uSoﬂotovaa B Yuxy % pépos duxils 7§ odk dvev
Juxis. xat adry pév aitia uBnﬂman v 1o uSowou)Oév {wricds olov re xveio-
Bar. érépa B¢ 7} 9" §s rveiras: Gmé yap ‘nps Yuxdis 70 {@ov xwelras dis Swe rob
xvBepwirov 76 mAoiov: drreddyea 8¢ xai ¢ m\w‘rf)p Aéyerai. érépa 3¢ nas 8¢ ds
twop.cﬂa. ﬁ xwoboa {wﬂst Tis kad’ v 16 ovrc» xwodpmv dpiferas, éwedsy od
TabTor TG Kevoupdve T6 xwoﬁv d\a &jfp'q'rtu xar’ adrév. xweiras 8¢ rds lurnxas
xujoes, olov Bddiow xal wrijow xai avnmlov'v, ob 76 odpa anAds, dAa o {dv
aw;m. {wv 8¢ doru xara 'rﬁv & atrd {wfy: diore xal Cam.st mvouptvov xard
'ru.v‘")v &nei odv xal 16 xvody ¢v ™ {qup ] l[wx'rf, mérepov 1) mrm 'm xab’ 7w mvn'ru,
7 aSwa.'rov, W yap dv xat 76 Sov {@ov xar’ adriy €l
Te Kai Kiobv, xal oux, as ‘r(p Hpiororéde doxei, xwet pcv 1) nﬁuxﬂ, xwuﬂu 3¢ 78
{@ov. dM)é xal 76 Spyavov érepov Tob xpwpévou, xal 76 dis dpydvou dpa xapaxrTy~
ptoTinow eldos Erepov 1ol xpwpévov. xai évredéxewa xal Té ypdipevov dis 6 marip
s veds® dirry) yap 1 dvredéyea, 1 pév xal’® Gy éori vais, 5 8¢ ds mAwrip,
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which it is a ship, the second by which it is moved—namely,
a pilot.?

It is sufficient for our present purpose to notice that Sim-
plicius, in thus interpreting évreAéyeia and distinguishing a
‘transcendental’ aspect of the soul from an immanent prin-
ciple of the organism, has departed from orthodox Aristotelian-
ism and has reintroduced into it the Platonic doctrine. Is this
aspect of the soul which uses the organism as an instrument
also separate? Commenting on Aristotle, De A4n. i. 1. 40310,
where Aristotle asks whether the soul has any activity peculiar
to itself by virtue of which it will be separable from the body,
Simplicius says that although those of the soul’s actions which
are related to the body cannot be separated, yet the soul in its
substance is separable, just as the pilot is in his substance
separable from the ship although his action gua pilot cannot
be separated.?

Philoponus, according to whom the Platonic and the
Aristotelian teachings about the separability of the soul are
the same,? interprets the above passage of Aristotle in more
or less the same way as Simplicius : The soul is to the body as a
pilot is to the ship. Although those of the soul’s actions which
are related to the body are not separable from it, the soul, as
regards its entire substance, is completely separable, for in
order that a substance be separate, it is not necessary that all
its actions should be separate also. Even if some one of its
actions is apart from the body, it suffices for the independence
of the whole soul (Philoponus, De Anima, p. 48. 2 ff. Hayduck).

Avicenna starts his psychological treatise in the Shifé’ by
proving that the soul is not something material but is of the

¥ Simplicius’ use of the word évredéyeia in this transcendental sense is, of
course, not altogether without Aristotelian precedent. But Aristotle had used it
only once in D¢ 4n. i1. 1. 413%9, and even there only tentatively, while Simpli-
cius has formulated a definite doctrine of it.

2 De An., p. 17. 35 ff. H.: 6 8¢ xvBeprirys dvdmadw Bowel dywploTovs &Exwv
77js ved)s évepyeias xwpiotos elvar xat’ ovolav G1¢ ds dvbpwmos fv xwpiords, Exwy
xai dvepyelas dMhas ywpiords. dvlpdimeiar uév ydp xai ol xvBepryrinal, dAAd xara
v wpds érepov ywdpevar ovumloxfy: ob xwAveral 8¢ 78 xwpioTdy moTe Kard Twa
évépyeiay ouvpmiéxeabac T oS xexdipiarar.

3 John Philoponus, De A4n., p. 12. 10 Hayd.: ér pév ofv xal ITMdrwve xai
Hprororée Bokei . . . T pdv doyueiy xwpioriy, dxdporor 8¢ vy doumiv, Sijdov.
Cf. p. 10. 8.: fjmep éorl xai dAnfns §éfa . . . G kal ITddrwv xal Apiororédys
émpéoBevaar.
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order of form. The first section of the first magdla deals at
length with the meaning of three concepts which are funda-
mental to our definition of the soul: form, entelechy (perfec-
tion), and substance. Now, Avicenna continues, to say that the
soul is ‘form’ is to say that the soul is an entelechy, for it is the
soul which perfects the several species of living beings, i.c.
makes a particular living being a member of a particular
species. Nevertheless, the concept of entelechy is wider than
that of form. Certain things are perfections of certain other
things without being inherent in them as forms, but being
substances separate from them, just as a pilot is the perfection
of a ship or as a king is the perfection of a state. Now since, as
we shall see, some souls are not forms subsisting in matter, but
arc separable from it, it is better to define the soul as entelechy
(perfection) of the body rather than as form. This being so,
the word ‘entelechy’ (perfection) has two different senses.!
Therefore when we define the soul as the entelechy of the body
it is not yet saying anything of whether the soul is a substance
or not. In fact, to describe the soul as entelechy is not to say
anything about the nature of the soul taken in itself. It is
merely a term which describes the soul’s relationship with the
body, just as if we describe a man as a builder the building
will be included in his definition, but this definition does not
describe the nature of the man taken in himself as man, i.e.
whether he is 1 substance or not.

Now that we have defined the soul in its relation to the body
as being its perfection, we must inquire whether the soul, taken
in itself, is a substance or not. But before answering this
(uestion we must settle the meaning of substance itself. In
order that something be a substance it must fulfil two condi-
tions, a negative one and a positive one: (4) it must not inhere
in a subject as an accident, and (§) it must be capable of
subsisting by itself independently of anything else. Let us now
apply this criterion to the human soul. Let us suppose that a
man has been created all at once in a void and that, ever since
the point of his creation, he possesses the perfect and developed
state of an adult. Such a man, posited in a complete void, will
have no sense-perception whatever—since there is nothing to

! Cf. Simplicius’ distinction of the two meanings of érreAéxeca above, p. 7.
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offer him resistance. He will have no knowledge of the
‘external world’. Let us also suppose that his bodily organs,
e.g. hands and feet, have been so separated from one another
that he cannot have a sensation of them either. Such a person
would not admit the existence of any external object, nor yet
of his own body, but he would still affirm his own existence as
something unextended, without length, breadth, or depth.
Even if, in such a condition, he could imagine a hand or some
other bodily member, he would not affirm it as a part of him-
self. Now since that which is known and affirmed apart from
something else must also exist apart from that something, the
human soul is independent of the body in its existence. Thus
everyone of us can affirm the existence of his soul as such from
direct consciousness. The human soul is therefore a substance.!

That this passage is intended by Avicenna to prove not only
the incorporeality but also, and indeed primarily, the sub-
stantiality of the human soul seems to me to be clear not only
from the obvious meaning of the passage itself but from the
entire context of this section. That the soul is not something
corporeal Avicenna claims to have proved in the very begin-
ning when he sets himself the task of showing that the soul is
not matter but form. In this section he has been emphasizing
that to say that the soul is an entelechy is only to describe the
soul’s relation to the body and does not therefore say whether
the soul, taken in itself, is a substance or not. Then he says
that a thing is a substance if, considered in itself, it is found not
to exist in a subject as an accident but can be conceived as
existing independently, and this is the very point Avicenna
claims to have proved in the present passage. This is also clear
from the words with which this passage starts: ‘Now that we

! This argument of the ‘man in the void’ which was famous in medieval
scholasticiam (for its influence on medieval philosophy, see Prof. Gilson, Arch.
d’lust. doctr. et litt. du Moyen Age, iv (1930), P. 41 n. 1) and the resemblance of
which to certain passages in Descartes’s Meditations has been remarked, is
Neoplatonic in source. The following passage of Plotinus, for example (Enn. iv.
8. 1), which exists also in the Arabic translation of the so-called Aristotshian
Theology (a work on which Avicenna wrote a commentary), strongly suggests
the same thought: moAAdxis €yepduevos €ls épavrdy éx Tod aduares xal ywd-
peves rav pév daw éfw, dpavroi 8¢ elow, Bavpaorov fAlcoy dpdv xdMos, Kxal
Tiis xpelrrovos polpas mioredoas rére pdhora elvar. Avicenna has, however,
couched 1n poctical imagery what was for Plotinus a personal experience.
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have learnt the meaning of this name which is applied to the
thing called “soul” in so far as it is related to the body, we
should inquire into the nature of this thing (taken in itself), the
relative name of which is soul.’ These words clearly mean that,
having defined the soul in its relation to the body, Avicenna
wants to inquire whether, considered in itself, the soul is a
substance or not. Professor Gilson is, therefore, not quite
exact when he takes the passage to prove only the incorpore-
ality of the human soul and not its substantiality.!

Next, after discussing the views of the nature of the soul
held by the ‘ancients’—mainly the materialistic concept of the
soul and the concept of the soul as number—and refuting
them, Avicenna starts to prove the substantiality of the soul in
general. But one can easily see the confusion which pervades
this discussion. As we have seen above, Avicenna defines sub-
stance as something which does not inhere in a subject as an
accident and which is capable of subsisting separately and
independently. And, indeed, he declares at the beginning of
this section, which is devoted to the substantiality of the soul
in general: “You know from the foregoing that the soul is not
a body. Now if it can be proved to you that some soul can
subsist independently and by itself, you will have no doubt as
to its substantiality. This can, however, be proved only con-
cerning certain souls (i.e. human souls) and not as regards
other souls, e.g. the vegetable and the animal souls.’

It is evident from these words that the substance issomething
capable of subsisting independently, and that of the three
souls—the vegetative, the animal, and the human soul—only
the last one is a substance. What emerges, however, at the end
of the discussion is that all the three souls turn out to be
substances. How does this happen ? Avicenna’s argument for
the substantiality of the soul here, concisely, is this : The bodies
which are the substrata of vegetable, animal, and human souls
do not exist as such independently of the soul. It is the soul
itself which creates its own substratum, bestows form upon it,
and makes it a member of a particular species, e.g. man,
horse, &c. Now since the substratum as such cannot exist
apart from the soul but is itself dependent upon it, the soul is,

! Gilson, op. cit. p. 40, L. 32.
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therefore, the very essence of such a substratum, conferring
upon it its specific characteristics and cannot, therefore, be
regarded as merely inhering in it as an accident. It is obvious
that Avicenna has here confused the two meanings of sub-
stance: (i) substance as something having an individual and
independent existence and being the subject of attributes, i.e.
the Aristotelian primary substance ; and (ii) substance as species
which is the essence of the individual but which is incapable of
independent existence, 1.e. the Aristotelian secondary substance.
And this confusion indeed runs through the discussion of sub-
stance in Aristotle himself, cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, Book Z.

The human soul is also immortal. To prove this Avicenna
has two arguments. The first examines the soul-body relation.
The soul is not related to the body as an effect to its cause in
any sense of the term. The existence of the body merely pro-
vides an occasion for that of the soul. Again, as we have seen,
the soul is not a form of the Body. Now, because it is not
essentially attached to the body, it is not necessary that the
soul should perish with the death of the body, and since it is
an independent immaterial substance, it is eternal. The second
argument proceeds on the assumption of the simplicity of the
soul and shows that only composite things are liable to cor-
ruption ; the soul, being simple, is immortal.

Used thus, the words ‘human soul’, or simply ‘soul’, are
ambiguous in Avicenna. Thus when he proves that the soul
is an immaterial substance, the soul means nothing but intellect
(vobs) in the strict Peripatetic sense.

The Soul as Substance and as Ego

The soul is a unitary substance. Spiritual faculties are not
like watertight compartments, so to speak, functioning inde-
pendently, but come under one principle which is the soul as a
whole. In every act of every faculty it is really the whole soul
which operates. The soul is thus the substratum of all experi-
ence. It is also self-conscious. Whenever an event occurs in the
human mind, this centralizing principle pronounces ‘I per-
ceived, I became angry, &c.’. In thus constructing the idea of
an ego Avicenna goes beyond Aristotle.!

! See Commentary on Chapters X and XV.
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According to Aristotle self-consciousness is an activity attend-
ant upon some other original mental act. Thus when senses
perceive their objects, they also perceive that they perceive
these objects. And in this case the reflexive activity also, accord-
ing to him, is a sensuous activity like the primal act of sense-
perception (Arist. De An. iii. 2. 425P12 : alofavdpefa &1t SpDpev
Kal drxovopev),

I think that this formula, viz. that the act of self-conscious-
ness presupposes and follows upon some other primal act, is
equally valid, according to him, for intellection as for sensa-
tion. Thus even regarding the Divine Thought he says that It
perceives itself only by thinking an intelligible: Met. A. 7.
1072520 adrév 8¢ voei S vois kard perdAmw Tob voyrob. It is
generally believed that Aristotle attributed nothing but pure
consciousness of the ‘self’ to the Deity,’ and that therefore the
only mental operation his God performs is to think His own
‘self’. The passage invoked in support of this view is Met. A.
9. 1074P15 fl., where Aristotle says that since it would detract
from the perfection of the Supreme Being to think anything
but Himself, He thinks nothing but Himself. The last sentence
in which Aristotle concludes his argument is (*33) : adrév dpa
voei, elmep éotl T6 kpdTiaTOV, KAl €0TIY 1) VONGLS VOTjGEWS VAT OLS.
I do not think that Aristotle has here formulated the idea of a
pure (Divine) self as distinct from its operations. He has
indeed described God’s self-knowledge not as vénois adrod but
as vénois vorjjoews. The word adrdv above must therefore be
interpreted as meaning not His Self in a philosophical sense,
but merely His ‘nature’, i.e. his being a pure évépyera. The
question, however, arises: What is His primary thinking a
thinking of ? to which no satisfactory answer seems possible.
The truth is that in the passage in question Aristotle is very
obscure; he has evidently not pursued the analysis of the
divine knowledge far enough; and, as is apparent from the
whole passage, purely theological considerations and religious
values have weighed with him more than real epistemological
difficulties. But we can, on the whole, assume that also in the
intellectual sphere self-consciousness is an act supervening on
another primary mental act. So Alexander too, following

* For instance Zeller, Philosophe der Griechen ii. 2 (1921), pp. 366~7.
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Aristotle (De Anima, p. 86. 20 ff. Bruns: & ydp Sdvarar voeiy,
TolT0 ABTS AdTos Vo yiverat, kol éoTw Srav vofj mpoyyovuévws
pev xai kal’ adrov vodv To voyrdv €ldos, xara ouuBeBnds 8¢
éavrov 7@ cvpfeByrévar adrd, Srav vojj, yiveohar éxeivo, 8 voet.

Since Aristotle did not philosophically formulate the idea of
an ultimate persisting self but was content with self-conscious
particular mental acts, we cannot properly speak, in his doc-
trine, of consciousness (as something more fundamental than
its acts or states) and its contents as Siebeck does (Geschichte
der Psychologie i. 2 (1885), p. 65), but only of mental acts and
their objects.? For the distinction between the self as a sub-
strate of experience, and its contents or states, together with a
relation of ‘ownership’ of the latter by the former, we have to
await Plotinus.

Nor did Aristotle conceive of self-conscious mental life as a
unity. Instead of referring reflexive activity to a central prin-
ciple, he attributed it to separate faculties, as is apparent from
the account given above.? It is in Strato, the ‘natural’ philoso-
pher of Lampsacus and a pupil of Theophrastus, that we meet,
for the first time, the idea of the unity of consciousness. As
the first step towards this idea Strato removed the Aristotelian
distinction between vois and alofnois and declared the soul
to be completely homogeneous. Simplicius tells us (in Arist.
Phys., p.965. 7 D.) : kal Zrpdrwv 8¢ 6 Aapparxnis 6 Oeodpdorov
yeyovars akovorys kai év Tois apiorows Ilepimaryricois dpibpuov-
pevos Ty Yoy Spoloyel kwvetofar od pdvov v dloyov dAAa kai
i Aoyualy, kufoes Mywy elvas 7ds évepyelas Ths Yuxds (see
Zeller, op. cit. ii. 2, p. 916). Secondly, he made the vois the
centralizing principle of experience, rational as well as sensual.
Plutarch, De solert. an. iii. 6 (p. 261) : xalror Drpdrwyds ye Tod
duouxois Adyos éariv amodewkiiwy, ds 008’ aiafdveslar T6 mapdmay
dvev Tob voely dmdpyet . . . ) xal Aedékrar: vods Jpfj xai vois
drovee TdMa kwda Kal TvPAd: ds Tod mepl Td SppaTa xai

* See the following note where Aristotle says that the being of the self
consists of its operations only: 78 ydp elva: fv alofdveofas 7} voeiv.

2 Cf. also Nic. Eth. ix. 9. 1170*2g ff.: ¢ 8" dpaw 3r¢ Spg alofdverar xal o
dxovwy 3ri dxoderr xal 6 Badllwy o1i Babdlle:, xal éni 1dv dMaw dpolws fare 70 74
alebavépevov dr. dvepyoduey, dore alobavolued® &v 3re aloBavducha, xal vooiuer
&7 voobuer, 78 8’ &1 alaBavéueda 7 voolpey, évi doudy (1 yip elvar fy alofdveslac

% voei), ..o
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dra wdfovs, dv wi) mapfi 16 ¢povody, alobyaw ob moiwdvros
(Zeller, op. cit. ii. 2, p. 917). This central principle of sensa-
tion and intellection Strato called the sjyeporicdv. We must, it
seems, suppose a definite Stoical influence on Strato. The
Stoics were the first to use the word ‘ego’ in a technical sense,
and Chrysippus has attributed the function of the ‘ego’ to the
rational soul (Stoic. Vet. Fragm. ii, pp. 237. 34; 245. 20).

But although Strato made a real contribution in this direc-
tion, he was still far from having a proper conception of the
ego-activity. Whereas he did make a clear distinction between
‘conscious’ and ‘unconscious’ perception, he did not similarly
distinguish between perception as a primary mental operation
and ‘apperception’ as a self-conscious activity supervening on
the former. All sensation, according to him, is a non-cognitive
purely physico-physiological process and the recognition of
this process, i.e. the cognition, occurs in the vofs. But, so far
as we know from his surviving fragments, he did not invest his
vois with reflexive activity.

In Alexander of Aphrodisias we meet what may be called a
distinction between external perception, which is a function
of the five external senses, and apperception, i.e. the percep-
tion of our own perceptual acts, which is an internal operation
of the soul and is vested in sensus communis and not in the organs
of external perception themselves as in Aristotle.! Alexander,
De An., p. 65. 2 ff. Bruns: 7jj xowfj 8¢ alobjoe radrpy xal
Spavrwy adrdv alofavduefa kal dxovdévrwv . . . 6 yap Sp@dv
alofdverar adrol Spdvros Kai dxodwy drovovros. ol yap 81 dAAY
Tl Suvdper mapd Ty {koww) alobnow adrdv alobavopévwv
alofavdpeba. ob yap Spdpev Smi Spdpev oUdé dxodoper STt
drovouev. Beyond this point, however, Alexander remained
faithful to the Master, and regarded self-knowledge as a
departmental affair divided between sense-perception and
intellection. His perceptual self-consciousness still remained,
to some extent, a sensual function, as his employment of the
term owaiolnois shows.

! Yet it was Aristotle himself who, indeed, to some extent, inconsistently
with his passage in the De An., had suggested the idea formulated by Alexander:
{07 8¢ 115 xai xowd) S¥vapis dxolovfobaa wdoars, §f xai 57t Spd xal drove alobdve-
Tast o ydp 87 7jj ye Sfes Spd G7e Sp§ (De Somno, 2. 455°15).
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Plotinus appeals to the unity of the soul in striving to
establish its immortality as against the materialists (iv. 7. 3,
vol. iv and p. 191 Bréhier): e 8¢ 1is un olrws, dAX’ drduovs 7
auepi} ovvelovra Yoy moweiv Myor, 74 évdboer kal Spomalela
éXéyxour’ av [kal T§j mapabéoer], undevds 8iédov ywouévov évés
08¢ ovumalods é¢ dmaldv xai pi) évodobar Suvapudvwr cwpdrwy.
Again, arguing against the Stoics’ materialistic concept of the
parts of the soul, Plotinus points to the unity of the soul in
experience. He contends that if awareness be invested only in
the vyepovikdy as specially prominent among the parts of the
soul, then none of these other parts will have sensation (iv.
2. 2). As we have seen above, Strato, who held the stoical
theory of the jyeuovucdv, accepted this conclusion. Thus,
according to Plotinus, the soul, as the subject of experience,
is a unity, and even perception would be impossible if the
whole soul did not operate.

But the proper ‘self’, according to Plotinus, is the intellect,
and therefore self-consciousness in the strict sense is the
reflexive activity of the intellectual principle (v. 3. g; iii.
9. 3, ¢, &c.). In treating of the self-contemplation of the
intellect Plotinus shows an acute insight into some of the
aspects of the ego-problem. He clearly saw that the subject of
intellection, as such, being the ultimate referent of experience,
must transcend self-objectification and can, therefore, never,
in its totality, be given as an object. This point has been in-
sisted upon in modern philosophy in view of the fact that self-
consciousness is 4 relation, and if this relation is to be possible,
its two terms, the subject and the object, must never be totally
identical, although they are in some sense a unity.* Plot. iii.
9. 6: €l odv vooDuev kai éavrods voobpev, voepav odoav ¢iow
vooiipev: wpo dpa Tiis vorjoews Tavrys dAy éori vénois olov

t <. .. In that (self-)reflection once more there is an actual subject ; and that
actual subject is a mass of feeling much fuller than the object; and it is a subject
which in no sense 1s an object for the reflection. The feature, of being not-self
and self in one self, can indeed be brought before the present subject, and can
be felt to be its own. . . . But . . . the actual subject is never, in any state of
mind, brought before itself as an object. It has that before it which it feels to be
itself, so far at least to fall within its own area, and to be one thing with its felt
unity. But the actual subject never feels that it is all out there in its object, that

there is nothing more left within, and that the difference has disappeared.’
{Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p. 111.)
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7jovxos. Plotinus was also the first, so far as I know, clearly to
envisage contents of consciousness, as distinguished from, and
as belonging to, the self as their owning subject (v. 3. 3):
-+« 7} 67t EBopev adrd Td Ew oxomeiofar kal moAvmpaypoveiy,
v 8¢ déroduey Smdpyeww 16 adrob xal 78 év adrd okomeiofau.

One may, however, very well ask why, despite the fact that
he made valuable fragmentary contributions to the problem
of self~consciousness, Plotinus failed to work his doctrine out
into a proper psychologico-epistemological concept of the self.
Nor is the answer far to seek. For, in spite of the fact that he
insisted on the unity of the soul in experience, and held that
even in sense-perception the intellect was somehow operative,
the metaphysical gulf which separated his vods from the rest
of mental life prevented the existence of an inner unity between
the two spheres. Sense-perception is utterly useless for a man
who delves in purely intellectual operations, and it constitutes
knowledge only for him who has fallen from the intellectual
sphere and is steeped entirely in the corporeal. The word
avrés which frequently occurs in Plotinus often has no refer-
ence to the ego at all, but simply means the ‘real’, i.e the
cternal part as opposed to the perishable.

‘The later Peripatetic commentators of Aristotle seem to
have been influenced by Neoplatonic thinkers in their develop-
ment of the idea of self-consciousness. Simplicius does not, like
Alexander, regard apperception as a function of common
sense but attributes it to reason. Whereas all animals possess
sensus communis, man alone is endowed with reason, and his
sense-perception is also in some sense ‘rational’, and is there-
fore to be sharply distinguished from animal perception.!
Thus Simplicius, apparently under the influence of Iam-
blichus,> endows the human soul with a closer inner unity
than Plotinus did. Thanks to the Aoywer) aiofnais, the human
soul is a single subject which is the centre of our experience.

' 76 8¢ aloBdveoBar &7 aloBavdueBa dvBpdmov poi pdvov iBiov elvacr Soxei-
Aoyxijs yap {whis Epyov 78 mpos davriy émorpentindy, kai delkvurar did rob Se
ai péxpe Tis aloioews Judv 76 Aoywdy Sifjxov, € ye xai aiolnois 7 dvfpwmela
davrfis dvridmrrich. ywdoxe ydp mws favrd 16 alofavdpevov, Sre aloBavdpevor
avré yyvwpile (Dean, p. 187. 27 ff.). .

* éorw, S $now & "IdpBAuxos, Spdvupos 1 Hperépa aiobnais i dAéyw (op. cit.,
P 187 37).
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Significant for the problem under discussion is Simplicius’
employment of the phrase émorpépov mpos éavrd, describing
the internal perception of our mental states. It marks the
distinction between external perception and ‘introspection’
proper.

In direct opposition to the view of Aristotle and Alexander
expounded above, viz. that the self-knowledge of the intellect
is preconditioned by some mental operation having a refer-
ence to some object external to the knowing mind itself]
Simplicius insists that self-knowledge is an independent and
primary activity of intellect (Simpl. De An., p. 230. 12) : od
xara ovufefnxds 7@ Td vonTa Exew xai elval, mws o aldrds Tols
vooupévots €ideaw, s mponyovuévws Ta €8y dAX’ ody favrov
vo&v, dhs 6 AAééavdpos BovAerar, ral éavrdy 8¢ vodv mpoyyou-
uévws. This passage at once shows the influence of Neo-
platonism on Simplicius and confirms my interpretation of
Aristotle’s and Alexander’s doctrine of the self-knowledge of
the vois.

In the passage from Philoponus’ commentary on the De Anima
translated in this book! reflexive activity is very decidedly
attributed to the rational soul. The rational soul is endowed
with a special new faculty called the mpooexricdy which per-
vades all other faculties and superintends their activities,
rational, irrational, and even vegetative. This faculty of atten-
tion reports the events occurring in our minds in the form, ‘I
saw, I reasoned, I desired’, &c., and thus constitutes our
proper ego. But unfortunately this statement of the ego sub-
stantizes attention, which is a pure activity, into a faculty and
counts it as one among several other faculties, thus arresting
the growth of the proper idea of the self as an ultimate and
enduring particular serving as referent of experience. It also
confuses the unity of conscious life with the unity of organic
life, a confusion which also exists in Simplicius? and which, I

¥ Cf. below, p. 111 fI.

2 Simpl. op. cit,, p. 187. 36 fl.: xal ydp adré 76 odua (i.c. dvBpdmeior)
doyixds Swwpydvwrar. Cf. p. 8, n. 1, where self-consciousness is said to be a
function of loywxy {w#d. Plotinus had very clearly distinguished between
conscious hife and purely organic vegetative life (i. 4. 9) : ofov xal Tijs gvrisis
évepyeias dvepyovans obx Epxeras els v dAov dvBpwmov 4 Tijs TowavTys dvepyeias
dvrldnus 76 alofyrind, xai elmep Fpev 16 durinoy Huels, Juels dv depyobvres Juev.
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suspect, had its source in Iamblichus who had so sharply dis-
tinguished between human and animal organisms (Zeller,
op. cit. iii. 2, p. 768).

Intellect: Grades of Abstraction

Intellect is the recipient of universal forms, just as sensa-
tion is the recipient of individual forms present in matter.
The gap between the absolutely material forms of sensibles
and the absolutely abstract forms of intelligibles is bridged,
according to Avicenna, by imagination in the strict sense (i.e.
the faculty in which images are formed) and estimation.
Sensation has to deal with forms immersed in matter: the
presence of matter is necessary if sensation is to be possible.
Imagination does not need the presence of the physical
object, and its objects are therefore not material, although
they are after the pattern of material objects.

The next stage of abstraction is reached in estimation
which perceives the ideas of pleasure and pain, of good and
bad, in the individual objects of sensation and imagination.
However crude this theory may be, it is an attempt to explain
the difference between the act of knowledge on the part of
sensation and that on the part of intellect, and to explain our
knowledge of the matter itself—difficulties with which the
Aristotelian theory of knowledge is faced. For if, as Aristotle
says, sensation receives forms without matter,’ in what do
these forms differ from the intelligibles, and, in fact, how do
we know that they are in matter at all? The beginnings of
this theory may be traced back to Alexander of Aphrodisias,
who tried to distinguish between sensation, imaginaticn, and
intellect on similar lines.?

The Active and the Passive Intellect

Before the reception of the intelligible form, human intel-
lect exists only potentially: Avicenna calls it intellectus
materialis and identifies it with imagination. In order that the
actualization of the potential intellect may be possible there
must be, outside us, an intelligence which is itself always an
actual intellect and through whose agency our potential

I De 4n. ii. 12. 424317; iil. 2. 42530, &c. 2 Cf. below, p. g6 fl..



20 INTRODUCTION

intellect becomes actual. Avicenna distinguishes three stages
of this actualization: intellectus in effectu, intellectus in habitu,
and intellectus adeptus. The sources for this classification of
Avicenna are Alexander and Al-Faribi, although there is
nothing either in Alexander or in Al-Farabi to correspond to
the first stage in Avicenna’s classification.

Taking up Aristotle’s concise remark’ that some people
possess quick wit by which they are able to discover middle
terms in the minimum possible time, Avicenna identifies this
faculty of quick wit with a very strong kind of potential
intellect which does not need external instruction to become
actual. He thus develops a theory of a prophetic genius
which, through intuition from the active intelligence, comes
to possess a2 knowledge of everything instantaneously. Later
on Zabarella, commenting on the same passage of Aristotle,
explains this faculty of quick wit as inventio principiorum.?

The Practical Intellect

Whereas theoretical intellect is concerned with contempla-
tion of the intelligible forms, the function of the practical
intellect is to deliberate about action, to deduce the prin-
ciples of morality and art. Moral character may be either
purely ‘natural’ or rational. But it is only in the second case
that it is strictly speaking moral.3

The soul has an intermediate position between the intelli-
gible and the material. Towards the intelligible plane the
soul’s attitude is that of contemplation, but towards the
lower material plane its behaviour is that of a governor: it
must control the bodily appetites and lower faculties through
the practical intellect. In his doctrine of the intermediary
position of the soul Avicenna follows Plotinus.

The treatise in its main teaching is basically Aristotelian
and incorporates the later Peripatetic developments of the
doctrines of Aristotle. Besides Aristotelianism, however, there
are strong Neo-platonic currents which are most evident in
Avicenna’s conception of the soul-body relation.

' Analytica Posteriora 1. 34. 8910 fT.

* Zabarella’s Commentary on Arist. 4nal. Post. (1604), p- 528P16.
3 Cf. below, p. 86.



THE SUBJECT 21

But although Avicenna’s main ideas are no doubt taken
from his predecessors, it would be incorrect to suppose that
there is nothing new in his work. The formulation of many
of the arguments of the treatise is the work of Avicenna: the
fine and sometimes complicated differentiations by which
these arguments are worked out are genuine Avicennian
characteristics. The development of the doctrine of the grades
of abstraction emanates from Avicenna himself. The theory
of prophecy built upon the few words of Aristotle is also his
original contribution and is, indeed, a proof of his highly
intelligent mind, responsive to every suggestion. Avicennian
also for the most part are the arguments for the immortality
and the immateriality of the soul.

Avicenna, it must be remembered, is no commentator of
Aristotle. He is essentially the constructor of a system, a man
of encyclopaedic learning who tried to combine threads of
various kinds, sometimes mutually inconsistent, and to weave
them into one vast fabric. Its various elements can be clearly
perceived and their sources traced, but as a whole it cer-
tainly bears the stamp of the philosopher’s personality.

2. MANUSCRIPTS

There exists no critically edited text of any part of
Avicenna’s Kitdb al-najat. The present translation of the
psychological part is based on a comparative study of the
cditions of Cairo (second impression, 1938) and Rome (1593)
and six manuscripts. I have used the Cairo edition as the
basis of my work, and have then compared the other manu-
scripts with it. My aim has been to provide the student with
ascorrect a translation as possible, and suchvariants as I have
adopted or as I considered interesting have been recorded as
‘“Textual Notes’ in the Appendix. No attempt has therefore
been made to record all the different readings.

The following are the manuscripts which I have used:

1. The Bodleian manuscript (Hunt. 534) is the oldest one.
It is written in a clear and fairly legible hand. The colophon
runs:
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Thus it was written in 466 A.H., i.e. about thirty-seven years
after Avicenna’s death. After the colophon come the words:
‘It has been compared with the original and corrected so far
as possible, this first day of Muharram, 466 (467?); God be
praised.’ It is not clear whether by the original is meant the
original of Avicenna or some other manuscript from which
ours was copied.

2. Another good manuscript is the Cambridge (No. g21).
It has no colophon and no date, but it has been described in
the Cambridge catalogue of Arabic manuscripts as having
been written not later than the thirteenth century a.p.

3. An interesting manuscript is that of the John Rylands
Library, Manchester (No. 379a). Its text is frequently much
fuller than that of the other manuscripts. The interpolations
are sometimes from the Shifa’, but often they seem to be
glosses by some later scholar which were incorporated in the

text. It is of a much later date. The colophon, which is in
Persian, runs:
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4. The Paris manuscript (no. 5104) is the source of certain

readings in the present text. It is a well-written manuscript,
but unfortunately is not dated. The colophon runs:

Al Ogmy gud il el S S EYWH [ e X IRt
— S e

} On the margin: < )3 e~ Probably this man is identical with Muwafiaq
al-Din Abii Nasr ‘Adnén ibn Nagr ibn Mangiir called Ibn al-‘Ainzarbi whom

Ibn Abi 'Usaibi‘a (vol. ii, pp. 107-8) describes as a doctor and also as a good
scribe who copied many works.
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5. The British Museum manuscript (No. g78. 5) bears the
same note at the close as we find at the end of the Rome
edition, saying that certain things in Avicenna’s metaphysics
are against the Catholic faith and that they are therefore
marked on the margins. It is probably a copy of the Rome
edition and has been of little value to me. It has no date, but
seems to belong to the seventeenth or eighteenth century.

6. Another manuscript in the British Museum is No. g7g.
It is written in a rather bad Maghribi hand and is probably
recent. It omits long passages of the text very frequently and
is practically useless.

Of two of these manuscripts I have seen only photographic
copies: those of Manchester and Cambridge. My general
observations are based on a study of the psychological part
only.

Finally, I have made use of a manuscript of Al-shifa’
(Bodl. Pococke 125).
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CONCERNING THE SOUL

CHAPTER I
The Vegetative Soul

WuEN the elements arc mixed together in a more harmonious
way, i.e. in a more balanced proportion than in the cases
previously mentioned, other beings also come into existence
out of them due to the powersof the heavenly bodics. The first
of these are plants. Now some plants are grown from seed and
sct aside a part of the body bearing the reproductive faculty,
while others grow from spontaneous generation without seeds.

Since plants nourish themselves they have the faculty of
nutrition. And because it is of the nature of plants to grow,
it follows that they have the faculty of growth. Again, since
it is the nature of certain plants to reproduce their like and to
be reproduced by their like, they have a reproductive faculty.
‘The reproductive faculty is different from the faculty of
nutrition, for unripe fruits possess the nutritive but not the
reproductive faculty; just as they possess' the faculty of
growth, but not that of reproduction. Similarly, the faculty
of nutrition differs from that of growth. Do you not see that
decrepit animals have the nutritive faculty but lack that of
growth?

The nutritive faculty transmits? food and replaces what
has been dissolved with it; the faculty of growth increases the
substance of the main structural organs in length, breadth,
and depth, not haphazard but in such a way that they can
reach the utmost perfection of growth. The reproductive
faculty gives the matter the form of the thing; it separates
from the parent body a part in which a faculty derived from
its origin inheres and which, when the matter and the place
which are prepared? to receive its activity are present,
performs its functions.4

It will be evident from the foregoing that all vegetable,
animal, and human functions are due to faculties over and
above bodily functions, and even over and above the naturc
of the mixturc itsclf.
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After the plant comes the animal, which emerges froms a
compound of elements whose organic nature is much nearer
to the mean than the previous two and is therefore prepared
to receive the animal soul, having passed through the stage
of the vegetable soul. And so the nearer it approaches the
mean the greater is its capacity for receiving yet another
psychical faculty more refined than the previous one.

The soul is like a single genus divisible in some way into
three parts. The first is the vegetable soul, which is the first
entelechy® of a natural body possessing organs in so far as it
is reproduced, grows, and assimilates nourishment. Food is a
body whose function it is to become similar to the nature of
the body whose food it is said to be, and adds to that body
cither in exact proportion or more or less what is dissolved.

The second is the animal soul, which is the first entelechy$
of a natural body possessing organs in so far as it perceives
individuals and moves by volition.

The third is the human soul, which is the first entelechy¢
of a natural body possessing organs in so far as it acts by
rational choice and rational deduction, and in so far as it
perceives universals.

The vegetable soul has three faculties. First, the nutritive
faculty which transforms another body into a body similar
to that in which it is itself present, and replaces what has
been dissolved. Secondly, the faculty of growth which in-
creases every aspect of the body in which it resides, by
length, breadth, and depth in proportion to the quantity
necessary to make it attain its perfection in growth. Thirdly,
the reproductive faculty which takes from the body in which
it resides a part which is potentially similar to it and acts
upon it with, the help of other similar bodies, generating and
mixing them so as to render? that part actually similar to
the body (to which it had been only potentially similar).

CHAPTER II
The Antmal Soul

THE animal soul, according to the primary division, has two
faculties—the motive and the perceptive. The motive faculty
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again is of two kinds: cither it is motive in so far as it gives
an impulse, or in so far as it is active, Now the motive faculty,
in so far as it provides the impulse, is the faculty of appe-
tence!. When a desirable or repugnant image is imprinted
on the imagination of which we shall speak before long, it
rouses this faculty to movement. It has two subdivisions: onc
is called the faculty of desire which provokes a movement (of
the organs) that brings one near to things imagined to be
necessary or useful in the search for pleasure. The second is
called the faculty of anger, which impels the subject to a
movement of the limbs in order to repulse things imagined
to be harmful or destructive, and thus to overcome them. As
for the motive faculty in its active capacity, it is a power
which is distributed through the nerves and muscles, and its
function is to contract the muscles and to pull the tendons
and ligaments towards the starting-point of the movement,
or to relax them or stretch them so that they move away from
the starting-point.

The perceptive faculty can be divided into two parts, the
external sense and the internal sense. The external senses are
the five or eight senses. Onc of them is sight, which is a
faculty located in the concave nerve; it perceives the image
of the forms of coloured bodies imprinted on the vitreous
humour. These forms are transmitted through actually
transparent media to polished surfaces. The second is the
sense of hearing, which is a faculty located in the nerves
distributed over the surface of the ear-hole; it perceives the
form of what is transmitted to it by the vibration of the air
which is compressed between two objects, onc striking and
the other being struck, the latter offering it resistance so as
to set up vibrations in the air which produce the sound. This
vibration of the air outside reaches the air which lies motion-
less and compressed in the cavity of the ear, moving itin a
way similar to that in which it is itself moved. Its waves
touch that nerve, and so it is heard.

The third sensc is that of smcll, a faculty located in the
two protuberances of the front part of the brain which
resemble the two nipples of the breasts. It perceives the odour
conveyed to it by inhaled air, which is either mixed with the
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vapour in the air or is imprinted on it through qualitative
change in the air produced by an odorous body.

The fourth sense is that of taste, a faculty located in the
nerves distributed? over the tongue, which perceives the
taste dissolved from bodies touching it and mingling with
the saliva? it contains, thus ‘producing a qualitative changes
in the tongue itselfl

The fifth sense is that of touch, which is a faculty distri-
butcd over the entire skin and flesh of the body. The nerves
perceive what touches them and are affected when it is
opposed to them in quality, and changes are then wrought in
their constitution or structure.

Probably this faculty is not one species but a genus
including four faculties which are all distributed throughout
the skin. The first of them judges the opposition between hot
and cold; the second that between dry and moist; the third
that between hard and soft; and the fourth that between
rough and smooth. But their coexistence in the same organ
gives the false impression that they are essentially one.

The forms of all the sensibles reach the organs of sense and
arc imprinted on them, and then the faculty of sensation
perceives them. This is almost evident in touch, taste, smell,
and hearing. But concerning sight, a different view has been
maintained, for some people have thought that something
issues from the eye, meets the object of sight, takes its form
from without—and that this constitutes the act of seeing.
They often call the thing which according to them issues
from the eye, light.

But true philosophers hold the view that when an actually
transparent body, i.e. a bodySs which has no colour, inter-
venes between the eye and the object of sight, the exterior
form of the coloured body on which light is falling is trans-
mitted to the pupil of the eye and so the eye perceives it.s

This transmission is similar to the transmission of colours
by mcans of light being refracted from a coloured thing and
giving its colour to another body. The resemblance is not
complete, however, for the former is more like an image in
a mirror.

The absurdity of the view that light issues from the eye is
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shown by the following consideration. What emanates is
either a body or a non-body. If it is not a body it is absurd to
attribute motion and change of place to it, except figuratively
in that there may be a power in the eye which transforms the
air and other things it encounters into some sort of quality,
so that it may be said that this quality ‘came out of the eye’.
Likewise, it is absurd to hold the view that it is a body,
because if so then either—

(1) it will remain intact, issuing from the eye and reaching
to the sphere of the fixed stars. In this case there will have
emerged from the eye, despite its smallness, a conical body
of immense size, which will have compressed the air and
repulsed all the heavenly bodies, or it will have traversed an
empty space. Both these views are manifestly absurd. Or—

(2) 1t will be dispersed, diffused and split up. In that case
the percipient animal will of necessity feel something being
detached from him and then dispersed and diffused; also, he
will perceive the spots where that ray falls to the exclusion of
the spots where it does not fall, so that he will only partially
perceive the body, sensing some points here and there but
missing the major part. Or—

(3) this emanating body is united with the air and the
heavens and becomes one with them, so that the uniform
whole is like one organ of the animal. In this case the uniform
whole in its entirety will possess sensation. This is a most
peculiar change indeed! It follows necessarily that if many
eyes co-operate, it will be more powerful. Thus a man when
in the company of others would have keener sight than when
alone, for many people can effect a more powerful change
than a single person. Again, this emanating body will neces-
sarily be either simple or composite, and its composite nature
will also be of a particular kind. Its motion then must be
either voluntary or natural. But we know that this movement
is not voluntary and by choice, although the opening and
closing of the eyelids are voluntary. The only remaining
alternative is that the movement is natural. But the simple
natural movement will be only in one direction, not in many;
and so the composite movement will also be, according to
the dominant clement, only in one direction, not in many.
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But it is not so with this movement according to those who
support the theory of the ‘issuing body’.

Again, if the sensed object is seen through the base of the
conical emanating body which touches it, and not through
the angle, it will necessarily follow that the shape and
magnitude of the object perceived at a distance will also be
perceptible as well as its colour. This is because the perci-
pient subject comes in contact with it and encompasses it.
But if it is perceived through the angle, I mean the section
between the vitrium and the hypothetical cone, then the
remoter the object the smaller will be the angle and also the
common section, and consequently the form imprinted on it
will also be smaller and will be so perceived. Sometimes the
angle will be so small that the object will fail to be perceived
and so the form will not be seen at all.

As for the second part, namely that the emanating some-
thing is not a body but an accident or a quality, this ‘chang-
ing’ or ‘being changed’ will inevitably be more powerful with
the increase of the percipient subjects. In that case the same
absurdity which we mentioned before will arise. Again, the
air will either be merely a medium of transmission or perci-
pient in itself. If it is only a medium of transmission and not
percipient, then, as we maintain, perception takes place in
the pupil of the eye and not outside it. But if the percipient
is the air, then the same absurdity which we have already
mentioned will be repeated; and it will necessarily follow
that whenever there is commotion or disturbance in the air,
sight will be distorted with the renewal of ‘change’ and the
renewed action of the percipient in perceiving one thing
after another, just as when a man runs in calm air his per-
ception of minute things is confused. All this shows that sight
is not due to something issuing from us towards the sensed
object. It must therefore be due to something coming
towards us from the sensed object; since this is not the body
of the object, it must be its form. If this view were not cor-
rect, the creation of the eye with all its strata and humours
and their respective shape and structure would be useless.
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CHAPTER II1

Internal Senses

THERE are some faculties of internal perception which per-
ceive the form of the sensed things, and others which perceive
the ‘intention’ thereof. Some faculties, again, can both
perceive and act while others only perceive and do not act.
Some possess primary perception, others secondary percep-
tion. The distinction between the perception of the form and
that of the intention is that the form is what is perceived both
by the inner soul and the external sense; but the external
sense perceives it first and then transmits it to the soul, as, for
example, when the sheep perceives the form of the wolf, i.e.
its shape, form, and colour. This form is certainly perceived
by the inner soul of the sheep, but it is first perceived by its
external sense. As for the intention, it is a thing which the
soul perceives from the sensed object without its previously
having been perceived by the external sense, just as the sheep
perceives the intention of harm! in the wolf, which causes it
to fear the wolf and to flee from it, without harm having
been perceived at all by the external sense. Now what is
first perceived by the sense and then by the internal faculties
is the form, while what only the internal faculties perceive
without the external sense is the intention.

The distinction between perception accompanied or un-
accompanied by action is this: it is the function of certain
internal faculties to combiné certain perceived forms and
intentions with others and to separate some of them from
others, so that they perceive and also act on what they have
perceived. Perception unaccompanied by action takes place
when the form or the intention is merely imprinted on the
sense organ without the percipient 2having any power to act
upon it at all.2

The distinction between primary and secondary percep-
tion is that in the former the percipient faculty somehow
directly acquires the form, while in the latter the form is
acquired through another agent which transmits it to the
percipient faculty.
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One of the animal internal faculties of perception is the
faculty of fantasy, i.e. sensus communts, located in the forepart
of the front ventricle of the brain. It receives all the forms
which are imprinted on the five senses and transmitted to it
from them. Next is the faculty of representation located in
the rear part of the front ventricle of the brain, which pre-
serves what the sensus communis has received from the indi-
vidual five senses even in the absence of the sensed objects.

It should be remembered that receptivity and preserva-
tion are functions of different faculties. For instance, water
has the power of receiving an imprint, but lacks that of
retaining it. Next is the faculty which is called ‘sensitive
imagination’ in relation to the animal soul, and ‘rational
imagination’ in relation to the human soul. This faculty 13
located in the middle ventricle of the brain near the vermi-
form process, and its function is to combine certain things
with others in the faculty of representation, and to separate
some things from others as it chooses. Then there is the
estimative faculty located in the far end of the middle
ventricle of the brain, which perceives the non-sensible
intentions that exist in the individual sensible objects, like
the faculty which judges that the wolf is to be avoided and
the child is to be loved. Next there is the retentive and recol-
lective faculty located in the rear ventricle of the brain,
which retains what the estimative faculty perceives of non-
sensible intentions existing in individual sensible objects.
The relation of the retentive to the estimative faculty is the
same as that of the faculty called representation to the sensus
communis. And its relation to the intentions is the same as that
of representation to sensed forms.

These, then, are the faculties of the animal soul. Some
animals possess all five senses, while others only some of
them. Taste and touch must necessarily be created in all
animals, 3and every animal must especially have the sense
of touch;3 but there are animals which lack the sense of
smell, hearing, or sight.
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GHAPTER IV
The Rational Soul

Tur. human rational soul is also divisible into a practical and
a theorctical faculty, both of which are equivocally called
intelligence. The practical faculty is the principle of move-
ment of the human body, which urges it to individual actions
characterized by deliberation and in accordance with pur-
posive! considerations. This faculty has a certain correspen-
dence with the animal faculties of appetence, imagination,
and estimation, and a certain dual character in itself. Its
rclationship to the animal faculty of appetence is that cer-
tain states arise in it peculiar to man by which it is dis-
posed to quick actions and passions such as shame, laughter,
weeping, &c. Itsrelationship to the animal faculty of imagina-
tion and estimation is that it uses that faculty to deduce
plans concerning transitory things and to deduce human
arts, Finally, its own dual character is that with the help of
the theoretical intelligence it forms the ordinary and com-
monly accepted opinions concerning actions, as, for instance,
that lies and tyranny are evil and other similar premisses
which, in books of logic, have been clearly distinguished?
from the purely rational ones. This faculty must govern all
the other faculties of the body in accordance with the laws
of another faculty which we shall mention, so that it should
not submit to them but that they should be subordinated to
it, lest passive dispositions arising from the body and derived
from material things should develop? in it. These passive
dispositions are called bad morals. But far from being passive
and submissive this faculty must govern the other bodily
faculties so that it may have excellent morals.

1t is also possible to attribute morals to the bodily faculties.
But if the latter predominate they are in an active state, while
the practical intelligence is in a passive one. Thus the same
thing produces morals in both. But if the practical intelli-
gence predominates, it is in an active state while the bodily
faculties are in a passive one, and this is morals in the strict
sense (cven so therc would be two dispositions or moral
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characters); or character is only one with two different
relationships. If we examine them more closely the reason
why morals are attributed to this faculty is that the human
soul, as will be shown later, is a single substance which is
related to two planes—the one higher and the other lower
than itself. It has special faculties which establish the rela-
tionship between itself and each plane: the practical faculty
which the human soul possesses in relation to the lower
plane, which is the body, and its control and management;
and the theoretical faculty in relation to the higher plane,
from which it passively receives and acquires intelligibles. It
is as if our soul has two faces: one turned towards the body,
and it must not be influenced by any requirements of the
bodily nature; and the other turned towards the higher
principles, and it must always be ready to receive from what
is There in the Higher Plane and to be influenced by it. So
much for the practical faculty.

CHAPTER V

The Theoretical Faculty and Its Degrees

Tue function of the theoretical faculty is to receive the im-
pressions of the universal forms abstracted from matter. If
these forms are already abstract in themselves, it simply
receives them; if not, it makes them immaterial by abstrac-
tion, so that no trace whatever of material attachments
remains in them. We will explain this later.

Now this theoretical faculty has different relations to these
forms. This is because a thing whose function is to receive
another thing is its recipient either potentially or actually.
Potentiality is spoken of in three different senses per prius et
posterius. This term may imply absolute potentiality in which
nothing has yet become actual nor has the instrument of
its actualization even been achieved, for instance the capacity
of an infant to write. Secondly, it may imply a relative
potentiality when nothing more than the instrument of the
acquisition of actuality has been achieved. For example, an
older child who has learnt the use of the pen and the inkpot
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and knows the value or meaning of the letters is said to have
the capacity of writing. Thirdly, it may imply this capacity
when the instrument has been perfected, and when by means
of the instrument the capacity has been made complete, so
that the agent may exercise it whenever he wishes without
having to learn or acquire it. The intention is all that is
required,! as in the case of the capacity said to be possessed
by a scribe who has reached perfection in his art, even when
he is not actually writing. In the first instance it is called
absolute or material potentiality; in the second, possible
potentiality; and in the third, kabitus. Sometimes the second
is termed habitus and the third the perfection of potentiality.

Thus the relation of the theoretical faculty to the abstract
immaterial forms which we have mentioned is sometimes of
the nature of absolute potentiality; this faculty belongs to the
soul which has not yet realized any portion of the perfection
potentially belonging? to it. In this stage it is called the
‘material intelligence’, a faculty that is present in every
individual of the human species. It is called ‘material’ in
view of its resemblance to primary matter, which in itself
does not possess any of the forms but is the substratum of all
forms. And sometimes its relation is of the nature of possible
potentiality, i.e. when out of its possible perfections only the
primary intelligibles which are the source and the instrument
of the secondary intelligibles have been acquired by the
‘material potentiality’. By the primary intelligibles I mean
the basic premisses to which assent is given, not through any
process of learning, nor even with any consciousness on the
part of the subject giving assent that it might be just as
possible for him sometimes to abstain from doing so, just as
we necessarily believe that the whole is greater than the part,
and that things which are equal to the same thing are equal
to one another. So long as only this amount of actualization3
has been achieved, it is called intellectus in habitu; it may also
be called the actual intelligence in relation to the first poten-
tiality, because the latter cannot actually think at all,
whereas this one does so when it begins to reason. Sometimes
its relation is of the nature of perfected potentiality, when,
after the ‘primary intelligible forms, it has also acquired
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secondary ones* except that it does not actually contemplate
them or return to them; it has, as it were, conserved them,
so that it can actually contemplate those forms when it wills
and knows that it can do so. It is called intellectus in actu,
because it is an intelligence which thinks whenever it wills
without needing any further process of acquisition,’ although
it could be called potential intelligence in relation to what
comes next. Lastly, its relation to those forms may be of the
nature of absolute actuality, as when they are present to it
and it actually contemplates and thinks them and also knows
that it does so. At this point it becomes the intellectus acquisitus,
since we shall soon see that the potential intelligence becomes
actual only through an intelligence which is always actual,
and that, when the potential intelligence makes some sort of
contact with it, certain forms are actually imprinted on the
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former from the latter. Such forms are therefore acquired -

from without.

These then are the degress of the faculties which are called
theoretical intellects. At the stage of the acquired intelligence
the animal genus and its human species are perfected, and
here human potentiality becomes at one with the first prin-
ciples of all existence.

CHAPTER VI
How the Rational Soul Acquires Knowledge

THE acquisition of knowledge, whether from someone else
or from within oneself, is of various degrees. Some people who
acquire knowledge come very near to immediate perception,
since their potential intellect which precedes the capacity we
have mentioned is the most powerful. If a person can acquire

knowledge from within himself, this strong capacity is called 30

‘intuition’. It is so strong in certain people that they do not
need great! effort, or instruction and actualization, in order
to make contact with the active intelligence. But the primary
capacity of such a person for this is so powerful that he might
also be said to possess the second capacity; indeed, it scems as
though he knows everything from within himself. This is the
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highest degrec of this capacity. In this state the material
intelligence must be called ‘Divine Spirit’. It belongs to the
genus of tntellectus in habitu, but is so lofty that not all pecople
share it. It is not unlikely, indeed, that some of these actions
attributed to the ‘Divine Intelligence’ because of their
powerful and lofty nature overflow into the imagination
which symbolizes them in sense-imagery and words in the
way which we have previously indicated.

What proves this is the evident fact that the intelligible
truths are acquired only when the middle term of a syllogism
is obtained. This may be done in two ways: sometimes
through intuition, which is an act of mind by which the mind
itself immediatcly perceives the middle term. This power of
intuition is quickness of apprechension. But sometimes the
middle term is acquired through instruction, although cven
the first principles of instruction arc obtained through intui-
tion, since all knowledge can be reduced ultimately to certain
intuitive principles handed down by those who first accepted
them to their students.

It is possible that a man may find the truth within himself,
and that the syllogism may be cffected in his mind without
any teacher. This varies both quantitatively and qualita-
tively; quantitatively, because some people possess a greater
number of middle terms? which they have discovered them-
selves; and qualitatively, becausc some people find the term
more quickly than others. Now since these differences are
unlimited and always vary in degrees of intensity, and since
their lowest point is reached in men who are wholly without
intuition, so their highest point must be reached in people
who possess intuition regarding all or most problems, or in
people who have intuition in the shortest possible time.Thus
there might be a man whose soul has such an intense purity
and is so firmly linked to the rational principles that he blazes
with intuition, i.e. with the receptivity of inspiration coming
from the active intelligence concerning everything. So the
forms of all things contained in the active intelligence arce
imprinted on his soul either all at once or nearly so, not that
he accepts them merely on authority but on account of their
logical order which encompasses all the middle terms. For
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beliefs accepted on authority concerning those things which
are known only through their causes possess no rational
certainty. This is a kind of prophetic inspiration, indeed its
highest form and the onc most fitted to be called Divine
Power; and it is the highest human faculty.

The Hierarchy of Faculties

It should be seen how some of these faculties govern others.
You will find the acquired intellect to be the governor whom
all the rest serve. It is the ultimate goal. The intellectus in
habitu serves the intellectus in actu, and is in turn served by the
material intcllect with all its capacities. The practical intel-
lect serves them all, for attachment to the body, as will
shortly become clear, exists for the sake of the perfection and
purification of the theoretical intellect, and the practical
intellect governs this relationship. It is served by the faculty
of estimation which, in its turn, is served by two fachlties:
an anterior and a posterior. The posterior conserves what is
brought to it by cstimation, while the anterior is the totality
of animal facultics. The faculty of representation is served by
two facultics of diffcrent origins:? the appetitive faculty
scrves it by obeying it, for the representative faculty impels
the appetitive to movement, and the faculty of imagination
serves it by accepting the combination and scparation of its
images. In their turn those two are the governors of two
groups. The faculty of imagination is served by fantasia or
sensus communts, which is itself served by the five senses, while
the appctitive faculty is scrved by desirc and anger. These
last two are served by the motive faculty distributed through
the muscles. Here the animal faculties come to an end.

The animal faculties in their entirety are served by the
vegetable facultics, of which the reproductive is the first in
rank and the highest one. The faculty of growth serves the
reproductive, and the nutritive faculty serves them both.
The four ‘natural’ faculties—¢of digestion, retention, assimi-
lation, and excretion®—are subscrvient to .all these. sThe
digestive faculty is served on the one hand by the retentive
and the assimilative, and on the other by the excretive.s The
four physical qualities scrve these, with cold subservient to

-]



1o

a0

3o

38 CONCERNING THE SOUL

heat, while dryness and moisture serve them both. This is the
last degree of the faculties.

CHAPTER VII

The Difference between Perception by Sense, Imagination,
Estimation, and Reason

IT is probable that all perception is but the abstraction by
the percipient subject of the form of the perceived object in
some manner. If, then, it is a perception of some material
object, it consists in somehow abstracting its form from its
matter. But the kinds of abstraction are different and its
grades various. This is because, owing to matter, the material
form is subject to certain states and conditions which do not
belong to it gua form. So sometimes the abstraction of the
form is effected with! all or some of these attachments, and
sometimes it is complete in that the form is abstracted not
only from matter but also from the accidents it possesses. For
example, the form or quiddity of man is a nature in which all
the individuals of the species share equally, while in its
definition it is a single unit: although it is merely by accident
that it happens to exist in this or that individual and is thus
multiplied. This multiplicity does not belong to it in so far as
it is the nature of man, for, if multiplicity were essential to
this nature, then ‘man’ would not be predicated of what is
numerically one. Again, if the quiddity of man were present
in Zaid merely because it is his own quiddity, it could not be
attributed to ‘Amr. Consequently, one of the accidents which
occur to the human quiddity through matter is multiplicity
and divisibility.

Besides these it is also subject to other accidents, namely,
when it is present in any matter it possesses to a certain
degree quantity, quality, place, and position. All these are
accidents foreign to its nature, since if its possession of this
particular measure or any other particular measure of
quantity, quality, place, and position were due to its being
man’s nature, all men would equally participate in all these
concepts. It follows that the quiddity of man itself does not
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necessitate any of these accidents, which must therefore be
accidents occurring to it on account of their matter. For the
matter with which the form is conjoined has already been
subject to them and then sense abstracts the form from matter
along with these accidents and its relationship with matter.
If this relationship is removed, the process of abstraction will
be nullified. This is because sensation cannot disentangle
form from matter completely divorced from material acci-
dents, nor can it retain that form after? the absence of matter.
Thus it seems that it cannot effect a complete detachment of
form from matter, but needs the presence of matter if the
form is to remain present to it.

But the faculty of representation purifies the abstracted
form to a higher degree, since it takes it from matter in such
a way that it does not need the presence of matter for the
presence of form. For, even after the absence or corruption of
matter, the form remains in the representative faculty,
although even here it is not divested of its material accidents.
Sense neither abstracts it completely from matter, nor from
the accidents of matter. But representation does so in the
first instance but not in the second, since the forms in
representation are, in this respect, the same as the sensed
forms and they possess a certain quantity, and position. It is
impossible for a form in representation to be such as to admit
all the individuals of the species to share in it, for a man in
representation resembles always a particular man among
men, and there might be men really existing as well as
represented who are quite different from that particular man
in representation.

The faculty of estimation goes a little farther than this in
abstraction, for it receives the intentions which in themselves
are non-material, although they accidentally happen to be in
matter, This is because shape, colour, position, &c., are
attributes which cannot be found except in bodily matters,
but good and evil, agreeable and disagreeable, &c., are in
themselves non-material entities and their presence in matter
is accidental. The proof of their being non-material is this:
If it were of their essence to be material, then good and evil,
agreeable and disagreeable would be inconceivable except
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as accidents in a physical body. But sometimes they are
conceived in themselves apart from matter. It is clear that
in themselves they are non-material and their being in
matter is entircly by accident. It is such entities which the
faculty of estimation perccives; and thus it perceives non-
material objects which it abstracts from matter. This abstrac-
tion is relatively more perfect and nearer the absolute than
in the previous two forms of the process. Forall this, however,
it does not abstract the form from all accidents of matter,
because it apprehends it in its individuality and according
to its particular matter and its attachments to sensible
images conditioned by matcrial accidents with the co-
operation of representation. But the faculty in which the
fixed forms are either the forms of existents which are not at
all material and do not occur in matter by accident, or the
forms of existents which in themselves are not material but
happen to be so by accident, or the forms of material existents
though purified in all respects from material attachments—
such a faculty obviously perccives the forms by taking them
as completely abstracted from matter in all respects. This is
cvident in the case of existents which are in themselves frce
from matter. As to those cxistents which are present in
matter, either because their existence is material or because
they arc by accident material, this faculty completely abstracts
them both from matter and from their material attachments
in every respect and perceives’ them in pure abstraction.
Thus in the case of ‘man’ which is predicated of many, this
faculty 4takes the unitary nature of the many,* divests it
of all material quantity, quality, place, and position, and
abstracts it from all these in such a way that it can be attri-
buted to all men. In this way the knowledge of the various
judging faculties—sensation, representation, estimation, and
intellect—is distinguished; and throughout the present
chapter we have been directing our discourse to this very
issue,
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CHAPTER VIII

The Particular is perceived only by the Material, the
Universal only by the Non-material

AvLL perception of the particular is through a bodily organ.
As for the faculty which perceives the individual forms, for
instance, the external senses which perceive them in a way
not completely divested of or abstracted from matter and
not at all divorced from material attachments, the question
of such a faculty is quite easy and clear. This is because these
forms are perceptible only so long as their matter is present,
and a body can be present only to another body; it cannot
be present to what is incorporeal. It has no relation whatever
of presence and absence to an immaterial faculty, for a thing
in space cannot have a relation of presence and absence! to
anything non-spatial. Presence does not even occur without
a certain position of necarness? and distance of the present
object in relation to the one to which it is present, and this is
not possible when the present object is a body except when
the object to which it is present is also either a body or in a
body. And as for the faculty which perceives the individual
forms as completcly abstracted from matter but not at all
abstracted from material attachments, 3like representation,
it also needs a physical organ. For the faculty of representa-
tion cannot perceive? without the represented forms being
imprinted on a body in such a way that both it and the body
share the same imprint. Let us suppose that the form im-
printed on the faculty of representation is the form of Zaid,
cxactly according to his shape, contours, and the position of
his limbs in relation to each other* which, in the faculty of
represcntation, Sare as distinct from each other as they are to
the external sight.s We maintain that these parts and sides of
his limbs must be imprinted on a body and that the sides and
parts of his form must fit into the sides and parts of that body.

Now from thc form of Zaid lct us change our example to
the form of the squarc abed, which has a dcfinite quantity,
position, and quality, and which has a number of angles.
Let us supposc that adjacent to its two angles, ¢ and b, there

30
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are two other squares each of which is exactly similar to the
other, and that although each lies on a particular side, they
are nevertheless similar in form. But the totality of these
figures is imprinted on the imagination as one individual
form. Now the square bklm is numerically different from the
square eagf, and in the imagination is situated to the right of

e a b k

¢ d

it and édistinct from it in position.¢ Either its difference from
the other square is attributable to the form of squareness or
to some accident peculiar to squareness other than its form,
or to the matter in which this form is imprinted. But this
difference is not attributable to the form of squareness, since
we have already supposed them to be of the same shape and
equal. Nor is it attributable to any accident peculiar to it;
firstly, because in order to imagine it to be on the right side
we need not think that it has a particular accident which
does not belong to the other figure as well.? Secondly,
because that accident belongs to the imagined figure either
in its own essence or with reference to its externally existent
figure, so that it is, as it were, a figure abstracted from an
external existent which is in this condition, or it belongs to
the imagined figure with reference either to the receptive
faculty or to its material substratum.
Let us now consider every alternative:

1. It is impossible that this should be one of the accidents
which belong to its essence, i.e. that it should be among the
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accidents peculiar to it, for in that case it will be either a
constant or a transient accident.

It cannot be constantly united with its essence for two
reasons:

(a) If it were inseparable from its essence it would also be
inseparable from the other member of the species, since
the two squares have been supposed to be equal mem-
bers of the same species, so that one cannot have a
constant accident without the other having it too.

(b) Again, if the imagined square is in an indivisible
faculty, it cannot have an accident to the exclusion of
the other which is exactly similar to it while their

substratum is one indivisible unit, i.e. the receptive
faculty.

Nor can it be a transient accident, for when such an acci-
dent disappears, the form of the figure in the imagination
should accordingly change. The imagination does not im-
agine it by connecting some additional factor with it, but
imagines it just as it is in itself. This is the reason why it is not
permissible to say that supposition of the supposer has added
this condition to it, as may be said of the same square when
it is an object of the intellect (as distinguished from imagina-
tion). This is because the same difficulty will remain,® and it
will be asked : How was it possible for the supposer to suppose
it in this particular way so that it became distinct from the
other, and with what did the supposer operate so that he
could suppose one in this way and the other in that? In the
case of the universal square it becomes possible through
a factor which the intellect adds to it, namely, the concept
of right and left.? And *%such a concept is correct only in
the case of a universal and rational intelligible.’® But in the
case of this individual figure this concept cannot be found to
the exclusion of the other, except on the strength of some
factor by which the addition of this particular concept rather
than the other is justified. And the imagination does not
suppose it so through some condition which it then adds to it,
but does so at once just as it is without supposition. Thus the
imagination does not imagine this figure as right and that as

-]
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left, except through!'! some condition which is already added
to this or that figure. There (i.e. in the realm of the intellect)
the concept of right and left may be added to the squarc
(which has not already been qualified by any such accident)
Just as one universal concept is combined with another. Here
(i.c. in the sphere of the imagination), on the other hand, if
the square has not already been qualified by an individual
and defined position, no concept can be added to it after-
wards. It is not supposition which gives it this particular
position in imagination, '?*but it is the previous possession of
that position which renders such a supposition possible.1>
Imagination, in fact, has no concept at all, since concept is a
universal, so how can it add the concept to the square?

That this distinct position of the square is in reality duc
cither to some constant or supposed accident has thus proved
to be false.

2. We further maintain that this distinction cannot belong
to it in relation to the cxternally existent object of which it is
an image, becausc:

(@) We can often imagine things that do not exist in reality,
and there cannot be any such relationship with refer-
ence to what is non-existent.

(4) Again, if one of the imagined squares has one relation-
ship to a body and the other has another, this would
be impossible while their substratum is indivisible,
since neither of the two imagined squares has a better
claim to be related to one of the externally existent
squares rather than to the other, unless one of them is
peculiarly related to this external body, while the other
is not. In this case the substratum of one squarc would
be different from that of the other. The faculty would
then be divisible, not of itself, but because of the divisi-
bility of that in which it resides; and it would be a bodily
faculty and the form would be imprinted on a body.

It is therefore not truc that the two squares in imagination
are different because of the difference between the two
externally existent squares and with reference to them. The
solutions Icft arc that this is duc cither:
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3. to the different parts'3 of the receptive faculty; or

4. to the different parts of the instrument with which the
faculty operates.

In either case the result remains that this form of percep-
tion takes place through the bodily matter. If it appertains to
the receptive faculty, that faculty is divisible only through the
divisibility of its matters; and if it appertains to the bodily
instrument, then this is the very point we want to prove.
Thus it has been shown that the imaginative perception also
takes place through the body.

This is further elucidated by the following: The imagined
form as we imagine!4 it, e.g. the form of man, is sometimes
big and sometimes small. Now when these big and small
forms are imprinted, they must be imprinted on one and the
same thing not on a number of similar things, for if they were
imprinted on the latter then their difference in size would be
due cither to their external originals or to the faculty which
has abstracted them, or to the two forms themselves. It
cannot be due to their cxternal originals, for many of the
imagined forms are not derived from anything at all. Nor is
the difference attributable to the two forms themselves, for
when they agree in definition and quiddity and differ in size,
the difference cannot be attributed to their essential nature.
It is then due to the recipient, since the form is sometimes
imprinted on a big part of it and sometimes on a small one.

Moreover, we cannot imagine black and white together in
the same imagined figure, although we can imagine them in
two different parts of it. Now if these two parts were not
distinct in position but both imagined forms were imprinted
on one single indivisible thing as independent units as it were,
not as parts of the same thing, we should not be able to dis-
tinguish between the impossible and the possible of the two
cases. The two parts are therefore distinct in position.'s

When you have understood this as regards imagination,
you will have understood it as regards the estimative faculty
as well, which perceives its object only as attached to the
individual forms of imagination, as we have shown before.

10
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CHAPTER IX
The Substratum of Rational Concepts is Immaterial

WE further maintain that the substance which is the sub-
stratum of the intelligibles is neither itself a body nor does it
subsist in a body in such a way as to be in any sense a faculty
residing in, or a form of] that body. If the substratum of the
intelligibles were a body or 2 magnitude of some kind, then
that body which is the substratum of the forms would be
either indivisible or divisible. Let us fixst examine whether
such a substratum can have a part thatis not further divisible.
I think this is absurd, since a point is some sort of a limit and
its position cannot be distinguished from the line or the
magnitude of which it is the limit. Thus if anything were to
be imprinted on it, it must be imprinted on a part of that
line. If, however, the point does not exist separately but is an
essential part of what is in itself a quantity, one can say that,
in some sense, anything which inheres in that quantity (i.e.
the line) of which the point is the limit, must also inhere in
that point and thus become accidentally quantified by it.
When this happens it also remains accidentally limited by
that point. If the point were separate and could receive
something, it would be an independent self-subsisting entity
and would have two sides: one side contiguous with the
line from which it is distinguished and another side opposite
to it. It would then be separate from the line which would
have a limit other than the point touching it. Then that
point and not this one would be the limit of the line, and we
should have the same problem repeated ad infinitum. It would
follow from this that the finite or infinite repetition of points
produces a line, a view which we have elsewhere shown to be
absurd. It is clear, therefore, that the points are not syn-
thesized into a line by being put together.! It is also clear
that the point has no particular and distinct* position. We
might, however, allude to a part of the arguments already
given to show the absurdity of this view, and say: either

(1) a certain given point which is in the middle of two
other points separates them, so that they do not meet.
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If so, then with primary rational intuition it follows
that each of the two is particularized by a special part
of the middle point which it touches, and thus the
middle point would be divided. This is absurd. Or

the middle part does not prevent the two side-points
from touching. The rational form would then inhere
in all the points at once, and all the points (inter-
penetrating as they are, on this supposition) would be
like one single point. But we have already supposed
this point to be separate from the line, and therefore
the line being separate from it has a limit other than
the point by which limit it is separated from the point
in question. Thus that point (which separates the line
from the point in question) would have a different
position from this point. But we have already supposed
that all the points have one common position. This is
a contradiction. The view that the substratum of the
intelligibles is some indivisible part of the body is
therefore false.

(2

—

The remaining solution is that the substratum of the
intelligibles (if their substratum is a body)3 is something
divisible. Let us suppose an intelligible form in something
divisible. A form thus supposed to subsist in something some-
how divisible would itself be accidentally divisible. Then the
two parts of the form would be either similar or dissimilar.
If they are similar, then why is their synthesis something
different from them? 4For the whole, as such, is different from
the part.+ For if the parts are exactly similar, the only differ-
ence their totality would make is an increase in quantity or

in number and not in form. But if so, then the intelligible 30

form would be a certain shape or number. No intelligible
form, however, has shape or number, otherwise the form
would be representational and not intelligible. The follow-
ing is a still clearer argument. It is not possible to say that the
concept of each of the two parts is exactly the same as that
of the whole, for, if the second part does not enter into the
concept of the whole, it is necessary that at the outset we
should reserve the concept of the whole for the first part only
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and not for both, But if it enters into the concept of the whole,
it is obvious that either of these two parts alone cannot
indicate exactly the Sconcept of the complete whole.s

If, on the other hand, the two parts of the form are dis-
similar, let us see in what sense an intelligible form can have
such parts. These dissimilar parts can only be the parts of
definition, viz. genera and differentiae.” From this many
absurdities would necessarily follow; for example, every part
of the body is also potentially divisible ad infinitum, so that
the genera and differentiae must also be potentially infinite.
But it has been established that the genera and essential
differentiae of a single thing are not potentially infinite.
Furthermore, it is not the supposition of division which pro-
duces distinction between the genus and the differentiae; if
there were a genus and a differentia necessitating a distinc-
tion in the substratum, the division would certainly not
depend on supposition. It would necessarily follow that the
genera and differentiae would be actually infinite, too. It has
been established that the genera and differentiae and parts
of definition of a single thing are, in all respects, finite. If they
were actually infinite, they could not have come together in
the body in this form, for it would necessarily entail a single
body being actually$ divisible ad infinitum.

Again, let us suppose that the division takes place in a
certain way and has placed genus on one side and differentia
on the other. If this manner of division is changed it would
place half-genus plus half-differentia on the one side and the
other halves on the other. Or genus and differentia would
exchange places, so that in our supposition or imagination
the position of genus and differentia would revolve, and each
of them would move in any direction according to the will
of an external person.” But this is not the end,8 for we can go
on introducing a new division within a division ad infinitum.

Again, not every intelligible is divisible into simpler in-
telligibles, for certain intelligibles are the simplest and serve
as principles for other compound ones. They have no genera
and differentiae, nor are they divisible in quantity or concept.
It is not possible, then, that the supposed parts of the form
should be dissimilar in such a way that each one of them is, in
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concept, different from the whole and the whole is made up
of their aggregate.

If, then, the intelligible form is indivisible, and it does not
inhere in an indivisible part of a magnitude, and, at the same
time, there must be something in us which receives it, it is
clear that the substratum of the intelligibles is a substance
which is not a body, nor a bodily faculty such as might be
subject to the accidents of the body, e.g. division with
all the absurdities it involves.

Another Argument

We can prove this in another way by saying that it is the
rational faculty itself which abstracts the intelligibles from
a definite quantity, place, position, and all the other cate-
gories. Let us examine thisform itself which is abstracted from
position and ask how this has been effected. Is thisabstraction
with reference to the knowing subject? i.e. is this intelligible
abstracted from position in its external existence or in its
conceptual existence in the intelligent? It is absurd that it
should be so in its external existence, so that the only alter~
native is that it is abstracted from position and place in its
existence in the intellect. Thus, when the intelligible form
comes to exist in the intellect, it does not possess a position
whereby? it might be indicated and so divided or subjected
to similar processes; therefore it cannot be in a body. Again,
when the unitary, indivisible forms of things which are con-
ceptually indivisible are imprinted on a divisible matter
having dimensions, then either none*° of the supposed parts
has any relation to the unitary intelligible which is indivisible
and abstract from matter, or each and every one of the sup-
posed parts has relation to it, or some parts have such a
relation while others do not. If none of the parts has relation
to it, then the whole (composed as it is of the parts) cannot
possibly have any relation to it either. If some parts have a
relation to it, and the others do not, then the parts which
have no relation to this intelligible do not enter into its
concept at all. But if every supposed part has some relation
to it, then either it is related to the intelligible as a whole or
to a part of it. If every supposed part of the matter in which

10
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the intelligible inheres has a relation to the whole of the
intelligible, then the parts are not parts of the intelligible, but
each is independently an intclligible itself; indeed, it would
be the intelligible itself. In this case the intelligible would be
actually intelligible an infinite number of times in a single
moment. If every part has a different relation to this entity,
then the entity as an intelligible must be conceptually divis-
ible. This is a contradiction, for we have already supposed it
to be indivisible. If the relation of cach part is to a different
part of the intelligible entity, its divisibility is all the more
obvious, except that it is inconceivable. It is clear from this
that the forms imprinted on matter are only the exterior
forms of particular divisible entities and every part of the
former is actually or potentially related to every part of the
latter. Also, even a thing which is multiple as regards its
parts of definition is a unity when regarded as a whole.
This unity is indivisible. So how can this unity, as such, be
imprinted on something divisible? Otherwise, the absurdity
we have mentioned in the case of the indivisible intelligible
would arise.

Again, we have established!! that the supposed intelligibles
which it is the function of the rational faculty actually to
know one by one are potentially infinite. It is also certain
that the substratum of something which can encompass
infinite things cannot be a body nor a faculty in a body. This
has been demonstrated in Aristotle’s Physics. It is quite im-
possible, then, that the entity which reccives intelligibles
should be inherent in a body, or that its action!? should be
in a body or through a body.

CHAPTER X

The Rational Faculty does not Know through a Physical
Organ

WE maintain that if the rational faculty were to know through
a physical organ, so that its peculiar activity would be in-
complete except by the use of that physical organ, it would
necessarily follow that it would not know its own self, nor the
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organ, nor its act of knowing. For there is no organ between
the rational faculty and itself; nor does one intervene between
it and its organ or between it and the fact that it knows. But
it does know itself and its so-called organ and the fact that it
knows. It follows that it knows through itself, not through an
organ. Again, its knowledge of its organ is either due to the
latter’s form, the same one or a numerically! different one,
in which case this form would be both in it and in its organ,
or due to some other form qualitatively different from the
form of its organ, this form also being both in it and in its e
organ. If it is due to the form of its organ, then this form is
always both in the organ and in it as well. It follows that it
must always know its organ, for it can know other things
only when their forms are received in that organ. But if it is
due to some form other than that, the difference between
things which share a common definition is either due to the
difference of their matter or to the difference between the
universal and the individual and between the abstract and
that which is present in matter. But in this case there is no
such difference between matters, for their matter is one, nor o
any difference between abstraction and presence in matter,
for both are present in matter, nor, finally, any difference
between the specific and the generic, for the one form would
acquire particularity only through the particular matter and
through the accidents to which it is subject due to the matter
in which it exists; and this circumstance is not peculiar to the
one form to the exclusion of the other.

It is also impossible that its knowledge of its organ is due
to some intelligible form different in kind from the form of
the organ. This is even more absurd. For when the intelligible 3o
form comes to inhere in the recipient substance it confers
upon the latter a knowledge of the object of which it is the
form or to which it is related, so that the form of the object
to which it is related is a constituent element of this form.
But this intelligible form is not the form of this organ, nor
even the form of something essentially related to it, for the
essence of the organ is a substance, while we only abstract
and consider the form of its essence and the substance in
itself cannot be related to it. This is an important argument
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to prove that it is impossible that the percipient shquld
perceive an organ? which it uses in the act of perception.
This is why sense perceives the external object and not itself,
nor its organ, nor its act of perception. Similarly, representa-
tion does not represent itself, nor its act, nor its organ. Even
if it imagines its organ it is quite free to do so in any way it
likes, so that the image will not be related to a unique
original, unless sensation brings to it the form of its organ—
if that be possible. In that case it would only imagine3 a
representational form taken from a unique sensible object
and no other, so that if its organ were not this particular one
it would not be able to imagine it at all

Another Argument

Another convincing proof of the fact that the intellect does
not use a physical organ is that the faculties which perceive
by means of the imprinting of forms in the organ become
exhausted through continuous action, since the constant
movement fatigues the organs and destroys their composi-
tion; and the strong impressions which strike with tremendous
force on the organs of perception weaken them and some-
times destroy them, so that having perceived them, they
cannot perceive weaker impressions, since the strong action
of the penetrating impressions has reduced them to passivity.
It is the same as the case of sense, since penetrating sensations
of great force, when repeated, weaken it and often destroy it,
like dazzling light on sight or a mighty thunderbolt on hear-
ing. The senses, after an extremely powerful sensation, can-
not perceive weak ones: anyone who sees a brilliant light
cannot perceive a faint glow at the same time or even after-
wards; likewise, anyone who hears a thunderous noise cannot
hear a faint sound at the same time or even afterwards; and
anyone who tastes something excessively sweet cannot taste
anything less sweet afterwards. But in the case of the rational
faculty it is just the reverse, for its continuous thinking and
forming of strong conceptions brings it a greater power and
facility of receiving weaker ones afterwards. If it sometimes
gets fatigued and weary, it is because the intellect seeks help
from imagination which uses an organ liable to fatigue, and
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so refuses to serve the intellect. If it were due to another
cause, this would invariably happen; but, in fact, the intellect
retains its capacity for work in most cases.

A Third Argument

Again, after maturity—after the completion of the process
of natural, physical growth, which takes place near forty or at
forty, the faculties of all the parts of the body begin to decay.
In most cases, however, this faculty becomes strong only
after that; if it were one of the bodily faculties, it would
necessarily always wane at the time, but this is not always so, 1o
except in certain cases when it encounters certain special
obstacles; in most cases it does not happen. So it is not one of
the bodily faculties.

An Objection and its Satisfactory Answer

The supposition that the soul forgets its intelligibles and its
activity ceases both with the illness of the body and+ with old
age, and thats this is because its activity is incomplete without
the help of the body—this supposition is unnecessary and
untrue. For now that we have established that the soul
thinks by itself, it is necessary to seek the explanation of the 20
difficulty which has caused this doubt. If it is possible that
the two facts, namely, that the soul is active by itself and that
it nevertheless gives up its activity. with the illness of the body
and ceases to function, can be combined without any mutual
contradiction, this objection is not to be taken into account.
So we hold that the soul has two activities®: an activity in
relation to the body which is its government and control,
and an activity in relation to itself and its principles, which
is intellection. These two activities are so opposed to each
other and mutually obstructive that when the soul is occupied 30
with the one it turns away from the other, not being able
easily to combine the two. Its functions in respect of the body
are perception, imagination, appetite, anger, fear, sorrow,
and pain. You can know this for yourself from the fact that
.when you begin to occupy yourself with the thinking activity
all the aforementioned activities would be suspended, unless
you overcame the soul and compelled it to return to them.
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This much you would surely concede, that sensation prevents
the soul from intellectual activity, for when the soul is en-
grossed in the sensible, it is diverted from the intelligible,
without the intellect itself or the intellectual organ being in
any way impaired, and you would agree that its cause is the
preoccupation of the soul with one special function rather
than another. This is why the activity of the intellect ceases
with illness. If the intelligible form were completely set at
naught and reduced to nothing because of the organ, the
return of the organ to its previous state would necessitate a
complete reacquisition of the form. But this is not so, for the
soul often fully regains its intellection of all its previous
objects. This shows, then, that what it had acquired was in
some manner present in it, only it was diverted from it.

It is not only this opposition of the two sides of the activity
of the soul which produces impediments in its functions, but
even the multiplicity of the actions of the one side may cause
the same thing. Fear diverts the soul from hunger; appetite
hinders it from anger, and anger from fear. The cause in all
these cases is the same, namely, the complete absorption of
the soul in one thing. Therefore, if a thing does not exercise
its proper activity due to its preoccupation with something
else,” it may still function even when that thing is present.
We could dwell further on this point, 8but it is unnecessary
to prolong the discussion since we are satisfied® with the
conclusion that we have already reached. Thus it is apparent
from the principles we have established that the soul is not
imprinted in the body, nor inheres in it. The way of its attach-
ment to the body, then, must be the way required by its
particular disposition which attracts it to govern and control
this particular body, because the soul has an inherent in-
clination towards it.

CHAPTER XI

How the Antmal Faculties Assist the Rational Soul

WE say that the animal faculties assist the rational soul in
various ways, one of them being that sensation brings to it
particulars from which result four intellectual processes.
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Fustly, from these particulars the soul abstracts single univer-
sals by abstracting their concepts from their matters, material
attachments and acdidents by considering the common
factors and difterences, and by distinguishing the essential
fiom the accidental. From this the soul gets the fundamental
concepts by using the faculties of imagination and estimation.

Secondly, the soul finds relations of negation and affirma-
tion between these separate universals, Where this combina-
tion by negation and affirmation is self-evident, it simply
accepts it; but where this is not the case it leaves it till the
discovery of the middle term,

Thirdly, 1t acquires cmpirical premisses, which consists in
finding through sensc-experience the necessary attribution of
a positive or negative predicate to a subject, or in finding a
contradictory opposition (c.g. man is rational, man is not
rational; man is not a non-rational being), or in finding a
consequence of a posiive or negative conjunction (e.g. if it
is day 1t s light; if it is not day it is not light); or in finding
a positive or a negative disjunction without contradictory
opposition (e.g. either it is day or it is night; it is neither
black noris it white). This relation is valid not sometimes nor
m half the number of the cases but always, so that the soul
acquiesces i the fact that fit is of the nature! of this predicate
to have such-and-such relation to this subject, or that it is
of the nature of this consequence to follow necessarily from
this antecedent or to be essentially contrary to it—not by
mere chance, Thus, this would be a belief obtained from
sense-expericnee and from reasoning as well: fiom sense-
experience, because it is observed; from reasoning, because
if it were by chance it would not be found always or even in
most cases. 1t s just as we judge that scammony is, by its
natine, a laxatove for bile, for we have experienced this often
and then reasoned that if it were not owing to the nature of
scammony but only by chance, this would happen only on
certain oceasions. In the fourth category are the reports to
which the soul gives assent on account of unbroken and over-
whelming tradition.

The soul then requires the help of the body in order to
acquite these prinaples of conception and judgement. Having
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acquired them it returns to itself; if, after that, any of the
lower faculties happens to occupy it, this completely diverts
it from 1its proper activity. When not so diverted it does not
need the lower faculties for its special activity, except in
certain matters wherein it specially needs to refer once more
to the faculty of imagination for finding a new principle in
addition to what had already been obtained, or for recalling
an 1nage. This happens frequently in the beginning but
scldom afterwards, and when the soul becomes perfect and
strong (i.c. has obtained all the principles it needs for con-
ception and judgement), it isolates itself absolutely in its
actions, and the faculties of sensation and imagination and
all the other bodily faculties divert it from its activities. For
example, 4 nian may need a riding animal? and other means
of teachmg a certain place; but when he has reached i1t and
done his work and feels reluctant’ to leave on account of
certun events, the very means which he employed to get
there would indirectly prove an impedinent. Now, the argu-
ments we have cstabhshed to show that the substratum of the
intelligibles, 1.e. the rational soul, 1s not a body, nor a faculty
in a body, have saved us the trouble of producing further
evidence to prove the self-subsistence of the soul independent
of the body, although we can prove it in another way froin
its independent activity.

CHAPTER XII
Concerming the Temporal Origin of the Soul

Wr say that human souls are of the same specics and concept.
If they eaisted before the body, they would either be multiple
entities or one single entity. But it is impossible for them to be
either the one or the other, as will be shown later, therefore
it is impossible for them to exist before the body. We now
begin with the explanation of the impossibility of its numerical
muluplicity and say that the mutual difference of the souls
before {their attachment to] bodics 1s either due to their quid-
dity and form; or to the clement and matter which is multiple
m space, a particular part of which each matter occupies; or
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to the various times peculiar to every soul when it becomes
existent in its matter; or to the causes which divide their
matter. But their difference is not due to their quiddity or
form, since their form is one, therefore their difference is due
to the recipient of the quiddity or to the body to which the
quiddity is specifically related. Before its attachment to the
body the soul is quiddity pure and simple; thus it is impossible
for one soul to be numerically different from another, or for
the quiddity to admut of essential differentiation. This holds
absolutely true in all cases; for the multiplicity of the species
of those things whose essences are pure concepts is only due
to the substrata which receive them and to what is affected
by them, or duc only to their times. But when they are
absolutely separate, i.e. when the categorics we have enumer-
ated are not applicable to them, they cannot be diverse. Ttis
therefore impossible for them to have any kind of diversity
or multiplicity among them. Thus it is untrue that before
they enter bodies souls have numenically different essences.
I say that it 1s also impossible for souls to have numerically
one essence, for when two bodies come into existence two
souls also come into existence in them. Then either-—

(1) these two souls are two parts of the same single soul, in
which case one single thing which does not possess any
magnitude and bulk would be potentially divisible.
This is manifestly absurd according to the principles
cstablished in physics. Or—

(2) asoul which is numcrically one would be in two bodies.
This also does not require much effort to refute.

It is thus proved that the soul comes into cxistence when-

cver! a body does so fit to be used by it. The body which thus ;

comes into being is the kingdom and instrument of the soul.
In the very disposition of the substance of the soul which
comes into existence together with a certain body—a body,
that is to say, with the appropriate qualitics to make 1t suit-
able to receive the soul which takes its origin from the first
principles—there is a natural yearning to occupy itsclf with
that body, to use it, control it, and be attracted by it. This
yearning binds the soul specially to this body, and turns it
away {iom other bodics different from it in nature so that the

—
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soul docs not contact them except through it. Thus when the
principle of its individualization, namely, its peculiar dis-
positions, occurs to it, it becomes an individual. These dis-
positions determine its attachment to that particular body
and form the relationship of their mutual suitability, although
this relationship and its condition may be obscure to us. The
soul achieves? its first entelechy through the body, its subse-
quent development, however, doces not depend on the body
but on its own nature.}

But after thcir separation from their bodies the souls
remain individual owing to the different matters in which
they had been, and owing to the times of their birth and their
different dispositions due to their bodies which necessarily
differ because of their peculiar conditions.

CHAPTER X111

The Soul does not Dic with the Death of the Body; it is
Incorruptible

WeE say that the soul docs not dic with the death of the body
and is absolutely incorruptiblc. As for the former proposition,
this is because everything which is corrupted with the cor-
ruption of something else is in some way attached to it. And
anything which in some way is attached to something clse is
cither coexistent with it or posterior to it in existence or prior
to it, this priority being essential and not temporal. If] then,
the soul is so attached to the body that it is corxistent with it,
and this is not accidental but pertains to its cssence, then
they are essentially interdependent. Then nceither the soul
nor the body would be a substance; but in fact they are
substances. And if this is an accidental and not an cssential
attachment, then, with the corruption of the one term only
the accidental relationship of the other term will be annulled,
but its being will not be corrupted with its corruption. If the
soul is so attached to the body that it is posterior to it in
existence, then, in that case, the body will be the cause of the
soul’s existence. Now the causes are four; so cither the body
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is the efficient cause of the soul and gives it existence, or it is
its receptive and material cause—maybe by way of composi-
tion as the elements are for the body or by way of simplicity
as bronze is for the statue—or the body is the soul’s formal or
final cause. But the body cannot be the soul’s efficient cause,
for body, as such, does not act; it acts only through its
faculties. If it were to act through its essence, not through
its faculties, every body would act in the same way. Again,
the bodily faculties are all of them either accidents or
material forms, and it is impossible that either accidents or
forms subsisting in matter should produce the being of a
self-subsisting entity independent of matter or that of an
absolute substance. Nor is it possible that the body should be
the receptive and material cause of the soul, for we have
clearly shown and proved that the soul is in no way im-
printed in the body. The body, then, is not ‘informed’ with
the form of the soul, either by way of simplicity or composi-
tion so that certain parts of the body are composed and
mixed together in a certain way and then the soul is imprinted
in them. It is also impossible that the body should be the
formal or the final cause of the soul, for the reverse is the
more plausible case.

Thus the attachment of the soul to the body is not the
attachment of an effect to a necessary cause. The truth is that
the body and the temperament are an accidental cause of the
soul, for when the matter of a body suitable to become the
instrument of the soul and its proper subject comes into
existence, the separate causes bring into being the individual
soul, and that is how the soul originates from them. This is
because it is impossible to bring arbitrarily into being differ-
ent souls without any specific cause. Besides, the soul does
not admit of numerical multiplicity, as we have shown.
Again, whenever a new thing comes into being, it must be
preceded by a matter which is prepared to receive it or to
have a relationship with it, as has been shown in the other
sciences. Again, if an individual soul were to come into being
without an instrument through which it acts and attains
perfection, its being would be purposeless; but there is
nothing purposeless in nature. In truth, when the suitability
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and preparation for such a relationship exist in the instru-
ment, it becomes necessary that such a thing as a soul should
originate from the separate causes.

But if the existence of one thing necessitates the existence
of another, the corruption of the former does not necessarily
entail that of the latter. This happens only where its very
being subsists through or in that thing. Many things origi-
nating from other things survive the latter’s corruption;
when their being does not subsist in them, and especially when
they owe their existence to something other than what was
merely preparatory for the emanation of their being. And
the being of the soul does in fact emanate from something
different from the body and bodily functions, as we have
shown; its source of emanation must be something different
from the body. Thus when the soul owes its being to that
other thing and only the time of its realization to the body,
its being would be independent of the body which is only its
accidental cause; it cannot then be said that they have a
mutual relationship which would necessitate the body
preceding the soul as its necessary cause.

Let us turn to the third division which we mentioned in
the beginning, namely, that the attachment of the soul to the
body might be in the sense that the soul is prior to the body
in existence. Now in that case the priority will be either
temporal as well as essential, and so the soul’s being could
not possibly be attached to the body since it precedes the
body in time, or the priority will be only essential and not
temporal, for in time the soul will not be separate from the
body. This sort of priority means that when the prior cntity
comes into existence, the being of the posterior entity must
follow from it. Then the prior entity cannot exist, if the
posterior is supposed to be non-existent. I do not say that
the supposition of the non-existence of the posterior necessi-
tates the non-existence of the prior, but that the posterior
cannot be non-existent except when first something has
naturally happened to the prior which has made it non-
existent, too. Thus it is not the supposition of the non-exis-
tence of the posterior entity which necessitates the non-
existence of the prior, but the supposition of the non-existence
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of the prior itself, for the posterior can be supposed to be
non-existent only after the prior itself has ceased to exist.
This being so, it follows that the cause of non-existence must
occur in the substance of the soul necessitating the body’s
corruption along with it, and that the body cannot be cor-
rupted through a cause special to itself. But in fact the cor-
ruption of the body does take place through a cause special
to itself, namely, through changes in its composition and its
temperament. Thus it is false to hold that the soul is attached
to the body as essentially prior to it, and that at the same time
the body is indeed corrupted through a cause in itself; so no
such relationship subsists between the two.

This being so, all the forms of attachment between the
body and the soul have proved to be false and it only remains
that the soul, in its being, has no relationship with the body
but is related with other principles which are not subject to
change or corruption.

As for the proposition that the soul does not admit of
corruption at all, I say that there is another conclusive
reason for the immortality of the soul. Everything which
might be corrupted through some cause has in itself the
potentiality of corruption and, before corruption, has the
actuality of persistence. But it is absurd that a single thing in
the same sense should possess both, the potentiality of cor-
ruption and the actuality of persistence; its potentiality of
corruption cannot be due to its actual® persistence, for the
concept of potentiality is contrary to that of actuality. Also,
the relation of this potentiality is opposed to the relation of
this actuality, for the one is related with corruption, the other

with persistence. These two concepts, then, are attributable 3o

to two different factors in the concrete thing. Hence we say
that the actuality of persistence and the potentiality of cor-
ruption may be combined in composite things and in such
simple things as subsist in composite ones. But these two
concepts cannot come together in simple things whose
essence is separate. I say in another absolute sense that these
two concepts cannot exist together in a simple thing whose
essence is unitary. This is because everything which persists
and has the potentiality of corruption also has the potentiality
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of persistence, since its persistence is not necessary. When
it is not necessary, it is possible; and possibility is of the
nature of potentiality. Thus the potentiality of persistence is
in its very substance. But, of course, it is clear that the
actuality of persistence of a thing is not the same as its
potentiality of persistence. Thus its actuality of persistence
is a fact which happens to the body which has the potential-
ity of persistence. Therefore that potentiality does not belong
to something actual but to something of which actual exist-
ence is only an accident and does not constitute its real
essence. From this it necessarily follows that its being is
composed of a factor the possession of which gives actual
existence to it (this factor is the form in every concrete
existent), and another factor which attains this actual exist-
ence but which in itself has only the potentiality of existence
(and this factor is the matter in the concrete existent).

So if the soul is absolutely simple and is not divisible into
matter and form, it will not admit of corruption. But if it is
composite, let us leave the composite and consider only the
substance which is its matter. We say: either that matter will
continue to be divisible and so the same analysis will go on
being applied toit and we shall then have a regress ad infinitum,
which is absurd; or this substance and base will never cease
to exist. But if so, then our present discourse is devoted to this
factor which is the base and origin (i.e. the substance) and
not to the composite thing which is composed of this factor
and some other. So it is clear that everything which is simple
and not composite, or which is the origin and base (i.e. the
substance) of the composite thing, cannot in itself possess
both the actuality of persistence and the potentiality of cor-
ruption. If it has the potentiality of corruption, it cannot
possibly have the actuality of persistence, and if it has the
actuality of persistence and existence, it cannot have the
potentiality of corruption. Obviously, then, the substance of
the soul does not have the potentiality of corruption. Of those
things which come to be and are corrupted, the corruptible
is only the concrete composite. The potentiality of corruption
and of persistence at the same time does not belong to some-
thing which gives unity to the composite, but to the matter
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which potentially admits of both contraries. So the cor-
ruptible composite as such possesses neither the potentiality
of persistence nor that of corruption, let alone both. As to the
matter itself, it either has persistence not due to any poten-
tiality, which gives it the capacity for persistence—as some
people think—or it has persistence through a potentiality
which gives it persistence, but does not have the potentiality
of corruption; this latter being something? which it acquires.
The potentiality of corruption of simple entities which sub-
sist in matter is due to matter and is not in their own sub-~
stance. The argument which proves that everything which
comes to exist passes away on account of the finitude of the
potentialities of persistence and corruption is relevant only
to those things whose being is composed of matter and form.
Matter has the potentiality that this form may persist in it,
and at the same time the potentiality that this form may
cease to exist in it. It is then obvious that the soul is absolutely
incorruptible. This is the point which we wanted to make,
and this is what we wanted to prove.

CHAPTER XIV
Refutation of the Transmigration of Souls

WE have made clear that souls only come into being and
multiply when the bodies are prepared to receive them, in
the sense that this readiness of the bodies necessitates the
emanation! of their souls from the separate causes. It is
therefore obvious that this does not happen by chance or
accident, so that the existence of the soul which comes into
being may not be due to the fact that this particular tempera-
ment of the elements requires that a soul should come into
existence and govern it, but to the fact that a soul exists
already and it happens that a body also comes to exist with
it. For if it were so, then there would be no essential cause for
multiplicity but only an accidental one; we have learnt that
the essential causes are prior to the accidental ones. This
being so, every body needs with the proper temperament of
its elements the existence of a special soul for it. It is not that
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some bodies require it while others do not, for the individuals
of species do not differ concerning matters which constitute
their essence.

So if we suppose a soul transmigrating into several bodies
each of which requires for itself the existence of a separate
soul attached to it, then two souls will come together in one
body at the same time. Again, as we have said, the relation-
ship between the soul and the body is not in the sense that
the soul is imprinted in the body, but in the sense that the
soul is occupied with the government of the body so that it
is conscious of that body and the body is influenced by its
actions. And every living being is conscious that he has a
unique soul which governs? and controls him, so that if there
be another soul of which the living being is not conscious,
neither is it conscious of itself, nor does it occupy itself with
his body—then such a soul has no relationship with his body,
for the relationship only subsists in this way. Thus there
cannot be transmigration in any sense, This is enough for
anyone who demands a summary of the subject, although
we have discussed it at length.3

CHAPTER XV

Soul 15 a Unity

WE say that the soul is one single substance and has many
faculties. If the faculties of the soul were not to unite in one
single entity, but sensation, anger, and each of the other
faculties had their independent principles, then, when some-
thing affects sensation, either
the same thing affects the faculties of anger and of appeti-
tion, so that it is the same faculty of the soul which
becomes angry and also perceives and imagines, in
which case different kinds of action would emanate from
the same faculty;
or
sensation and anger would come together under one
faculty, in which case they would not be separated into
two independent faculties which do not come under a
unifying principle.
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In fact, since these faculties interact and influence each
other, either each of them must change with the other’s
change or there is one single entity which unifies them; all
the faculties transmit what they receive to this entity and it
receives what they all bring. The first alternative is impos-
sible, for the activity of each faculty is special to the function
of which it is said to be the faculty. Not every faculty is suited
to every activity: the faculty of anger, in so far as it is the
faculty of anger, does not perceive, and the faculty of per-
ception, in so far as it is the faculty of perception, does not
become angry. Then the second alternative remains, namely,
that all the faculties bring what they receive to one principle.
If anyone objects that the faculty of anger is not directly
affected by the perceived form but that the perception of the
perceptive faculty is necessarily attended by the affection of
the faculty of anger by anger, although the latter is not
affected by* the form of the perceived thing—if anyone makes
this objection, the answer is that it is impossible. For when
the faculty of anger is affected by that of perception, then
this is so either
because some influence from the perceptive faculty has
reached it, this influence being that of the object per-
ceived, so that ultimately it is affected by this object.
But whatever is affected by the object of perception as
such is itself percipient.
Or

because the faculty of anger is affected by the perceptive
faculty though not on account of the perceived object.
In this case, anger will not be due to the object per-
ceived; but since it has been supposed to be due to it,
this is a contradiction.

Again, we say ‘when I perceived such and such a thing, I
became angry’, and it is a true statement, too. So it is one and
the same thing which perceives and becomes angry. Now
this unitary thing is either man’s body or his soul. If it is the
body, it is either the totality of its organs or only some of
them. It cannot be the totality of its organs, for hands and
feet are obviously not included in it. Nor can it be two of its
organs, the one perceiving, the other becoming angry, since
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in that case 1t would not be one and the same thing which
perceives and becomes angry. It is not even vne organ which,
according to the holders of this view, might be the sub-
stratum of both these functions. Then most probably the
truth is that when we say ‘I perceived and became angry’ we
mean that something in us perceived and something in us
became angry. But when one says, ‘1 perceived and became
angry’, one does not mean that this occurs in two different
things in us, but that something to which perception trans-
mitted its content happened to beconie angry, Now either
this statement 1 this sense (in which we have interpreted it)
is false, or the truth is that what perceives and what becomes
angry is one and the same thing. But this statement 1s
manifestly true (i.e. in the sense in which we have inter-
preted it). Then, what becomes angry is that very thing to
which the perceptive faculty transmits the content of its
perception. Its being in this status, even though it be body, is
not due to its being body alone; it is then due to its being in
possession of a faculty by which it is capable of combining
both these things. This faculty not beng a physical one must
be soul itself. Thus the substratum in which both these
qualities inhere is not the whole of our body, nor any two
organs of our body, nor yet a single organ in so far as it is a
physical organ; so the conclusion 1s that the combining sub-
stratum is soul itsell or body inasmuch as it possesses soul,
the combining substratum even in the latter case really being
the soul, which itself is the principle of all these faculties. 1t
1s necessary that the soul should be attached to the first?
organ in which hfe takes birth, and so it is impossible that an
organ should be alive without the attachment of a psychical
faculty to it, or that the first thing attached to the body
should not be this principle but a posterior faculty. This being
s0, the o1gan to which this principle is attached must be the
heart. This theory of Aristotle is opposed to that of the
Divine Plato. There is, however, a difficulty here, for we see
that there are vegetative faculties in the plant but it does not
possess the perceptive or the rational soul. Again, both the
vegetative and perceptive souls are in the animal, but noy the
rational. This shows that each of these is a different fuculty,
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having 1o connexion with the others. To answer this doubt
it must be understood that elemental bodies are prevented
fiom receiving life by their being in absolute contradiction.
‘The more these bodies are able to break the absoluteness of
contradiction and bring it nearer to the mean, which has no
opposite, the nearer they approach a resemblance with the
celestial bodies and to that extent they deserve to receive an
animating faculty from the controlling separate principle.
The nearer they approach the mean, the more capable of hfe
they become, till they reach the limit where it is impossible 10
for thiemn to come any nearer to the mean and to break the
contradictory extremes any further, and so they receive a
substance which somehow closely resembles the immaterial
substance itself] just as the heavenly bodies have received it
and are connected with the immaterial substance. Then,
when the elemental bodies have received this substance,
whatever was said to originate in them exclusively through
the separate external substance before the reception of this
new substance may now be said to originate in them through
both these substances. To illustrate this point with an 20
example from physics, let us suppose fire, ¢ - rather sun, in
place of the immaterial substance, and in place of the living
body a material substance capable of being affected by fire,
say a ball.3 In place of the vegetative soul let us take the sun’s
heating of this ball3; in place of the animal soul the sun’s
illuminating it, and in place of the human soul the sun’s
kindling a fire in it. Now we say that the position of this ball
in relation to fire or the sun by which it is capable of being
affected may be such that it can be neither illumined nor
kindled by them, but can only be heated by them. But if its 30
position in relation to the source of light or heat becomes
such that it can be illuminated and rendered translucent as
well as heated, then in that case the illumination proceeding
from the source of light towards the ball? may also be said to
be a cause of its heating in addition to the source itself, for
the sun heats only+ through its rays. But then if the ball3
has a greater capacity for 1eceiving light and heat and is by
its nature combustible on being affected by the power or
rays of an incendiary agent, it would be kindled and the
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flame would come into existence as a body which in some
sense would resemble the immaterial substance (which in this
case is the sun). Then that flame would be, together with the
immaterial substance, the cause of both illumination and
heating. If the flame alone remained, the heating and the
illumination would also continue to exist along with it,
although it is possible that heating alone would exist, or only
both heating and illumination, in which case the posterior
(i.e. the flame) would not be the source of the emanation of
the anterior (i.e. the heating and the illumination). But when
all the phases occur simultaneously, then whatever is sup-
posed to be posterior would also be a source of the anterior,
and the anterior would emanate from it. In some such
manner the psychical faculties are to be conceived. From this
it also appears that the soul exists with the body and that it
does not originate from a body but from a substance which
1s a form without body.

CHAPTER XVI

The Active Intellect

WE say that the theoretical faculty in man also comes into
actuality from potentiality through the illumination of a
substance whose nature it is to produce light. This is because
a thing does not come into actuality from potentiality by
itself but through something else which gives it actuality.
The actuality which this substance gives to the potential
human intellect is the intelligible forms.! There exists then
something which from 2its own substance? confers and im-
prints on the soul the intelligible forms. This entity thus has
in its essence the intelligible forms, and is therefore essentially
an intellect. If it were a potential intellect, this would involve
an infinite regress, which is absurd, and so the series must stop
at something which in its essence is an intellect and causes all
potential intellects to become actual intellects. This some-
thing is in itself a sufficient cause to bring the other intellects
from potentiality into actuality; it is termed, in relation to
the potential intellects which pass into actuality, active



CHAPTER XVI 6g

intellect, just as the material intellect is termed in relation
to it passive intellect, or imagination is termed in relation
to the same a second passive intellect. The intellect which is
between these two is called the acquired intellect. This active
intellect is related to our souls which are potential intellect,
and to the intelligibles which are potential intelligibles, in
the same way as the sun is related to our eyes which are
potential percipients, and to the colours which are the
potential perceptibles. For when the influence of the sun (i.e.
the ray) rcaches the potential objects of sight, they become
actual perceptibles and the eye becomes an actual percipient.
Similarly some power emanates from this active intellect and
proceeds to the objects of imagination which are potential
intelligibles, and makes them actual intelligibles and the
potential intellect an actual intellect. And just as the sun is
by itself an object of sight and causes the potential object of
sight to become an actual one, similarly this substance is in
itself intelligible and causes other potential intelligibles to
become actual intelligibles. But what is in itself intelligible
is in itself an intellect, for what is in itself intelligible is the
form abstracted from matter, and especially when it is in
itself abstract and not through any other agent. This sub-
stance then must needs be eternally intelligible in itself as
well as intelligent in itself.

»
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HISTORICAL AND EXPLANATORY
NOTES

CHAPTER 1

Tuis chapter deals with the genesis of the soul and its definition,
and describes the functions of the lowest form of soul, namely, the
soul of plants.

The soul is something which is bronght into existence by heavenly
powers, and a harmonious mixture of the elements is a precondition
of its genesis, although it is itself over and above this mixture.

The first in the series is the vegetative soul which has three
faculties : nutrition, growth, and reproduction, the last being shared
only by some plants.

All these three faculties are different from one another. The
nutritive faculty nourishes by assimilating another body to the body
whose food it is. The faculty of growth, with the help of the body
thus assimilated, makes a proportional increase in the basic limbs
of the nourished body. The reproductive faculty separates a part of
the body potentially like the parent and, if certain conditions
obtain, so acts upon it as to make it actually like the parent.

The soul is a generic being comprising three species : the vegeta-
tive soul, the animal soul, and the human soul. The most compre-
hensive definition of the soul is that it is the first perfection of a
natural body possessed of organs.

b. 24, 4: elements are mixed

The existence of the soul presupposes a mixture or blending of
the elements in a certain proportion. But Avicenna adds that the
psychical functions are over and above this mixture. The soul then
is not merely the harmony of the elements but something distinct
from it. See Aristotle’s discussion of the harmony-theory and its
refutation, De An. i. 4. 407°27-408%30. Aristotle says there that
harmony is a xpdois (blending) or svvfears (combination) or peifis
{(mixture) of elements. But Aristotle also points out difficultics in
the theory that the soul is something distinct from the mixture,
De An. i. 4. 408%24 . Arguing against Empedocles who held the
harmony-theory, Aristotle asks: wdrepov odv & Adyos éoriv 1)
Yoxn 9 pdMov érepdv i odoa €yyiverar Tois pédeow ; (De An. i. 4.
408%20-21).
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p. 24, 7: The first . . . are planis

The plants are the first, i.e. they have the minimum psychical
faculties, namely, nutrition, growth, and reproduction. They do
not have sensation (like animals) or intelligence {like man).

p. 24, 10: Sponianeous generation

The spontaneous generation of plants and animals is mentioned
in De An. ii. 4. 415%26: ¢votkdTaror yip Tdv &yav Tois {Gow, Soa
Tédewa kal pi mpdpare § v yéveow adroudrnv éyer, T6 woijoat
érepov ofov atrd, {dov pév {dov, durdy 8¢ durdv . . . . Aristotle men-
tions it also in many other places, e.g. Hist. An. v. 1. 539*18-25;
De Gen. An. i. 1. 715P25, and elsewhere.

B. 24, 16 reproductive faculty . . .

Avicenna attributes three distinct faculties to plants: nutrition,
reproduction, and growth. He emphasizes their being different
faculties by pointing out that unripe fruits have the faculty of
nutrition and growth, but lack that of reproduction; and that
decrepit animals have nutrition without growth. Aristotle seems to
consider nutrition and reproduction as two functions of the same
faculty, De An. ii. 4. 416%19: émel 3¢ 7 adry Sdvous Tis Puxis
Bpemrrucy) kal yevwyri) . . . ; also De An. 1i. 4. 415°23—26; De Gen. An.
il. 1. 735%16~19. Aristotle thinks that just as nutrition preserves the
life of an individual, so does reproduction perpctuate the species.
In fact, he says, that to be able to share in the eternal is the purpose
of all the natural activity of living things ; e.g. De An. ii. 4. 4153%29.

b. 24, 27: The reproductive . . .

The process described in this line may be illustrated by animal
reproduction. An animal separates from itself a part, i.e. the
semen, which carries in it a faculty derived from the animal. When
the necessary nursing place, i.e. the womb of the female, and the
necessary material, i.e. the menstrual blood, obtain, the faculty in
the semen acts upon this material so as to give it the form of the
parent animal.

p- 25, 3: The previous two
The two cases referred to are: the inorganic bodies which have
been discussed before the psychological part begins, and the plants.

b 25, 8: The soul . . . single genus

At the beginning of De A4n. 1. 4021 ff. Aristotle raises the ques-
tion whether the soul is divisible or not; and, if divisible, whether



72 COMMENTARY

the differences between its parts are specific or generic. The mogt
conprehensive definition (kowdraros Adyos) implies that althoug%
there are different varicties of soul, they nevertheless share a com-
mon nature by virtue of which they admit of a common definition.
This would include the lowest manifestations of soul in plants.

p- 25, 9 first entelechy

The soul is the first entelechy (perfection or actuality) of a
natur U body possessed of organs (De An. ii. 412227-28 also 4120
4 5). This 1s the most comprehensive definition of the soul, which,
when added to the differentiac, would yield the definition of the
species, so to speak. Every species of the soul includes the lower soul
aud transcends it. The qualfication ‘first’ refers to Aristotle’s dis-
tinction (De An. it 1. 412222 fI.) between two kinds of actuahty
corresponding to knowledge as a state (émormjun) and to the
excrcise of knowledge or thinking (fewpeiv).

p- 25, 23. transforms

The nutriuve faculty changes the body (which constitutes food)
and makes it likc the body which is nourished. Therefore before
digestion the food is unlike, and after digesuon like the body to be
nourishied (De An. u. ¢ 4106329, Yg).

CHAPTER 1I

In this chapter Avicenna speaks of some of the faculues of the
ammal soul, namely, the motive faculty and the external senses;
the ieatment of the internal senses is left to the next chapter. After
a brief statement of the motive faculty and the external senses,
Avicenna dwells at length on the refutation of the view that the
act of sight takes place through something issuing from the eye.
In the widest division the animal soul has two faculties: the
motive and the perceptive. The motive is again of two species:
the one provides the impulse, the other, a bodily power, moves the
hmbs With the presence of a pleasant or unpleasant image which
provokes pursuit or avoidance, the impulsive faculty (which may
accordingly be subdivided into those of desire and anger) moves the
ammal. But for actual motion another bodily power is necessary,
which should move the animal by moving its tendons and ligaments
to and fro. ‘The perceptive faculty is also divisible into the faculty
of external and that of internal perception. The faculty of external
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perception consists of the five senses, namely, sight, hearing, smell,
taste, and touch. Four pairs of contraries—hot and cold, dry and
moist, hard and soft, smooth and rough—are generally subsumed
under ‘touch’. If, however, we assume a separate faculty for each
pair of contraries, touch would be a generic term including four
senses, and the number of the external senses would be eight,
not five.

The forms of all the sensibles come to their relevant sense-organs
in which they are imprinted, and which thus passively receive
them. Therefore the view that some ray or something else issues
from the eye, impinges on the object and so the act of sight takes
place, must be rejected. Against this view the following may be
urged :

This outgoing something will be either a body or not a body. If
it is a body and it loses its integrity outside the eye, then only those
parts of the object will be seen on which the rays impinge and not
the whole object. If it retains its integrity, it will contact the sphere
of the fixed stars either having pierced through the air and the
heavens or having moved through a vacuum. Both are obviously
unacceptable. Or, it may coalesce with the air and the heavens
which, having thus become part of the sense-organ, will themselves
be sensitive. On this account a group oi people would perceive
better than a single individual. Again, a body, whether simple or
composite, can move in one direction only. Also, if perception
takes place through the base of this conical body, then also the
magnitude and shape of a distant object should be perceptible ; if
through the angle, then objects at great distances should not be
seen at all. If, on the other hand, this outgoing something is nota
body but a quality, then, apart from the difficulty of understanding
how it goes out at all, it involves similar absurdities as noticed
before. Moreover, on this view the complicated structure of the eye
will be unintelligible and would contradict the purposive activity
of nature.

p. 25, 36 lwo facullies

Aristotle recognizes two broad divisions or faculties of the soul,
the cognitive and the motive: 7 guxy) xard 8vo dpiorar duvdpes 3
T@v {dwv, 73 Te kpiried, 8 Stavolas Epyov oTi Kal alabioews, kal &t
7® kwely Ty kard Tomov kivnow (De An. iii. 9. 432°15). Again:
Yoy ér Adyov xai dpéews (Polit. iii. 4. 127727). Cf. his discussion of
the traditional views about the soul (De 4n. i. 3. 404P18), where the
soul is xwnTwdv xal yvwpioTiKdy.
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b. 25, 37: The motwe . . . kinds

In De An. iii. 10. 433P13 f.: Aristotle describes animal motion
as a four-term process : the practical good (the unmoved movent)
moves the faculty of appetite, which, through the instrumentality
of a bodily power (cwparucdy = ilels 543 of Avicenna), moves the
body.

p. 26, 4: desirable or repugnant image

Only when the image is pleasant or unpleasant, i.e. when its object
is to be pursued or avoided, does it move to action: De 4n. iii. g.
432516 : o0y yap pr) dpeyduevoy 7 dedyov rivelTar dAX 7 Bla.

p. 26, 5: Imagination

d,.,g:,H (in the succeeding pages called dl3ez,J 1) is, as weshall see,
a function of i 1magmat10n (¢avraocia). For Aristotle appctltc (opefas)
is dependent on imagination and cannot exist withoutit. De 4n.1i. 2.
4i3P22: € 8’ alofnow, kai ¢avraciay xai Spefuwv; in De An. iii. 7.
43154 images are the cause of movement; De An. iii. 10. 43328
Spercrindv 8¢ odx dvev pavraoias. Aristotle sometimes mentions them
together as if they were one faculty: De 4n. iii. 10. 433226 vois
pév odv mwds opbds éarw Spefis 8¢ kal davracia xai dpfy) xai odi
SpB1. Interpreting 43331 Trendelenburg says: ‘Imaginatio ea vis,
a qua Spefis, quae motum moderatur, proficiscitur’.

p. 26, 6: It has two subdivisions

Aristotle recognizes three forms of dpefis or appetite; desire,
anger; rational wish. Mag. Mor. i. 12. 1187536 Jpéfews 8 éori.
iy rpla, émbupia Bupss Bovdnois. Also De An. ii. 3. 4142 Spefis
pév yap émbvuia kai Bupds xai BovAnais. Of these three rational
wish (BovAnois) belongs only to man; the rest of the animals
have the first two (De An. iii. g. 432°5). Anger is not the flight or
avoidance (@evyer) mentioned in the previous note: the one pro-
vokes a violent response, the other excites fear, the one conquers
with revenge, the other seeks flight. In a passage in the Nic. Eth.

7 (1149230 fI.) Aristotle contrasts anger with desire.

b. 26, 13: power . . . muscles

Desire itself is a psychical faculty, but that whcrcby it moves the
animal is a bodily power. De An. iii. 10. 433>19: § 8¢ xwei dpydve
1) 8pefis, 18 Tobro cwparudy dorw.

b. 26, 16: starting-point

Movement of the bodily members presupposes a fixed point in
the joints which, itself at rest, is the starting-point of the movement.
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When from this point the movement works forward (Uds (3!
L,\,,,,J! 4@,.), it expands the muscles and so the membcr becomes
straight; when the movement works backward (I..\,..H ig= Jdh
to the starting-point, it contracts the muscles and so the member
is bent, as, for instance, in the elbow-joint. De An. iii. 10. 433b25:
wdvTa yap doel kol Efel kweiTal. 8o Sei . . . pévew Ti, kal évreiley
dpyecbar Ty lmow. Cf. De Mot. An. 1

b. 26, 19: perceptive faculty

Sensation consists in the passive reception of the forms of sen-
sibles without their matter. These forms get imprinted in the sense-
organs. Thus scnsations are able faithfully to represent the real
objects which lie over against them. The idea is in general charac-
teristic of Greck and Muslim philosophy. De An. ii. 12. 42418
7 név alobnols éomi 70 Sexrindy TGV alofnrdv €ddv dvev THs SAys;
De Mem. i. 450230: % ydp yvouévn ximois évonpalverar ofov Tomov
Twa Tob alofiparos.

b. 26, 29: one striking . . . struck

The essential condition for sound is that two bodies capable of
producing sound ( CJ;) should strike one another in such a way that

they forcibly press the air and do not allow it to escape : De 4n. ii. 8.
419°16 fI.: dAXa 8el orepev mAnyny yevéobar mpos dMnAa Kai wpos
T0v dépa. Tofiro 8¢ yiverar, STav Tmopdvy mAnyels 6 anp xal pr) Stayvbi.
p. 26, 31: vibrations . . . sound

The air must be set in motion (De 4n. ii. 8. 419"35; 420%3).

Aristotle in fact defines sound as the movement of the air which is
not allowed to break up {De An. 420%8).

. 26, 32: The air . . . compressed

There is air also in the ear (De 4n. ii. 8. 420%9): ¢ & & Tois
dolv éyxarproddunrar mpés v6 aximros elvar (also 420%16). The
external air moves this internal air with a movement similar to its
own (a4 d.{,,,;) so that thesound as heard isa copy of the external
event. Themistius (p. 64. 18 Hcmzc) conceives the result of the
contact between the external air and the internal air not merely
as movement but as transmission : xwovpévov Totvuy Tob éfw dépos
yiverar Suddoois els v elow.

b. 26, 39: mixed with the vapour

In De Sensu 5. 443Pg Aristotle says that the moisture in the air
absorbs the smell of objects and transmits it to the organ. Aristotle
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recognizes both air and water as media for the transmission of
smell (De 4n. ii. 9. 4219 ; De Sensu 5. 4425. 29, &c.).

p. 27, 5: bodies touching it

Taste is perceived by the actual contact of the object with the
tongue unlike objects of the senses mentioned before, which are
perceived only through media; hence Aristotle calls it a species of
touch: De An. ii. 10. 42228.

b 27, 9: entire skin and flesh

The flesh then according to Avicenna is the organ of touch.
Aristotle, however, raises the question (De An. ii. 11. 422b34)
whether flesh is the organ or only the medium, and concludes that
it is the medium. In a passage in De Part. An. ii. 12. 656°34 he
definitely says: émi pév odv s dgijs . . . ok &o7t 76 mpdTov aloby-
Thpiov ) adp€ Kkal 76 Towobrov pdpiov AN’ vrds.

b- 27, 13: probably . . . species

De An. ii. 11. 422°19 f. Aristotle discusses the question whether
touch is one sense or many. In answering this question he is much
less definite than in the previous one, and gives up the discussion
without giving a final answer. This question, however, appears
again when Aristotle refers to the one we have previously men-
tioned, viz. What is the organ ¢ of touch?: € pev odv xai 7 a”)\)\n odpé
na&ave-ro 700 Xv;.cov, &8dker Gy 1) adm) ral pla elvar alobyais 4 yebors
xal 7§ 6.457} (De An. ii. 11. 423*19). (Cf Avicenna: gelazat O Y1
Sl G bual Bas saals {7 § ). But at the beginning of

the third book of De An. Aristotle clearly says that there are five
senses and no more.

b. 27, 23: but concerning sight

The account of sight corresponds to De An. ii. 7. 41826 ff. The
view here refuted is Platonic. Plato in the Timaeus (45 B ff.) says
that vision is the result of three fires: the fire of the visual current
streaming from the eye, the fire of daylight, and the fire of the
object seen. Aristotle (De An. iii. 12. 4355, &c.) opposes the view
that light issues from the eye.

b- 28, 10: sphere of the fixed stars

Aristotle (De Sensu, 2. 438%25) criticizes this view, which pre-
wously he has attributed to Empedoclcs a}\oyov 8¢ Shws 16 b
Twl 9y 8w Opdy, kal dmorelvefar péype r@v dorpw.
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p. 28, 11: conical body

The whole subsequent argument with all its details is post-
Aristotelian, and has its source in Alexander of Aphrodisias’ De An.,

pp- 127 fI. Bruns, under the heading : wpds Tovs 8¢’ durdvwv Myovras
ylvealBar 76 Spév.

CHAPTER II1I

Or the faculties of internal perception some perceive forms of
things while others perceive their intentions. Form is always per-
ceived first by the external senses and then by the interior soul,
but intention is perceived directly by the soul: thus the form of the
wolf is perceived first by the external senses of the sheep and then
by its internal senses, but the intention that this wolf is harmful is
perceived directly by its soul.

Some internal faculties perceive directly while others do so
indirectly ; again, some faculties are merely passive while others
act upon their objects. Thus representation passively perceives its
objects while imagination combines these objects with one another
and separates them from one another.

One of the internal senses is the sensus communis which directly
receives the contents of the five external senses.

The second is representation which retains the images formed in
the sensus communis. That retention is a different function from
reception is illustrated by water which receives imprints but cannot
retain them.

The third is imagination which combines the images stored in
memory with one another and separates them from one another.
It is called sensitive imagination with reference to animals and
rational imagination with reference to man.

The fourth is estimation which perceives intentions in particular
objects of the external senses, just as the sheep perceives that the
wolf is to be avoided while her young one is to be shown affection.

The fifth faculty is that of recollection in which the objects of
estimation are stored up just as in representation the images of
sensus communis are conserved.

Taste and touch are necessary for every animal, especially the
latter, but other senses are lacking in certain animals.

p. 30, 2: inlernal senses

The term ‘internal sense’ or ‘internal senses’ is not Aristotelian,
although most of the faculties included under this name are to be
found in Aristotle. The earliest use known to me of the term
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‘internal’ as applied to sensus commums which later appears as one
of the internal senses is by the Stoics. We are told that the Stoics
called sensus communis ‘internal touch’ through which we perceive
ourselves : of Zretkoi Tivde Ty kouny alofnow évrds agny mpocayo-
pedovar, kab’ v kal Hudv adrév dvrilapfavdueda (Stoworum Veterum
Fragmenta, vol. ii, p. 230. 38-39 Arnim). Alexander of Aphrodisias,
comparing the objects of external senses with those of imagination,
describes the latter as ‘internal sensibles’, as opposed to the former
which he calls ‘external sensibles’: dmdxerrar yap 77 davracrici
Suvdpe T dmro Tijs kar’ évépyetay alobioews yidueva éykaralelppara
s Svra rwa alofyrd évrds, s T4 alobyruci Ta alobyra Svra érrds

(De Anima, pp. 68. 31-69. 2 Bruns).

b. 30, 5: intention
The Latin expression is intentio, of which I use the Anglicized
form ‘intention’ in my translation. Cf. note on waim below.

p. 31, 2: Fantasy, i.e. sensus communis

Avicenna’s application of the term ¢avrasia to sensus communis is
not so strange as Professor Wolfson thinks (in his article on the
internal senses in the Harvard Theological Review, 28, 1935, p. 97.
16) for, according to Aristotle, imagination is a function of sensus
communis: 76 ¢dvraocpa rijs kowijs alobfoews wdbos éoriv. (Arist.
De Mem. 1. 450°10) ; see J. Freudenthal, Uber den Begryff des Wortes
davracia bei Aristoteles, p. 25. 24; Sir David Ross, Aristotle, grd
edition (1937), p. 142. Professor Wolfson’s remark (op. cit. 72. 24;
reiterated p. 118. 23) that Aristotle would have included sensus
communis among the external senses, had he made the distinction
between internal and external, seems unintelligible to me. Aristotle
clearly says that the (external) senses are five and no more. Again,
each external sense has an organ and its direct objects are special
(#8a). Sensus communis, on the other hand, has no organ and its
direct objects are common sensibles (xowd). Arist. De An. iii. 1.
425%14: dAAG pijy 00dé Tév kowdv oldv 77 elvar alobrirnpidy ¢ iSiov.
These common sensibles cannot have a sense special to them. De
An. iii. 1. 425720 dore SFlov Sv dddvaror Srovoiv 8lav awB‘qa'w
elvar Tovrdy . . (27) TGV 85 Kowdv 1 Exouev awﬁ'qaw Kounjy, of
xard ovpﬁeﬁ'qxos odx dp’ éoriv 8le. Finally, imagination and
memory which, according to Aristotle, is a special kind of imagina-
tion, are both funcuons of sensus communis. How can such purely
spmtual functions appertain to external sense? The unity of sensus
communis is the unity of the sensitive soul and therefore its functions
are soul-functions.
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p. 31, 3 ventricle of the brain

The localization of the internal senses in the brain is Galenic.
According to Aristotle, the heart is the seat of sensus communis and
therefore of imagination and memory.

p. 31, 5: representation

The faculty of representation preserves the images which are
formed in the sensus communis. They are therefore memory-images.
Cf. Arist. De Memoria et Reminiscentia. This and the succeeding
faculty both have their source in Aristotle’s ¢avraoia. In Aristotle
davracia has a variety of functions. Avicenna treats each of these
functions as a separate faculty.

p. 31, 12: sensitive and rational imagination

il 3, represents the sensitive imagination, 3 J_(‘_. the rational
imagination of Aristotle: De An. iii. 10. 43329 davracia 8¢ wdca
hol A A had k] 0 ’ 4 )3 o A hY » ~ 7

7} Aoyworuer) 1) awobnTuc). radTys pev otv xai Ta dAa {Ga peréyer;
ibid. iil. 11. 434%5 1 %} pév ol alofyruny) davracia, domep elpnyras, xal
2 ~ » IA ¢ ? € by A -~ ~

&v 7ols dMois [dhois Drrdpyer, 1) 8¢ BovAevriny) év Tols AoyroTikois.

b. 31, 19: estimative faculty

The faculty of wahm which the Latin Scholastics called aestimatio
has been discussed by several scholars. Two historically important
views have been held regarding its Greek equivalent. According to
one theory which was expounded by Landauer in the Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft, 1875, p. 401 n. 6, wahm
represents the 86fa of Aristotle. The second theory which makes of
wahm an instinct has been restated by Professor Wolfson, who
maintains that what Aristotle has called ¢vows, to which the latter
refers certain animal actions, was later developed into the faculty
called wakm (Wolfson, op. cit., p. go. 24 f.).

Both these theories, it seerns to me, take into account only a
small part of the evidence to be found in Avicenna’s different works,
and neglect the larger part. The examples and illustrations of wakm
which Avicenna has given are so varied that it seems indeed diffi-
cult to include them under one definition ; but, if we look at the
whole evidence, it seems to me that wahm is just as much a differen-
tiation of Aristotle’s davracia as the rest of the internal senses.

In the psychological text of Avicenna published by S. Landauer
in the Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschafl, 1875,
Avicenna refers to the faculty of wahm by the word zann, which
taken in its strict sense would correspond to the Greek 8¢a; and



8o COMMENTARY

also one of the examples with whach he illustrates wahm 1s the same
as that with which Arntotle illustrates 86fa (De An. . 4. 428bg),
naely, that 8fa tells us that the sun is laiger than the inhabited
world although 1t appears to measure only a foot across. This
text, as Landauer lumself says (op. cit., pp. 336-7), was probably
the earhiest work of Avicenna, and the remarkable fact is that in
no later work does Avicenna repeat this example in discussing
wakhm.

As o the word wahm, in comnon language it is employed indis-
criminately both for opiien and for imagiation. Thus the Arabic
dictionary lisén al-"arab gives takhayyul (imagination) as the equiva-
lent of wakm, while tdy al-‘aris gives zann (opinion or belief). It is
also noteworthy that Avicenna has never used the word zann with
reference to wakm in any of his later works (not even in the Shufa’
which treats wahm at length), except in one place where wakm and
zann both are clearly employed for inagmaunon. I mean the passage
1 Avicenna'’s Arabic commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima (pub-
hished by Abdarrahman Badawi, Ansta “inda al-"arab, Cairo, 1947,
p. 10g. 18). Commenting on the rather obscure illustration 1n
De An. 1. 7. 431417, domep 8¢ 6 anp Ty Kkpnw Towavdi émoinoey,
avry &8 érepov . . . . Avicenna says. ‘Aristotle has not made clear
the purpose of this passage. His meaning, however, is that the
immediate movent of sensation is external sensibles, of images, the
(traces of} sensibles imprinted on sensation and of reason (Siavoy-
Tuey) Puxip) the images themselves. When the images alone are
present and not the external sensibles, they affect the rational soul
like present sensations Simularly, when the rational soul, with the
help ot wakm, creates images, 1t 1s affected by them, thus giving rise
to a cann-process.’” Weahm w here clearly the faculty in which
unages are created. The zann-process here cannot mean anything
else than the ducernment of pleasure or pam in the images by the
soul resulting in the pursuit or avoidance of the object of imagina-
tion, of which Anstotle has been speaking immediately before. It
is nothing but a function of ¢avracia in Aristotle. I will presently
discuss this point a little further. Besides, the most serious objection
to the interpretaton of wahm as Aristotle’s 8dfa is that 8éfa,
according to Anistotle, presupposes reason and therefore belongs to
man only and not to animals

‘There 1s still another passage 1n Avicenna’s commentary on
De Amma in which wakm has been used absolutely literally for
$avrasia. Commenting on Anst. De dn. iii. 10. 43311 : Toér0 (i.c.
70 dpextév) ydp xwei ob wkwolpevor TH vonbivar ) avraclivar
Avicenna says (op. ait,, p. 114. 11): ‘It (i.e. the object of appetite)
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moves because it is desired and sought and it is desired and sought
because it is an object of thought (& vonfivar) or an object of
wahm (7¢ davrashivar).’

Similarly Professor Wolfson’s description of wahm as instinct is
based on a partial consideration of examples (op. cit., p. 87. 11).
Avicenna clearly says in the Shifa’ that the operations of wakm need
not be purely instinctive but may be based on previous experience.
He says: ‘If an animal has experienced pleasure or pain or any
sensual good or evil associated with a sensible form, the imagina-
tion preserves an imprint of the form and memory conserves the
association of good or evil with this sensible form . . . so that when
the same form is presented again to the imagination from without,
it stirs in the imagination and so the idea of good or evil associated
with it is also moved.” (47-Skifz’, MS. Bodl. Pococke, 125, fol. 1855.
t1 ff.) This is why, he says, a dog fears a stick. Thus imagination
and memory are essentially involved in determining the animal’s
response to the present stimulus.

There is a curious parallel of Avicenna’s account of association
and memory in Leibniz (Monadology, translated by R. Latta, p.
232) : ‘Memory provides the soul with a kind of consecutiveness
which resembles (imite) reason, but which is to be distinguished
from it. Thus we see that when animals have a perception of some-
thing which strikes them and of which they have formerly had a
similar perception, they are led, by means of representation in their
memory, to expect what was combined with the thing in this
previous perception, and they come to have feelings similar to those
they had on the former occasion. For instance, when a stick is
shown to dogs, they remember the pain it has caused them, and
howl and run away.” The similarity is remarkable, not only in the
treatment of the subject, but also in the example of the dog and the
stick with which both Avicenna and Leibniz illustrate their theory.

It is on the strength of this fact, namely, that wahm operates
through the memory-images of past experience, that Avicenna
attributes the function of referring sensation to the external object
to wakm and not to common sense as Aristotle did (De A4n. iii. 1.
425°30 £.) ; and he thus anticipates the view of modern psychology
on this point. This enables him to explain much more adequately
than the Stagirite the fallibility of such reference; Avicenna illus-
trates this by an example and says that if we perceive something
yellow, wahm pronounces this yellow thing to be sweet honey
although it may be quite mistaken in doing so (4l-Shifa’, Bodl. MS.
Pococke 125, fol. 1825. 6 f.). This also shows that wahm is a function
of imagination.
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But the most important function of wakm according to Avicenna
is to judge pleasure and pain, agreeableness and disagreeableness of
objects, and thus to produce appetence (dpefis) and movement.
He says: ‘There cannot be any appetite without wahm having
operated on the object of appetence, although not all operations of
wakm are attended by appetence’ (ibid., fol. 1875. 6 ff.) Also,
‘wahm is the supreme judging faculty in the animal and it judges
by way of an imaginative impulse without its judgement being
(rationally) proved’ (ibid., fol. 185a. 22, &c.). In Aristotle animal
movement depends on &pefes which in its turn presupposes imagina-
tion. In fact he treats them as one and the same faculty: vofs pév
odv mwis opBds eorw- Spebis 8¢ kal pavrasia xai opbi) ral ok Spbhj (De
An. iii. 10. 433%26). Trendelenburg says: ‘imaginatio, sicut inter
intellectum et sensus media interjecta est, ita communis appetitus
fons, sive appetitus a ratione ducitur, sive e cupidine nascitur.
Imaginatio ea vis, 2 qua &pefis, quae motum moderatur, proficisci-
tur’ (De An., Berlin, 1877, p. 451. 6 f.). Cf. Arist. De An. iii. 10.
433528 odk dpexructy 16 [Bov dvev pavracias.

pavracia used thus, however, is to be taken in its widest sense as
including sensation (that ¢avraoia does include sensation see Sir
David Ross, Anistotle, grd edition, p. 142. 20 ff.) : Aristotle says: 70
pév odv aloBdveoBar Suowov T Pdvar pudvov kai voeiv: drav 8¢ BV %
Avmnpdy, olov xaraddoa 3 dmoddoa, Sudker 7) pedyer . . . kal 7 duys) 3¢
«xal 7 Spees Tovro 4 kar’ évépyeav, rkal oly érepov TO SpexTikdy Kal
devkTirdy, oir’ dANfAwy odire 700 alofnTukot dAAG 76 elvar dAdo. T 8¢
Swwvonricsi Yuxh 76 pavrdouara olov alobijpara dmdpyer (De An. iii.
7. 43128~15). Cf. 431b2—4.

Aristotle refers the judgement of the pleasant or painful object
simply to the imagination. The perception of the image on the part
of the animal earries with it a sense of pleasure or pain, of good or
evil. But Avicenna sharply distinguishes between two functions:
the perception of the image and the perception of pleasure or pain,
of agreeableness or disagreeableness with reference to the image.
According to him, an image quaimage is neither painful no? pleasant
anq therefore the discernment of pleasure or pain or harm, &c., on
Vv'.hlf:h pursuit or avoidance of the object depends, is an operation
distinct from the perception of the image itself.

Where this sense of pleasure or pain, of good or evil with refer-
ence to an image depends on previous experience, it involves
memory and association. But where there is no past experience, as
in the case of a sheep which, for the first time, encounters a wolf
and perceiving danger in it flees away, the discernment of danger
on the part of the sheep is explained by Avicenna as an instinctive
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interpretation of the image by the soul, although in this case also
the presence of the image is necessary. For Aristotle such an
explanation was not necessary, since according to him the percep-
tion of the image and that of harm or good is one and the same
operation, but it is necessary for Avicenna since he distinguishes
between the two operations. We conclude then that wahm in
Avicenna is an operation subsidiary to imagination and that it is
therefore a differentiation of Aristotle’s davracia like the rest of the
internal senses.

p- 31, 23: relentwe and recollective faculty

This faculty does not represent the intellectual memory as
Professor Wolfson suggests, but preserves the ideas of pleasure and
pain, of good and evil experienced in the past, and is therefore a
differentiation of the ordinary memory which preserves images just
as wahm itself is a differentiation of ¢avracia.

b. 31, 33: Taste and fouch

Taste and touch (especially the latter) are found in all animals.
According to Aristotle touch is necessary for all animals : 7a pév ydp
éxel mdoas, Ta 8¢ Twvds, Td d¢ plav Ty dvaykawordryy, ddny (De An.
il. 2. 414°2), &c. Avicenna adds taste to touch most probably
because according to Aristotle taste is a modification of touch:
dAX” dxpiPeorépav éyopev Ty yeiow Sid 76 elvar admy ddiy Twa

(De An. ii. 9. 421218), &c.

CHAPTER IV

CORRESPONDING to the cognitive and the motive faculties of the
animal soul, the human rational has also two faculties: the theo-
retical and the practical, both being called ‘intellect’. While the
theoretical intellect, which will be considered later, is concerned
with the pure cognition of truth, the practical intellect moves man
to particular actions and is the source of human behaviour. The
practical intellect may be considered in three relations: in its
relation to the animal appetitive faculty, it is the source of certain
human emotions, e.g. shame - in its relation to the animal imagina-
tion, it makes use of it in its deliberations concerning particular
actions and human arts; and in its relation to itself| it is the source
of moral premisses and the general principles on which morality is
based. Good character may be attributed to natural or non-
rational tendencies as well as to practical reason, but it is called
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ethical in the strict sense only in the latter case, i.e. when it is
deliberative and not merely instinctive. This is so because the
practical intelligence must govern and control the irrational ten-
dencies : it must not allow them to get the upper hand and so, by
controlling the lower side, it must facilitate the reception of con-
templative knowledge from above by the theoretical intelligence.

p. 32, 3: practical and theoretical

Just as the animal soul has a motive and a cognitive faculty (this
is the force of -L,u_ ), similarly the rational soul has a practical and a
theoretical faculty. Aristotle, De An. iii. 10. 433°14 makes this
distinction : vois 8¢ & &vexd Tov Aoyilduevos kai 6 mpakTirds- Svadéper
8¢ 1ob Bewpnrinot 7@ Téder. Cf. below.

b. 32, 13: shame

Affections like shame and modesty in the practical intelligence
correspond to desire and anger in the animal appetitive faculty.
Aristotle says that although shame is a mere involuntary affection
{(mdfos) and therefore does not deserve the name of moral virtue,

it is nevertheless praiseworthy when it is present in moderation:
Nie. Eth. ii. 7. 1108%30.

p. 32, 14: ils relationship . . . things

As has been said before, intellect falls into two divisions: the
theoretical and the practical. The function of the theoretical intel-
lect is to know the truth, and that of the practical to deliberate
about some end and to produce some action. Arist. Met. a 1.
993%21: Bewpyrinis drlocodlas Télos dAjfera mparrcis 8 Epyov.
This is because the objects of the former are necessary, universal,
immovable, and unchangeable. They admit only of contemplation
(k31 = Bewpia), not of deliberation (4 ) | = Bovdevors). On the
other hand, the objects of the practical intelligence are contingent,
particular, and liable to mutation and change. Thus they can be
deliberated about and voluntarily changed : Nic. Eth.vi. 1. 113925 ff.
viv 8¢ mepl ToD Adyov éxovros (1.e. pépovs Tis Yuxds) . . . Saperéov.
xai Smoxeiobw Svo 7 Adyov éyovra, & pév G fewpoiuer Té Towabra
7@ Svrwv Sowv af dpxal i &vdéyovrar dMws éxew, & 8¢ § Ta
edexdpeva . . . Aeyéolw 8¢ Tovrwy 76 pév émornuovicdy 76 8¢ Aoyi-
orukdv 16 yap PovAeveatar kai Aoylleobar Tavrdv, oddeis 8¢ BovAederar

mepl Tdv pi) dexopévaw dws Exew. Av. al-Shif’ (Bodl. MS.
Pococke 125, fol. 1915. 24 ff.) <YL g 598 O3 QLN OyKes
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The same function of the practical intelhgence, namely, to
deliberate about the future, is attributed by Aristotle in De An. iii.
11. 434°5 ff. to what he has called there gavrasia BovAevrici
(deliberative imagination) which in iii. 10. 43329 he has called
Aoyroruer, as opposed to alofnricd. Aristotle has not explained,
however, what this imagination is. Avicenna thinks that it is the
usual animal imagination of sense as employed by the practical
intcllect. See J. Freudenthal, Uber d. Begriff d. Wortes $avraola bei

Arist., Gottingen, 1863, p. 30. 30 ff. ; Zeller, Phil. 4. Gr. ii. 2, 1879,
p- 547. n. 3.

b. 32, 16: human arts

Doing and producing, morality and art, are both functions of
the practical reason. Aristotle often speaks of them as if they were
different faculties, e.g. Met. v. 1. 1025P25, Top. vi. 6. 14515, or
habits or functions, Niwc. Eth. Vi. 4. 1140%; but that they are
identical is expressly said by Anstotlc, Nic, Eth. vi. 2. 1139%35:
Sidvora §° avr) odfev KLVEL, A\’ 1) évexd Tov kai ﬂpax-nm) a.v‘n] 'yap xal
‘T‘Y)s‘ WOL'I]TLK‘)?S‘ apxet GVGKG. 'ya.p TOU TrOL€l 11’(1S O 1ro:.wv, Kal- O'U TCAOS
anAds dAAG wpds T xal Twos TO wouTdv, GAAd 76 mparrdv. In Nic.
Eth. vi. 4. 114023 he says that this distinction is not intrinsic but is
due to éwrepikoi Adyor.

P 32, 18: ordinary . . . actions

These are the principles of morality. They are the &, L,43, ($mofé-
oes, mpordoes) of ethics which are incapable of demonstration
(al-Shifd’ says: - It foss L};. Y) and must therefore be imme-
diately apprehended or intuitively perceived (see Burnet’s The
Ethics of Aristotle, Introduction, p. 22. 23). But these first principles
of morality should be distinguished from those of the theoretical
sciences. They are not so universal and immutable as the latter.
Arist. Nic. Eth. i. 1. 1094P15 fI.: 7d 8¢ xadd xai ra Sixaia wepl dv 7
moderund) oxomeiTat, Togadrny éxe Siapopav kai wAdVYY . . . . GyamwnTow
odv mepl Towobrwy kal éx Towodrwy Aéyovras mayvAds kai Téme TaAnlés
&8elcvuaBas, Kal mept TV s émt 76 WOAD Kal éx Towobrwy Aéyovras
rowaiira kai ovpmepaivecfai. Yet, however shifting and changeable
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a character these principles may have, there is always an unchange-
able element in them. In Nic. Eth. v. 7 Aristotle distinguishes
between this element which is ¢doec and therefore dicivyrov and that
which is merely accepted on convention and is therefore évdexo-
pévov. Cf. Mic. Eth, vi. 11. 114335 fI., where the mpdroi Spou of the
practical intelligence are attributed to vofis. This double character
of the principles of the practical intelligence is indicated here by

Avicenna by the words: o= Logé - Al-Shifa’: 5 _,‘5,!1 TS Q_,f;j
oeb — UL Jo 1 5l e Wotaandd [ideall 3531 (6]
oyt 4 ok Sip b 6, ol a6 s

p. 32, 31: it is also possible . . . &e.

This passage is extremely concise, very obscure and hard to
interpret. I think, however, that here Avicenna draws the distinc-
tion, within the domain of praiseworthy character, between
‘natural’ good character and moral character, and that this distinc-
tion must not be confounded with that in the previous passage
between excellent and bad character. The word 434! must be
taken to be an equivalent for i . L and as corresponding to
¢vouch. Aristotle says that moral virtue is preceded by a kind of
sub-rational virtue or natural states (dvowcai &feis) or dispositions
(Nic, Eth. vi. 13- 1144P1 1. ; see Zeller, Gr. Phil. ii. 2, p. 626). We
have seen before an instance of such a natural disposition in shame.
Aristotle’s conception of the relation between these natural virtues
and moral virtues is, however, not clear. On the one hand he says,
Nic. Eth. ii. 1. 1103224 : 007’ dpa ¢oer olire mapd. dvow éyylvovrar af
dperal- What Is naturally ‘given’ here is a mere capacity for good-
ness. On the other hand, we have positively good states as given by
nature.

We may hold two views about this duality of good character.
Each of the two sides may be regarded independently of each other
as character, and as actively producing virtue. But when the
rational side is active that is the proper virtue (i & ,.& = 7 xvpla
dper}) and constitutes morality in the strict sense. These would be
two different species of virtue coming under one genus. Nic. Eth.
Vi. 13. 1144P14: diore Kaldmep éml 1o Sofaoricod S¥o Eorwv €idn
Sewdrs xal gpbimors olrws xai émt Tob Hfucod Svo Eore, 70 pév dpers)
dvows) 16 8¢ % kvpila. Or natural qualities may be regarded as
preparatory for the rational moral character. The former is to the
latter as matter to form, and the concrete product of the two is
moral character. That the later Peripatetic tradition conceived
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this relation as such is evident from what Eustratius says in his
commentary (ed. Heylbut) on the Mc. Etk, p. 399. 6: ai vdp
Puoucal dpetal edduiar wpds Tds kuplws dperds, al poppwrical elo
7@V Puowdv s BAv . . . . Cf. ibid,, p. 395. 30 ff.

Also Plotinus, Enn. iv. 8. 3. 26 fI. Brehier, speaks of ‘natural’ and
perfect virtues and discusses their relationship with each other. But
according to Plotinus the ¢uvoical dperal would be what he calls
civic virtues, which are not purely instinctive sub-rational virtues,
while Avicenna, I think, means instinctive virtues in the Aristotelian
sense ; he attributes them, indeed, to bodily faculiies.

p- 33, 5: two planes

The soul has an intermediary position between the intellectual
and the bodily. With regard to the former its activity is contempla-
tion, and with regard to the latter its activity is to govern and
control. Plotinus, Enn. iv. 8. 3. 20: BAémovoa (i.e. % fvy) 8¢ mpds
pév 76 mpo éavris voei, els 8¢ éavriy odlen éavriv, els 8¢ 7O per’
adr)v koopel T€ kai Stotkel xal dpyel adrod.

CHAPTER V

THE theoretical intellect is a faculty in which forms come to be
imprinted ; if these forms are in matter, it abstracts them ; if they
are already abstract, it ssmply receives them. The stages through
which the theoretical intellect passes from potentiality into actual
possession of forms may be illustrated by the analogy of learning,
say the art of writing. The first stage is that of absolute potentiality
when a knowledge, not only of the art of writing but even of its
rudiments, is lacking. This mere capacity exists in an infant. The
second stage marks the possession of the rudiments of the art of
writing. A child who knows pen and inkpot and has learat simple
letters is in this stage. The third stage is that of the perfection of this
potentiality, namely, when not only the rudiments of the art but
the whole art has been learnt in its completeness. This is like the
capacity of a perfect scribe to write.

In the transition of the potential intellect into actual intellect
we may likewise distinguish three stages. The first stage is that of the
material intellect, which actually thinks nothing but is a mere
potentiality of thinking. The second stage is that of possible
potentiality and marks the possession only of the principles or
axioms of knowledge. The third stage is that of the perfection of
this potentiality. Here the process of acquisition ceases ; all the forms
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exist in the intellect which is in a state (é€s, habiius) where it can
by itself perform the act of thinking. In contradistinction to the
analogy, intellect has a fourth and last stage where, from its state
(&, habutus), it passes into absolute actuality and actually does
think the forms it has. In this stage it is called wntellectus adeptus. The
actualization of the potential intellect presupposes another external
intelligence which is always in actuality and which makes the
potential human intellect actual. This is the active intelligence.

2- 33, 20: receive the impressions

Thinking is conceived on the analogy of perceiving (Arist. De An.
ilil. 4. 429213; 1il. 5. 430210 f. ; Alexander, De An. 83. 13). Hence
the expression C,L__’,‘ Since, however, intellect is not matter, the

expression must be taken as merely expressing the analogy and as
really equivalent to |.z. Since intellect must not be creative in the
act of knowledge, it must be a mere capacity or potentiality, for, if
it is something actual, it will not be able to apprehend the naked
reality. Its activity therefore consists of receiving immaterial forms.
Arist. De An. iii. 4. 429°18 fI.; Alexander, De An. 83. 14 Bruns: 5
vénais Affis Tav €lddv éort ywpls TAys: p. 84. 21: 0dd&v dpa Tdv
Svrwy évepyela éoriv 6 PAirds vods, dAa wdvra Svvdper . . . émrn-
dewdns Tis dpa pdvov éoTiv 6 Shikds voils mpos TY TGV elddv SmoSoyy
éowcdrs mwaxide dypddew . . . . This is the potential or material
intellect.

b. 34, 18: in every individual

Potential intellect is shared by all human beings, but actual
intellect only by some of them : Alexander, De An. 81. 26: xai & név
Puowxds Te Kal YAurds v mdow Tois uA) mempwpdvots . . . (ka8 6v kal
Aéyoper mdvras dvfpdimovs voiv Exew), & 8¢ émikryrés Te kai JoTepov
€yywidpevos, kal eldos xai & dv kal redadrns Tob Pvaikod odkér’ év
wdow.

- 34, 24: primary intelligibles

These are the primary truths or axioms on which all demonstra-
tive knowledge is based, Arist. Anal. Post. i. 2. 71%20: dvdyxn Kal
T dmodeucriciy émoriuny ¢ dnbov T elvar Kal pdTWY KAl
dpéowy xal yvoppwrépwy kal mporépwr kal alrlwv Tod ovpumepda
paros. These first principles of all knowledge are necessary, Arist.
ibid.: & dvaykaiwy dpa cvAoyiouds o 1) éwédefis. Avicenna’s
account of the development of intellect commits him to the view
that the knowledge of axioms, although not indeed congenital, is
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nevertheless prior in time to all other knowledge. But how do we
actually become aware of this immediate knowledge? Avicenna
does not make any attempt to answer this question. The problem
was raised by Aristotle, Anal. Post. ii. 19. ggb25: ndrepov odk
évodoar ai éfes dyylvovrai 3 évotioar Aedifaaiy. But in Aristotle the
question remained finally unsolved, for, on the one hand, he made
the knowledge of basic truths a precondition of all other know-
ledge (ibid. ii. 19. 100°9 " ai 8" dpyal 7@v drodelfewr yvwpyudirepar,
émomiun 8° dmaca perd Adyov éori, T@v dpxdv émariun pév odi dv
eln, émei 8> 0ddev dAnféorepov évdéyerar elvar émoriuns 3 voiv, voiis
dv eln 7dv dpxav), and, on the other, he sought to explain the
genesis of the basic truths through induction and experience (ibid.
ii. 19. 10023 " éx pév olv alobrioews yiverar pwiun . . . éx 8¢ priuns
modAdkis Tod avTod ywopdvms éumepla . . . éx 8’ éumeiplas % éx marros
npepsioavros Tob kalddov év 7 YuxF, T0b évos mapd Td modAd, & v &
dmaow &v e’vﬁ éxelvois 1O alTd, ‘re’xvns cipx‘t\) xal e'm.a‘nﬁp.ns. Cf. 100b3:
87dov 87) ore uiv Ta wpdita émaywyd yvwpilew dvaysalov.

To the description of this second stage of intellectual develop-
ment there is nothing to correspond in Alexander.

b 34, 38: perfected potentiality

This is intellectus in habitu (vods kal’ ééw) of Alexander, De An. 8.
25: Srav yap év éfel yévyrar did Tas ouveyeils vepyelas TowadTy ds S’
atrod dovrdy évepyely Svvachar, Téte 6 ws é€is kakovuevos vods ylverar;
it has its source in Arist. De 4n. iii. 4. 429P5: d1av 8’ oSrws éxaora
yérmprar (i.e. Suvduer vols) . . . Aéyerar 6 kar’ évépyewav (rodro 8é
ovpBalver, drav Svvyrar évepyeiv 8’ adrod), éoTi pév . . . kal. . .
Swvduer Tws.

p. 35, 9 absolute actuality

When éntellectus in habitu actually thinks, it passes into absolute
actuality, as distinguished from the relative actuality of the previous
stage and as opposed to the absolute potentiality of the material
intellect. This intellect is called by Avicenna intellectus adeptus. It is
to be noted that the distinction which Avicenna draws between
intellectus in habitu and intellectus adeptus exactly corresponds to
Alexander’s distinction between vods xaf®> éfw and wods rxar’
&vépyaav. Alexander says (De An. p. 85. 251F.): Srav ydp & &e
yémrai . . . s 8 adrod Aourdv évepyeiv dvaobar, Tére 6 s Eis
xalodpevos vods yiveras, dvddoyov dv 7§ émarjuon 8 Tob Te xard
Stvapw émorfuovos Aeyduevos kal Toi kar’ émormiuny évepyoiv-
785 éori perald, Soov dmodelmeofar Soxel Tol Kara TV émoTiumy
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évepyoivros, Tooobrov mAeovekTdv TOV Katd Stvapw émorijpova évep-
yotoa 8¢ 18¢ v s & xar’ évépyerav yiverar vobs. ¢ yap xard éfw
vois amoxelpeva mbs éatw afpda wal npepodvra ra vonuara. Alex-
ander’s division of the intellect is thus quadripartite. We cannot
therefore agree with Prof. E. Gilson (Archwes d’hustorre doctrinale et
Lutéraire du moyen dge, 1920-30, p. 21, n. 2) that Alexander always
combined vods xaf’ é€w and vois xar’ évépyeav and that his classi-
fication was therefore tripartite. Qur view is supported also by
Ps.-Alexander’s Metaphysics, where he says (p. 697. 16 Hayd.):
Adyor 8* Gv xaB’ adrijv vénow Tov kar' évépyeav voilv, doris Siadéper
rob kal’ Efw, Goris mdAw kal’ ééwv Scadéper Toi Suvdpuer.
Avicenna’s classification falls into five parts:

m polentia absoluta
or wntell malerialis.

in polenha m polentra facilt
Human or wntell. 1n effectu
Intellect wmiell. in habitu.

in polentia perfecta wntell, in actu absoluto
or ntell. adeptus

Active Intelligence Intelligencia Agens.

b. 35, 11: intellectus acquustius

Avicenna has taken the term ‘acquired intellect’ from Al-Farabi,
on whom his doctrine of intellect for the most part depends.
Al-Farabi uses this technical expression in order to designate the
final stage of intellectnal development in man. The Greek word
émixmyros, of which the Arabic mustafid is a translation, first appears
in Alexander’s De Amma (ed. Bruns), p 82. 1; but, as Professor
Gilson has rightly pointed out (op. cit. p. 20, n. 2}, it 15 not used
there as a technical term.

In the article cited above Professor Gilson has developed at
length a theory of the historical origin of the acquired intellect.
The problem is set for this learned historian of medieval philosophy
by the occurrence, in the medieval Latin translations of Alexander’s
De Anima, of such expressions as intellectus adeptus agens which are
intended to translate the Greek Bdpafer but which attribute a
double character to the active intelligence. They suggest, on the
one hand, that the active intelligence is a separate external sub-
stance and, on the other, that it is an internal intellect acquired by
the human soul. Professor Gilson’s answer, in effect, is that the
Arab translators of Alexander substituted adeptus or acquesitus
(Arabic : mustafdd) for the Greek ééwlev or @pafev and thus intro-
duced a fourth and foreign intellect into the tripartite division of
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Alexander. This was brought about, according to him, by dupli-
cating the active intellect into intellectus acquisitus and intelligeniia
agens, and he holds Al-Farabi responsible for doing so: ‘intellect
agent s’est dédoublé en intellectus adeptus et en intelligencia agens
pour faire place A une notion dont nous aurons 4 chercher P'origine
chez Al-Farab?’ (p. 21. 10). Subsequently, discussing Al-Farabi’s
conception of the active intelligence he says: ‘en tant qu'elle (i.e.
the active intelligence) abstrait pour nous les formes sensibles,
clle fait passer notie intellect possible de la puissance a l'acte, en
tant qu'elle est elle-méme object d’intellection, elle devient
Pintcllect acquis’ (p. 33. 17 f.).

1 have maintained in the previous note that Alexander’s classi-
fication was, strictly speaking, fourfold, and that he made a distinc-
tion between vois xad’ €w and vofs xar’ évépyetav. It is also not
correct to say that the Arabs were the first to identify éfwfer with
émirrnros. We find this usage already in Simplicius, who, com-
menting on Arist. De An. 429*27, where the latter describes the soul
as a place of forms, says (De An. ed. Hayduck, p. 228. 1) : rénos 8¢
s Sextiny) émkrirws rai E€wlhév mws. Simplicius is, no doubt, using
these words as adverbs in order to express the manner in which the
soul reccives forms from without, but the noteworthy point is his
cquating the two terms.

Similarly, Professor Gilson’s account of the intellectus acquisitus
in Al-Farabi (and therefore also in Avicenna) as a duplicate of the
active ntelligence is, I think, based on a misunderstanding.
Nowhere in Al-Farabi’s Arabic text of De Intellectu do we find him
saying that the active intelligence, in so far as it is an object of our
intellection, becomes intellectus acquisitus. According to Al-Farabi,
when the potential intellect becomes actual it becomes identical
with the actual intelligibles : the actual intelligible and the actual
intellcct are one and the same. Therefore when the actual intellect
makes the actual intelligibles objects of a second intellection, its
act is essentially an act of self-consciousness: it becomes a self-
thinking thought—‘form of form’, to use an Aristotelian expression.
At this stage, when the actual intellect apprehends its own contents
which are pure intelligibles, abstract from matter, it becomes
acquired intellect. Al-Fardbi says (Dieterici’s text, p. 45. 7;
Bouyges’s text, 1938, p. 20. 1): ‘When the intellectus in effectu
apprehends the intelligibles which are forms for it in so far as they
are actual intelligibles, the intellect which we previously described
as actual now becomes acquired intellect.” The Latin translation of
this sentence, which, I think, is most important for Al-Farabi's idea
of intellectus adeptus, is wrong: ‘Igitur intellectus in effectu cum
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intellegit, intellecta quace sunt sibi formae, scilicet secundum quod
sunt intellecta in effectu, fiunt intellectus quem nos prius diximus
esse intellectum in effectu; tunc fit modo intellectus adeptus’
(Gilson, op. cit., p. 120. 15). The actual intellect becomes acquisitus,
not by apprchending the active intelligence but by reflecting on its
own contents. It is important to make this distinction. Al-Farabi
proceeds to compare the contents of actual intellect with those of
the active intelligence in so far as both are pure intelligibles. He
<ays (Dieterici, p. 45. 14; Bouyges, p. 20. 8): ‘Since there exist
things which are not in matter, this essence need not abstract them
from matter at all, but finds them already abstracted and so
apprchends them just as its essence, being actual intellect, finds
pure intelligibles (as its own contents) and so apprehends them a
second time [this has been rendered incorrectly into Latin, cf.
Gilson, op. cit., p. 120. 27], their being when they are objects of
this second intellection remaining the same as it was before they
became objects of it. {This sentence has been rendered wrongly
into Latin : ‘Fit igitur esse earum, secundum quod sunt intellectae,
mtellectum secundum’; so Dieterici: ‘So wird denn die Existenz
desselben, so fern jene (Formen) intelligible sind, zu einem zweiten
Intellect’, &c.] Exactly the same is to be understood regarding
these forms which are not in matter and never were (i.e. the con-
tents of the active intelligence).

The analogy between the two kinds of forms compares only
their character as pure intelligibles abstract from matter. They are
not of the same order, for Al-Farabi says that the contents of the
active intelligence can be apprehended only after all the actual
intelligibles have been obtained and after, through a second intel-
lection, the actual intellect has alrcady become acquired intellect.
Far from saying that the active intelligence, as an object of our
intellect, becomes acquired intellect, Al-Farabi says that our
intellect becomes acquired intellect already before apprchending
the active intelligence. When the acquired intellect contacts the
active intelligence, the former becomes the matter for the latter and
so gets transformed into a higher form, just as the potential intellect
becomes transformed into actual intellect when it receives the
actual intelligible form. The idea that each lower term serves as
matter for the higher and gets transformed into it, on which
Al-Farabi constructs his system of the hierarchy of intellects, is
essential, and to say that the active intelligence becomes acquired
intellect is to reverse the logic of the whole theory: it is as though
we said that the actual intellect, by conferring intelligible form on
the potential intellect, itself becomes potential intellect.
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We conclude, therefore, that the acquired intellect in Al-Farabi
is not a duplicate of the active intelligence and that it is a much
lower intellect representing the final stage of the acquisition of
actuahty by our potential intellect. This happens when the actual
intellect reflects upon itself and its contents. The idea of self-
consciousness seems, in course of time, to have become very im-
portant for this theory. Both Al-Faribi and Avicenna stress it.
Simplicius thinks that self-knowledge is an essential activity of the
actual intellect and not merely accidental as Alexander says
(Simpl. De An. p. 230. 12): od katd cvpfeBnxds & T vonrd Exav
kai elval mws 6 abros Tois vooupévois eldeow, ds mponyovuévws 1d
€idn dAX’ ody davtov vodw, ds & AXéfavdpos Povderar, xai éavrov S
vo@v mporyovpévws.

CHAPTER VI

Tuis chapter falls conveniently into two parts. In the first part
Avicenna states his doctrine briefly, while in the second part which
begins with the words {0a i ley he gives an exposition of this
doctrine. While the main element in this doctrine, namely the idea
of dyyivoa, is Aristotelian, the doctrine as it has been elaborated and
connected with that of the intellect stated in the previous chapter
seems to have no Greek source and is probably Avicennian.

Some people are endowed with such a great power of sagacity
that they are capable of acquiring knowledge by themselves, and
their intellectus materialis, almost independently of external instruc-
tion, becomes intellectus in habitu.

We can prove this by the following argument. All rational
knowledge is acquired by obtaining the middle term in a syllogism.
Middle terms may be discovered through sagacity or they may be
learnt through instruction. The middle terms learnt through
instruction were also originally discovered by sagacious conjecture,
so that all knowledge is ultimately based on sagacity., Power of
sagacity varies both quantitatively and qualitatively, and since
there are people who are completely devoid of it, there must be
others who acquire all knowledge in this way.

A person so endowed reccives all the intelligibles from the active
intelligence either instantaneously or nearly so, and this acquisition
is not a mere acceptance of facts but a demonstrative knowledge of
reasoned facts.

This is the highest faculty of prophecy and should be termed the
divine faculty.
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b. 35, 35 second capacily

By the second capacity must be meant intellectus in habuu, as
Avicenna himself says iSLJL Jaai PRTRSR Y just as by the ﬁr.qt
capacity he means intellectus materialis. We have seen before that in
ordinary cases the material intellect, after a process of acquisition
and learning, gains kabitus when it can function by itself without
further learning. But here, by an instantaneous reception of forms,
the material intellect is able to function by itself, that is, the
intellectus materialis is the intellectus in habitu.

b 36, 4: it is not unlikely . . .&e.

Most probably Avicenna means that the books which have been
traditionally accepted as Revelation emanate from the Prophet’s
imagination and express the intellectual truth under the guise of
metaphor.

b- 36, 10: middle term . . . is obtained

A middle term is necessary to yield the conclusion in demonstra-
tion ; 8fov &7¢ kai Sid péoov dvayraiov Sei xew v dmédefw (Arist.
Anal. Post. i. 6. 75*13). Themistius: név ydp péoov airTiov Tijs ouvva-
ywyis Tob euumepdoparos (Anal. Post. 27. 10).

b. 96, 12: intuition

The basis of this whole doctrine is Anal. Post. 1. 34, where Aristotle
says that by quick-wit or sagacity we may guess the middle term in
imperceptible time without puzzling our brains: 7 8° dyylvoiud
dorwv edoroxia Tis év dorémrw xpdvy Toi péoov. Philoponus explains
this (Anal. Post., p. 333. 5 Wallies) : 76 8¢ év doxérrw ypdven dvri roi
& dxapaie, iva Siya Tob oxépachar 7 elpecis Tob pégov yévyrar. In
Stoic thought dyyivoia has become a technical term for immediate
(intuitive) apprehension: dyxlvoid édorw émorfun edperics) Tob
kabfikovros éx 100 mapaxpipa (Stoic. Vet. Frag. iii. 66. 7).

How is Aristotle’s doctrine of dyydvoia to be understood? In the
first place it is to be noted that although Aristotle speaks of 1t as
operatio rather than as facultas, it must nevertheless be understood
in the latter sense as is required by Aristotle’s words (8g14):
ndvra ydp ra airtia, Td péoa [6] {8dw ra drpa éypvdipioev. As Zabarella
says: ‘Solertia proprie loquendo est ipsa in aliquo innata facultas
medium celeriter conjectandi’ (Post. Anal. 108b24, ed. Venitiis,
1582). Again: ‘inquit . . . Arist. (omnes causas medias) seu quia
de pluribus problematibus loquatur, si quidem non is, qui semel
facile medium conjectet, dicitur solers, sed qui frequenter, aut in



CUAPTER VI g5

omnibus id faciat . . . seu quia etiam de uno problemate plures
habente ordinatas causas, potest enim proxima causa alicuius
effectus habete causam aliam priorem & illa aliam, & illa aliam. ..
has igitur omnes, ordinatim facile conjectet homo solers donec ad
primam causamn pervenerit’ (ibid. 108b45).

dyxivow, then, is the faculty of quickly discovering middle terms.
The second question is as to the manner of this discovery. As we
have seen, Zabarella conceives it as a series of discoveries, and
therefore as a process. Avicenna, however, conceives it as an
instantancous revelation of all the middle terms. gaall & P..‘J. P

dasd e Loy Ly dass L) e.u..,(ﬁu,‘ Jlaii Jadt 3 Q:.H
But, according to Avicenna, it is at the same time also an order
and compriscs premisses, middle terms, and conclusions. The two
ideas do not seem to me to be consistent with each other.

p. 30, 29: highest point . . .&e.

This argument rests on the false assumption that if the starting-
point of a series be zero, 1ts term must be the maximum possible
number. Our objection, however, would exclude only the necessity,
but not the possibility, of such a divine person.

p. 37, 1: beliefc accepted

Mere knowledge of a fact which does not include the middie
term or the cause cannot rank as scientific knowledge. Only the
knowledge of a reasoned fact can claim to be such: Arist. Anal.
Post. 1. 6. 74527 €l yip S pi7) Exwv Adyov Tob 8id 7( ofions amodeifews
odx émarijpwr. This condition, however, exists only when demonstra-

s

tion is possible (odons drodelfews == Avicenna: L_;!u;.}])rw J
LG_.L:‘,,[, s ;»‘U)’ and is not valid for the basic or axiomatic truths

where there is no prior proposition. Cf. Philoponus, Anal. Post.,
p-87. 81

CHAPTER VII

ArL knowledge consists in receiving immaterial forms. If these
forms are present in matter, the degrees of knowledge vary accord-
ing to the degrees of abstraction. To take an example, the quiddity
of man is in itself an immaternal form, but when present in matter
it is accidentally subject to material attachments and relationships
such as multiplicity, a decfinite quantity, quality, place, and
position. We may prove that these attributes are not essential to
the quiddity of man by pointing out that if they were all human
beings would equally partake of them.
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The first stage of knowledge is sensation, which knows an object,
although not as matter but as present in matter and with all its
material attachments.

The next stage is that of imagination, which does not know an
object either as matter or as present in matter, but certainly with
all its material attachments.

The third stage is reached in aesiimatio, which comprehends
intentions, such as ‘agreeable’ or ‘disagreeable’, which, although
they are immaterial, are nevertheless taken in their particularity.

Finally, reason comprehends objects which are either pure
forms or forms present in matter from which it abstracts them
completely and takes them in their universality.

.38, 7: form

We have seen in the second chapter that sensation receives the
forms of sensibles, and in the fifth chapter that intellect receives
the forms of intelligibles. Here it is said that all knowledge consists
of the reception of the forms of the objects of knowledge: Arist.
De An. ii1. 8. 431522 f.: 5 yap alofyra rd Svra 4 vonrd, éor 8” 5
émomiun uév ra émoryrd wws, % 8 alobnows o alobyrd . . . dvdyxy

7 adra §) 70 €8y elvar. adrd pév ydp 8 od- od yap S Alfos &v 7

Yuxii dAAG 76 elSos.

b- 38, 17: form or quiddity of man

The form (el8os) of all human beings is one and universal ; their
plurality is due to the matter which is the principle of individualiza-
tion, Met. A. 8. 1074°31: 8 & els odpavds, pavepdv. €l yap mAelovs
olpavol diamep dvlpwmor, éorar ele pia 1) mepi Exaorov dpxtl, Apilud
8¢ ye moMal. AN’ Soa dpifud moMd, Sy Eyer (efs yap Adyos xai
6 adrds moAAdv, ofov dvbpdimov, Swrpdrns 8¢ els).

b- 39, 4: sense abstracts the form . . .

In Aristotle both sensation and intellect are receptive of forms.
'To the question, What is the difference between the “form’ received
by sen.sation and that received by intellect? Aristotle’s reply is that
sensation receives individual (7d8¢ 7i) forms, while intellect receives
universals (roiGvde). The reason for this is that forms received by
sensation are in matter which is the principle of individualization.
But Aristotle says at the same time that sensation receives forms
aPart from their matter: % pév alobyols éore 6 Sexrindv vév
alobyrav eldGv dvev ris Shys (De dn. ii. 12. 424°17). This doctrine,
ht.)wever, is liable to serious objections. If sensation receives forms
without matter, they should be no longer individual forms, for the
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cause of their individualization has been removed. And, on the
whole, a ‘form’ (ef80s) is by definition universal; how can it be
individual at all? Again, if forms come to the senses without
matter, how do we know that they are in matter at all? Most
probably to meet such objections Aristotle’s theory of perception
was modified by Alexander, who seems to be Avicenna’s source
here. Alexander says (De An. 83. 16 f.): . . . 5 pév alabpais, € xai
pn s BAn 16 alobnra €idn AapPdver, AN’ olrws ye adrov moweirar
T dvridpw ds Svrwv év DAy (14 yap xowd alofnra cupmemdeyuéva
T Tav Blwv alofyrav dvridfer paprip ot s Alaw adrdv
dvrwv T alobpow dvridapBdvectar. dua yip ypwpdrwy Sius
aioBavopévn odv adrd kal peyéfovs . . . alobnow Aapfdve, & papripa
Tob mepl T Imokelpevov elvar T6 xpdua), o 8¢ vobs obre s TAn Ta
€idy Aapfdve., olire ds év Ty Svra kal ped” SAns. This theory clearly
provides a basis for the grades of abstraction which we find in
Avicenna. Cf. what follows,

P- 39, 13: representation . . .&e.

According to Avicenna imagination represents the second stage
of abstraction. Imagination does not need the presence of the
material object, although in other respects it does not go beyond
sensation. Alexander is also the source of this (De An. 68. 31 fL.),
where he compares imagination with sensation: dméxeirar ydp T3
davraoricyi Svvdper 1o dwé Tijs kar’ évépyerav alobicews ywipeva
éyxaTadelppara s dvra Twd alobyrd évds, ds 7§ alofyrkf Ta
alobnra Svra éxrds . . . alobyricy pév ydp éott, kabdoov Tav alofnrav
Kexwplopévwy Te Tob Exovros almiy kal wapévray éotiv dymAnmTLC)
povey, davraoriky) 8¢, kabdoov ds éxelvm mepl T6. alobyrd éxros Svra
évepyet, obrws abrTy) mepi T pavraora Svra év TH Exovr adriv odpaTe
Somep alabyra adrh, el xal py wapeln ére 1o alofyrd.

. 40, 20: completely abstracted

Alexander, De An. 84. 6: ofre odv s OAy ywduevos 6 vods T@v
€l8&v oBrws adra Aapfdve obre ds perd Bys dvra s Ta alobavdpeva,
AN’ adro. ke’ abrd ywpllwv adra dmd wdoms SAwds mepioTdoews
péva AapBdvwy Bewpet.

CHAPTER VIII

Every faculty which perceives the particular has a bodily organ.
This can be easily seen in the case of sense-perception, for sense
perceives only those objects which are present to it. Since presence
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1s a spatio-temporal relaton and is possible ouly between two bodies,
1t follows that sense-organs must be matenal.

That mimagmation, although it peiceives objects which are not
present to 1t, has also a matenal organ, may be proved as follows.
Let us suppose a certain square abed, and contiguous to its two
angles a and b two squares of equal size. Now, of this whole figure
we have a single image in which one square is situated on the night,
the other on the left, i.e. they have distinct posiions To what
factor does the night-hand square owe 1ts pecuhar positon? Its
position cannot be duc to its being a square, for the other figure 1s
a square also It cannot be duc to some peculiar accident, for, if the
accident 1s essential, it must belong abso to the other square; if 1t is
non-essential, when 1t 1s removed, the pouuon of the square must
change. In fact, imagimaton does not add the ‘night posiuon’ 1o
the square 1n the sense that the square exssted betore and then
unagination contributed the position to it. Indeed, unless the
image were already qualified by a definite position, 1t could not
become an image at all. Such additon and combination takes
place only in the conceptual realm. Intellect, for example, may
combine the concept of ‘right’ with the concept of ‘square’. This,
however, is possible only in the realm of universals, not in the
sphere of particulars. Nor can this position be due to the external
figure of which the image 1s a copy, since we may imagine olyects
which do not exist at all in reality. We therefore conclude that the
distinct position of the square is due to the material organ used by
the imaginatve faculty.

What we have proved throngh different positions of the images
may also be proved through their different magnitudes, '

Again, we cannot imagine both blackness and wliteness at the
same time in the same image, although we can do so in two distinct
parts of the same image. The possibihity of this must depend on the
fact that images have distinct parts. Therefore the organ in which
they are imprinted must be material,

From the preceding it will be evident that the estimative faculty
also has a matenal organ, for it perccives its objects only in
particular images.

"The occasion for this elaborate argument was probably provided
by the few words of Aristotle (De An. iii. 2. 425%24) that, after the
f)bjccts of sense have been withdrawn, images and sensations remain
in the sense-organs: 8 xal dwe@ovrawv rw alofnriv éveow al
aiobrjoeis xai gavraciai év rois alofnmplois. But the argument with

1ts complex structure has, so far as I know, no Greek source. It
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most probably emanates from Avicenna himself, and contains fine
differentiations which are genuine Avicennian characteristics.
These differentiations are so complex and numerous that the
philosopher has been confused 1n dealing with them. Thus, if we
take the discussion of the ‘accident’ as completed with the sentence,
“That this distinct position . . .” (p. 2g), the three last of the four
alternatives offered by the passage beginning with the words
‘Secondly, because’ (p. 26) and ending with the words ‘material
substratum’ (p. 27) have not been treated. On the other hand, if
the discussion of the ‘accident’ does not stop at this sentence, then
the third of the three alternatives proposed before the discussion of
the ‘accident’ has been left untreated. This, however, is only a
technical flaw and does not materially affect the argument.

In the internal structure of the argument Avicenna lays great
stress on the passivity of imagination. Imagination cannot change,
or add anything to, the images, but simply perceives them as they
already exist. It cannot suppose them as right or as left at its own
will, but must accept the relative positions as they actually are, such
supposition being only an intellectual operation. But as a matter
of fact we know that imagination can change images and represent
the right as left and vice versa. Avicenna’s account can be true only
if we believe that images are already imprinted in some material
organ and therefore cannot be changed, in which case, I think, he
is begging the question, since this is precisely what he is at pains
to prove.

CHAPTER IX

InTeELLECT which is receptive of intelligibles is an immaterial
substance. :

If intellect were something material, then an intelligible form
would be imprinted either in an indivisible part or in a divisible
part of the material recipient. It is impossible that an intelligible
form should be imprinted in an indivisible, self-subsisting point,
because such a point cannot exist. Nor can points, finitely or
infinitely repeated, be synthesized so as to generate a line. This has
been shown before (in the Physics, while refuting the atomism of
Kalam).

If the form is imprinted in divisible matter, then through the
division of matter it would be divided. Now, its parts would be
either similar or dissimilar. If the parts are exactly similar, their
totality cannot be different from them except that it would mean
a quantitative or numerical increase, in which case it would be a
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representational not an intellectual form. But it is obvious that a
part as such cannot be the whole. Therefore the form cannot be
divided into mutually similar parts.

On the other hand, the only division into dissimilar parts of
which an intelligible form admits is the division into genera and
differentiae. This leads to many absurdities. Every part of matter
being potentially divisible ad infinitum, it is necessary that the genera
and differentiae of a given form should also be infinite, which is
false. Again, when the intelligible form is imprinted in matter,
genus and differentia cannot retain their internal coherence asin a
definition, but their positions will depend on an arbitrary external
factor, i.e. the divider. There are even certain intelligibles which are
simple and therefore have no dissimilar parts.

Again, a form in matter has a certain position, but when it comes
to exist in the intellect, it has no position, which shows that intellect
is not material,

If a simple indivisible form exists in a divisible matter, then either
every part of the matter will have relationship with the form, or
only some will have, or none. If none, then the whole cannot have
any relationship with the form either. If only some, then those
which have none do not enter as factors into the form at all. If all
parts have a similar relation to the whole of the form, then they are
not parts of the form, but each is the complete intelligible form
itself. If they have a dissimilar relation to the whole form, or if each
has a relation to a special part of the form, the form will be in both
cases divided, which contradicts our supposition.

Again, even a form which is divisible into parts of definition is a
unity as a whole. It therefore cannot exist in a divisible matter.

Finally, intellect is capable of thinking infinite thoughts one after
another; a thing which has such an infinite capacity cannot exist
in matter.

p. 46, 7: a body or a magnitude

The source for this whole chapter would appear to be Aristotle,
De An. 1. 3. 407%6 ff., where Aristotle accuses Plato of having made
the vodis a magnitude in the Timaeus. Aristotle says: & 8¢ vots €ls xai
auveytfs, domep kal 1) véqaust 1) 8¢ vénois 7d vorjuara: Tabra 8¢ TH
épetijs &, ds & dpilbfuds, AAX’ ody s 76 péyebos. 8ibmep 038’ S vois
oUTw ouvexs, dAX’ TjTou duepis 4 oty s uéyedis i ouvexds: wds yip
&) xai vorjoer péyelos div ; wérepov Srwody Tdw poplewy Tédv adTod ;
popiwy 8’ dirow kara péyebos % kard oriypiiy, €l 8¢t kal Tobro pdpiov
eimeiv. €l pév odv kata oTiypaly, adrac 8’ dmepor, SHov ds ovdémore
Siéleow €l 8¢ kara péyebos, moddrus 7 dmepdius vodoei 76 adrd . . .
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el 8’ ixavov Buyelv Srewody T@Y woplwy, i 8¢ KixkAw xweicBu 7 Kal
8Aws péyebos éxew ; el 8’ dvaykaiov vofloar 76 SA@ x¥kAw Ouydrra,
'nf‘s ’e’o‘ru: 7 Tols poplows Bifis ; &ru 8¢ mids vorjoer 70 pepiorv duepel 7
TO GULEPES LEPLOTD ;

Commenting on this passage Philoponus says (De 4n. 127. 2)
that the vofs is not number, but the words merely express the
analogy. He says that the vois is not even continuous—it is not
ouveyns amAds but ofov guveytis.

Themistius bases the immateriality of the vofs clearly on the
simplicity and individuality of forms and especially of the basic
truths: 8ndovdT kel & vods, kal fro. mavrdraow duepis, donmep Exe
6 7@v mpdTwY Spwv, 7 ody s péyebos owexis (De An. 20. 38).
Again: 76 yap €ldos éxdorov xal 76 Ti v elvar duepés éavrd wouel xal
dmdodv, kai ol wpdroL Spot Tadra 14 €idy, . . . odrw voel (ibid. 22. 4).
Philoponus (De An. 131. 11): ér € éxdorew pople pépos voei, 16
8Aov vénua otvlerov éotar mds odv vorjoe T6 dmhod vénua ; drav ydp
ofrw vénua cvlerov éorar.

Themistius further asks, Will each part of the magnitude (as the
vois is supposed to be on this view) know the whole vdyua? or will
its parts know the parts of the véyua and the whole of it the whole
vénua? (De An. 21. 6). Philoponus differentiates this further and
says: either one part of the magnitude will know the whole vdnua,
in which case the parts which do not know will be useless, or all the
parts will know ; if so, then either each part would know the whole
independently, in which case the same thing will be known simul-
taneously an infinite number of times, or each part would know
something different, and so it would be impossible to judge from a
uniform standard (De An. 127. 28-128. 23).

But although Avicenna’s source must be this passage of Aristotle
and the finer differentiations of his commentators, the detailed
elaboration of the argument seems to be Avicenna’s own work.

p. 46, 29: points . . . Line

Points cannot be synthesized into a line, which, being infinitely
divisible, cannot be made up of points at all. Arist. Physics, iv. 8.
215b18: 86 08¢ ypapps) oriypils tmepéxer, € pi) ovykerar ék oTiy-
pav. Ibid. vi. 1. 231%24: d8dvarov é¢ dSiatpéraw elvai Ti ovvexés,
olov ypapudv éx oriypdv, elmep 1 ypaups) pév owvexés, 1 otvypn 8é
d8waiperov. Ibid. i. 2. 185P10: els dmepov ydp Srarperov 76 ovvexés.

p. 50, 15-16: also . . . whole

Although the definition is divisible into parts—genus and
differentia—as a whole it is a unity. Aristotle discusses the problem
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of the unity of definition in Met. Z. 12 and H. 6, ?.nd says .that the
elements of definition must be one because it is definition of a
particular object, a ‘this’.

CHAPTER X

TrE intellect does not employ any bodily organ in its activity, for, if
it did, it would not be able to know itself, or its activity or its organ,
for there would be no organ between it and itself or between it and
its activity or between it and its organ.

Even if it did know its organ, it would know it either through the
form of the organ which exists in the organ, or through some
numerically different form of the organ, or through some other
form which is not the form of the organ. In the first case it would
perpetually know its organ only. The second division is not possible,
for an individual thing can have only one form. The last case is also
impossible, for the form, not being the form of the organ at all,
cannot confer on the soul the knowledge of the organ.

This is the reason why sensation and imagination, using as they
do a bodily organ, cannot know themselves or their activity or their
organs.

IgVIoreovcr, these faculties which perceive through a bodily organ,
for instance sensation, get weakened by incessant activity. Senses
are destroyed by the vehement action of the sensible objects on
them. But the intellectual faculty gets stronger by a strenuous
exercise of its functions, which shows that its activity does not
depend on any material instrument.

Again, the parts of the body weaken and begin to decay after
having reached their point of maturity, but this faculty in most
cases gains strength only after the term of bodily maturity. If it
were a faculty dependent on the body it would in all cases decline
with the decline of the body.

There is an objection against our thesis, that the intellectnal
faculty suspends its activity during bodily illness, the inference
being that the intellectual faculty must need the body for its
exercise. But this objection is wrong. The suspension of intellectual
activity during illness is not because the intellect is dependent on the
body but because the soul, during illness, is preoccupied with the
body and is diverted from the intellectual activity. The very fact
that after the recovery of health it also recovers its intelligibles shows
that those intelligibles were not destroyed but were preserved
somehow, otherwise their recovery would mean a reacquisition.
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. 52, 1: ttis impossible . . . perception

Sensation perceives neither its own organ, nor itself, nor its
activity. That senses do not perceive their organs is an Aristotelian
theory: De An. 1i. 5. 4172 éxer §° dmoplav Sid 7 kai v alothioewy
adTdv ob yiverar alobnos, kaidid 7 dvev Tav &w ob wowobow aiobnow,
&vdvros mupds kai yis xal Té@v dwv arotyelwy, dv éoriv % alofnois
kaf’ adra 7 Ta ovpfefndra rovrows. Aristotle’s reply to this question
is that the faculty of sensation exists only potentially until some
actual sensible object brings it into actuality. This is, however,
difficult to understand, for according to Aristotle the sensible
object becomes actual only in the act of sensation and before that it
exists only potentially. The question is not really answered at all. If
other bodies can become actual objects of sensation, why not the
organs themselves? Avicenna’s reply is that sensation must use a
bodily organ, and there being no such organ between it and its
organ, it cannot know its own organ.

In his theory that sensation cannot know itself and its own
activity Avicenna is opposed to Aristotle, who, drawing attention
to the fact that all activity of the senses is accompanied by self-
consciousness, attributes self-consciousness to sensation itself: émel
8’ alofavduela o7 Spdpev Kai dxovouey, dvdyxn % T4 Spe alobfdvecias
8re 0pd, 1) érépq. AAX’ 1) admy forar Tijs SYews kai Tob Smoxeyuévov
xpouatos. dore 1 8o Tob adrod éoovrar 4 adry avrils. €1 8’ €l xai
érépa elyy 1) s Spews alobnas, 1) els dmepov elow 7 adry) Tis €oras
abriis. dor’ éml s mpddTys Tobro mounréov(De An. iii. 2. 425P12 fI.).
Aristotle, however, points out the difficulty thatif the eye is to ‘see’
itself it must, as an object of sight, be coloured. His solution is to
admit that the eye is coloured. From De Somno 2. 455212, we learn
that this self-consciousness is a common element in all sensation,
which suggests that it is a function of common sense, and Alexander
of Aphrodisias in fact attributes it to common sense: ¢ ydp Gpdv
alabdveras adrol Spdvros kal dxovwy drodovros. o ydp 8y dAAg Tl
Swvdpe mapa Ty (ko) alobnow adrdv alobavopévwy aiclavéueda.
ob ydp Spdpev Sri Spduev, o 8¢ drovouer Sri dxovopev (De An.
65. 4 f.).

Philoponus rejects the theory that self-consciousness is a sensual
principle at all and refuses to believe with Aristotle that the eye is
coloured. He describes, at some length, the view of the more recent
interpreters of Aristotle (of vedrepor) who say that the self-conscious
principle is the spiritual ego which they call 76 mpooexcricdy. In all
experiences this principle pronounces, éyd évinoa, éyw Sievorifyy,
Sydy é88faca, &y vudlbny, éydr énebiumoa, xai dmAds Tobro TO
mposexTikdy pépos Tiis Aoyirfis Puyijs Sid maody rdv Suvdpewv Sieaw,
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TEV T€ Aoy @y kal 7@V AASywy kal TEV duTikdv. € odv 3€i, daal, T4
mpogexTIkoV 8id wdvTawy Suévas, kal 3id Tdv aloffoewy ywpelrw xal
Aeyérw éyas eldov, éyd Hxovoa ([Philoponus] De An. 465. 1 ff.).
Philoponus agrees with this theory and accepts the self-conscious
ego as the unifying principle of experience. Aristotle, although he
insisted (see below, Chapter XII) that every soul and every body
must possess certain peculiarities in order to be able to fit into each
other, and, although, against Plato, he maintained the unity of the
soul in experience (see below, Chapter XV), he failed to formulate
the idea of an individual central ego, on account of his general
doctrine that soul in itself, being form, is universal and is indivi-
dualized only through matter, and on account of attributing self-
consciousness to a sensual principle.

b. 52, 24: itis. .. sense

Excessive force of the sensibles destroys the sensitive faculties:
Arist. De An. iil. 2. 426°30: xai 8id Tof7o Kai Ppbelper Exacrov Hrmep-
dAAov, Kal 76 O£ kai 76 Papy, T dxorfy- Suoiws 8¢ xal & yvuois Tiv

s PU, T nY* ol XV 7

- A ) I b N h) ’ 1 " 7 vy
yebow, xat ev ypauaot v &fw 76 odddpa Aaumpov 1) Lodepdv, xal v
dogpijoer 7 Layupd dou) kai yAvkela kal mxpd, ds ASyov Twds Svros
s alobroews. In De An. iii. 4. 429229 fT. this characteristic of sense
is contrasted with the impassivity of intellect: dAX* 6 voiis drav Tt
e 4 Ié 3 ~ A 4 /4 3 hJ 3
vonoy o$ddpa vonrdy, oly Hirrov voel T4 PmoSeéorepa, dANG xal

pdMov (42943).

b- 53, 5: Again . . . decay

Intellect does not perish with old age or the decay of the body:
Arist. De An. i. 4. 408b18: & 8¢ vois dowcer éyyiveobar odola Tis
oboa, kai ob dlelpeabar. pdhora yap ebfelper’ v Smd Tis v TG yipa
apavpdoews . . . dote 16 yipas od 1@ Ty uydv T memovBévar, GAN’
& &, xabdmep &v péfais wal véoows. xal 76 voeiv 8% kai 6 Bewpetv
papaiverar dAov Tios éow dBepopévov, adrd 8¢ dmabés darw.

CHAPTER XI

THE animal faculties help the rational soul in various ways; for
example, sensation brings to it a knowledge of the particulars which
produces other purely rational processes.

The first of them is that the intellect apprehends single universals
in these particulars and distinguishes the essential from the acci-
dental through the assistance of memory and the estimative faculty,

Secondly, the intellect discovers relations between these simple
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universals and combines them into affirmative and negative pro-
positions. If these relations of affirmation and negation are not
evident, it finds them through the middle term by constructing a
syllogism.

Thirdly, the intellect finds, through induction, empirical pre-
misses, that is, it discovers predicates which are affirmed or denied
of certain subjects; or consequents which are affirmatively or nega-
tively conjuncted with certain antecedents or affirmatively or
negatively disjuncted from them without being their contradictories.
These relations are recognized as being necessary, that is, as holding
in all cases and not merely as accidentals.

Fourthly, the intellect gives assent to traditions which are sup-
ported by unbroken chains of transmission and thus collects
historical propositions. ‘

Having collected all this inductive and empirical knowledge,
the intellect returns to its proper activity and becomes independent
of the lower faculties.

p- 55, I: the soul . . . universals

The doctrine to which the main part of this chapter is devoted is
that sensation is the basis of all inductive processes of the intellect.
Arist. Anal. Post. ii. 19. 10023 : ék pév odv alobrjoews yiverar pnjun,
Gomep Aéyopev, éx 8¢ pjuns moMdduts 70 adrod ywoudims éumepla
al yap moMdal wijpar 7@ dpilfud éumepla pia éoriv. éx 8° éumeiplas 4
éx wavros Hpeioavros Tob kalfdov év T Yuxf . . . .

B 55, 7 negation and affirmation

To make affirmative and negative propositions is a function of
intellect (8iudvoia) Arist. Eth. Nic. vi. 2. 1139%21: éore 8" . . . év
Siavoig kardpaos xal dmddaots. Again Met. E. 4. 1027°30: 7 ovp-
mhord eorw Kal 1) Staipeats év Sravolg AN odk év rois mpdypacw.

For the rest, this chapter does not contain purely Aristotelian
logic and presupposes post-Aristotelian developments in Greck
logic with which I am not acquainted.

CHAPTER XII

Ir human souls existed before their bodies, they would either be
one single substance or a plurality of substance; neither of these
two cases being possible, souls cannot pre-exist their bodies. Itis
impossible that souls should exist as a plurality before the bodies,
for soul being a form would not be divisible in itself and would
admit of division and diversity only when it enters different
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matters. Therefore before entering their bodies, souls would be of
necessity one single substance and not many.

But neither is it possible that souls should exist as one single
substance before their bodies. For one thing, we shall have to admit
that one single entity which has no magnitude is potentially
divisible (:f souls in different bodies are parts of this pre-existing
soul-substance), which admission is absurd. For another, if the
souls in different bodies are not parts of this one soul-substance but
each is the whole of it, we must believe that numerically one soul
exists in many bodies, which is again absurd. Therefore souls come
into being when their bodies do so.

In fact, souls and bodies taken at random cannot fit into each
other. But every body requires a particular soul and every soul
wants a particular body which it may govern and use as its instru-
ment. This mutual suitability of the body-soul couplement gives
to the soul its particular character, which constitutes its proper
individuality.

After the death of the body the soul preserves its individuality
and survives as such.

b- 57, 31: kingdom and instrument of the soul

The body is an organ or instrument of the soul. Arist. De 4. ii.
4. 415P18: wdvra yap Td duowa cdpara ThHs Yvxfs Spyava, xal
kabdmrep ra 7oV {Dwv, obtw kal Td &V duTdy, ds &vexa ThHs Yuxis
Svra. The idea that the soul governs and cares for the body is
Plotinian - Enn. iv. 8. 3. 26: BAémovaa (i.e. 1} Yuyi]) . . . els 8¢ 70 per’
abmy (i.e. els 70 odpa) xoouel Te xai Siowcel kal dpyer adrod.
b- 58, 5: mutual suitability

This whole passage which ends in these words has its source in
Arist. De An. i. 3. 407°15 ff. : ovvdmrovor ydp Kai mbéaow els odpa
v Juxiy, ovdév mpoodiopioavres Sia 7’ alrlav kal wds Eyovros rol
odparos. kaitor 8dfeiev dv Tolr dvayxalov elvai did yap i kowwviay
76 pév mowel 76 8¢ mdoyer kal T6 pév kweilraw To 8¢ kwel, TovTwy §’
ovfév dmdpxer mpos dMmAa Tols Tuyobow. ol 8¢ pdvov émyeipodior
Aéyew moidy 1 1) Yy, mepi 8¢ Tol Sefouévov odparos odbév ért
npoaduopilovow, domep évdexduevov kard Tovs ITvfayopikods uvfovs
v Tuxodoay Yuxny €ls 70 Tuyov dvdecbar oduar And De An. ii. 2.
414%20 fl.: odpa pév yip odk Eore (L.e. 1) Yuyr)), oduaros 8¢ 1, xai
51;& 'ro,ﬁ‘ro év c{a')p.aﬂ 151:'&;’7;(&, kal év odpati ToLOVTW, KAl oly domep
oL TpGTEPOY €is odpa évrippolov admiy, odlév mpoodiopilovres v Thn
Kal roic, kaimep 0vdé datvopdvov Tob Tuydvros Séyeofar TS TUYdy.

Aristotle, however, directs the argument against the Pythagorian
doctrine of metempsychosis and emphasizes the definite character
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of the body in both passages. But Avicenna, to my mind, in the
true spirit of the argument uses it also against the idea of the pre-
existence of the soul. For, if the soul-body relation is a unique
relation in which both terms are equally and essentially involved,
neither of the two terms can exist without the other. A difficulty
arises, however, when Avicenna at the same time wants to believe
in the survival of the individual soul after the death of the body.

In Avicenna’s expression ‘the soul . . . has a natural appetite to
use the body and to care for it’, &c., however, there is a discernible
Plotinian influence. The idea even suggests, inconsistently with the
thesis of the chapter, that the soul comes into existence apart from
the body and then yearns for it. Plotinus speaks in similar terms of
the soul’s appetite todescend into abody in order to edify the sensual
world on the pattern of the Intelligible. Enn. iv. 7. 13. 3: od yap
&t Spun ovd” Spefist 8 8 dv Spefw mpooddfy, épelis éxelvew TH v
8v, 17 mpoobthiy Tijs Spélews olov mpdeiaw 7Sy éml mAdov, xal xooueiv
dpeyduevov kal’ & év vd eldev, domep xvody dn’ adTdv kai wdivoy
yevvoa, motelv omevder kail Snuovpyeiv.

CHAPTER XIII

THE soul does not perish with the death of the body and is in-
destructible.

That the soul does not die with the death of the body may be
proved as follows. Everything which perishes with the destruction
of something else must be in some way attached to that something:
either being coexistent with it, or being prior to it or posterior to it,

If the soul is coexistent with the body and they are essentially
attached to each other, then neither of them can be a substance.
If they are accidentally related, then, with the death of the body,
only the relation of the soul’s attachment will be destroyed and
not its essence.

If the soul is posterior to the body, then the body must be its
cause— material, efficient, formal, or final. But the body cannot be
a material or receptive cause of the soul, for we have already proved
that the soul is not imprinted in the body. And the body is not the
formal or final cause of the soul, for the fact is just the reverse of
it ; the soul as we have held is the entelechy of the body. Nor can
the body be the efficient cause of the soul, for the body as such does
not act at all. It acts only through its properties, and properties
being accidents or material forms cannot cause a self-subsisting sub-
stance like the soul. Body is in fact only an accessory cause of the
soul and effects may and in fact do survive accessory causes.
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If the soul is prior to the body in time, it cannot be attached to
the body at all, for it precedes the latter in time. If the priority is
not temporal but essential, then body can neither exist nor die
independently : if it dies, it will die not of a cause peculiar to itself
but through the destruction of the soul.But in fact body dies through
causes peculiar to itself, i.e. through changes in its composition.
Thus soul and body are not in any way dependent on each other
for their existence.

That the soul is in itself indestructible may be proved by the
fact that only the composites are destructible and since the soul is
simple, it cannot thercfore perish. We may state this otherwise:
Everything which actually persists but has the potentiality of cor-
ruption has also the potentiality of persistence, for its persistence
is not necessary. Thus it possesses two different characteristics:
potentiality of persistence and actuality of persistence. This is
possible only in composite things, for matter in everything is
potential existence and the form actual existence. Now since the
soul is immaterial and simple, it cannot have the potentiality of
existence but only the actuality of existence. It is therefore immortal
and indestructible.

This chapter comprises, broadly speaking, two different argu-
ments about the immortality of the human soul. The first proceeds
by examining the relationship between body and soul and whether
soul and body are interdependent entities. The second argument
examines the character of the soul and the nature of destructibility
itself and concludes that soul by its very nature is indissoluble and
indestructible. The idea of the immortality of the soul expounded
here is entirely non-Aristotelian.

The basic idea in the second argument, namely that destruction
1s the fate only of composite substances and that the soul being
immaterial and simple is not liable to perdition, is Plotinian.
Plotinus, Enn. iv. 7. 12. 11: #d@v 7€ 76 Avdpevov otvbeow eis 76 elvar
eidndos Tavry Siakdecbar méduke, §f ovverély. duyy 8¢ pla xai amAi
évepyeia ofoa é&v 7 Uiy lois od Tolvuy ravry $fapioerar. So also the
idea that the soul is not imprinted in the body as form in matter
is Plotinian. Plotinus says, in his argument about the immortality of
the soul, that the soul is not like a material form, for material forms
are destructible : «dy povw8i 8¢ Exaorov ywipevov, & ok éore, Mow
Sexdpevov eis Te popdiy xal Sy, & dv avdyxn kal 76, dmAd Tdv cwpd-
Twy Tds ovordoes éyewr kal piy xal péyebos Eyovra, dre adpara
ovra, Tepvduevd Te Kal els pucpd Bpavdueva xal Tavry $lopav dv

mopévor (Enn. iv..7. 1. 15; cf. Zeller, Phil, d. Gr. iii. 2, p- 580. 20).
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What Avicenna has proved before in this book (Chapter IX) is
not the immateriality of the soul but of the vods in the strict Peri-
patetic spirit. But in this chapter he says that he has already proved
that the soul is not imprinted in the body as form in matter, which
idea is indeed not Peripatetic but Neoplatonic. On the whole in his
account of soul Avicenna has combined Aristotelianism with Neo-
platonism. Cf. Chapters IV and X11I.

p. 58, 35: the causes are four
These are the four Aristotelian causes,

CHAPTER X1V

WE have said before that the couplement of a soul with a body isnot
a matter of mere chance so that souls exist on their own account
independent of bodies and organized bodies exist apart from souls
and then souls come to inhabit bodies by chance. On the contrary,
every organized body requires a particular soul. Now, if we suppose
a soul which transmigrates from one body into another, the second
body will have two souls—one its own soul, since being an organized
body it must require a particular soul of its own, and the other
which will transmigrate into it from another body. This is absurd.
Therefore there cannot be any transmigration of souls.

Again, the soul which dwells in a living body governs it and
administers it so that the hving being is conscious of itself as being
possessed of that soul and the soul is also conscious of itself as being
the governor of that body. Now, no one is conscious of having two
souls but only one. If then there be a soul of which the living being
is not conscious, and the soul is not conscious of being the soul of
that body, that soul cannot be attached to that body at all. There-
fore the doctrine of metempsychosis is impossible.

The first of these two arguments is based on the idea that a soul
can have only one particular body, which is an Aristotelian idea.
See Arist. De An. i. 3. 407%15 fI. and ii. 2. 41420 ff., quoted above
p. 106. The second argument which rests on the idea of self-
consciousness is evidently not Aristotelian and presupposes the
idea of an ego, cf. above p. 103 and the notes on the following
chapter.

CHAPTER XV

SouL is one single substance and is the substratum of all experience.
This may be proved in the following way: It is quite certain that
different faculties are affected by one another as, for example, the
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activity of the perceptive faculty may be attended by anger, which
is an operation of the appetitive faculty. Now, to explain this
interaction of different faculties there are two ways open to us: If
we do not believe in the ultimate subsumption of the faculties
under a unitary substance, we must believe that some faculties are
directly affected by the objects of other faculties. Thus, if we
perceive a thing and then our anger is roused, we must admit on
this assymption that the appetitive faculty itself is directly affected
by the object of perception. This would mean that the appetitive
faculty performs a double function—perceptive and appetitive.
This is wrong, because each faculty performs only one function
special to itself. If someone says: “We do not hold that the appeti-
tive faculty is affected by the perceived form itself but that, when
the perceptive faculty perceives, it is necessarily followed by the
anger of the appetitive faculty’, we reply that if the affection of
the appetitive faculty is not due to the object of perception, then the
anger cannot be said to be due to the object of perception at all,
and if the affection is due to the object of perception, then whatever
is affected by the object of perception as such is percipient, so that
the same faculty would be angry as well as percipient. The view
that faculties are directly affected by the objects of other faculties
is then false. Therefore the only other course open to us is that the
faculties are subsumed under one single principle which is the
ultimate object of all experience.

Again, when we say, ‘I perceived and I became angry’, what is
the subject of these experiences, expressed by the word ‘I’? It
cannot be any one organ of the body, nor two organs of the body,
nor yet the whole body as such. The sentence must then mean that
the faculty to which perception referred its contents became angry.
The unifying principle of experience is then the soul itself.

The heart is the first organ to which the soul as a principle of life
is attached. This Aristotelian-view is opposed to Plato.

An objection may be raised against our doctrine of the unity of
the soul. The objection is that in plants we find only the vegetative
soul and not the animal and rational souls, while in animals we
find the first two only to the exclusion of the third. This suggests
that each of these is an independent soul and that the soul is not one
whole. The answer to this is that the soul is a unity but that certain
bodies are unfit, through lack of proper temperament, to receive
the whole soul and therefore receive only a part. To give a physical
analogy, fire is one unitary substance but may warm or illuminate
or engender a flame in an object according to its capacity and
position. Warmth alone or warmth and illumination together may
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exist without the flame, but when the flame exists, the former two
will automatically exist along with it. Each subsequent stage in-
cludes the former and transcends it.

p- 64, 23: one single substance

The doctrine of the unity of the soul was held by Aristotle in
opposition to Plato who maintained the theory of the tripartite
division of the soul. Arist. De An. i. 5. 411226 fI.: émei 8¢ 76 ywdboxew
Tis Yuxijs éori kal 16 alofdveafal e kal 16 Sofdlety, Ere 8¢ 76 &m-
Oupeiv xai Bovdeclar xal Sdws al dpéfes, yiverar 8¢ xat 7 xara
Témov kivnais Toic {wois vmé Tijs Puxds, €1 8’ adfn Te xai axpy xal
Pbiors, mérepov SAn TR Yuxf Tovrwy éxaorov vmdpyer, xal mdop
voobuév e wai alofardpefa wai xwovpeba xal rédv dAAwv éxaorov
mowdpév re xal mdoyopey, 7 poplots €répois érepa; . . . Aéyovor &)
Twes peploTiy abmiy, kal dw peév voeiv dAw 8¢ émbupeiv. i odv &
mote ouvéyet T Yuxriy, €& peprary) mébuxer; ol yip 8 16 ye adpa
Sokel yap Totvavriov ud@\dov 7 Puxt 70 odpa owéyew . . . € odw
érepdv Tv plov admy mouel, éxeivo pdhior’ Av ey Yuyr. Serjaer 8¢ xal
mdAw kdkeivo {nTelv woTepov &v 1) odupepés. €l uév yap €v, Sia 7{ odk
e0féws Kat 7 Puxi) &v; el 8¢ pepiorov, wdhw ¢ Adyos {nrijoe 7 16
avve’xcv éxeivo, xal olTw . . . €mi 10 51rupov. Aristotle reiterates this
doctrine in De An. ii. 2. 413b11-41473, and iii. 9. 432°22-432%7.

Avicenna’s whole argument may be conveniently treated as two
independent arguments. In the first he strives to establish the soul
as a substance starting from the multiplicity of experience and
maintains that in order to combine the multiplicity of experience
together we nced the self as a unifying principle. In thus invoking
the cxistence of an ego Avicenna, as we have already said in
Chapter X, goes beyond Aristotle. This idea enables him to con-
struct his second argument on the direct consciousness of the self
as the subject of experience, which he proceeds to identify with the
soutl.

In Chapter X we said that the followers of Aristotle had gone
beyond their master and, indeed, in a certain degree, quite in
opposition to him, had formulated the idea of a self-conscious
spiritual ego in order to explain the unity of experience. Since the
passage in which Philoponus informs us of this development is
interesting and important and, to my knowledge, has nowhere
been discussed, T take this opportunity to give a translation of it.
Commenting on Arist. De An. iii. 2. 425012, Philoponus (De An.
Greek, ed. Hayduck, Berlin, 1897, p. 464. 13 ff.; Latin translation,
1581, 137%15 fI.) says:

‘We, however, say about this that Aristotle’s view is wrong, for
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the acts of the eye are not coloured, but the transparent is the
canse of the twinklings. For the transparent itself, after the removal
ot the object of sight, leaves certain twinklings and traces of light
| npouvydopara, omitted in the Latin translation] imprinted befote
the eye. What is apparent from the statements {of Aristotle] is this,
and to put it bnefly, his meaning is quite clear: He wants to
attribute to individual senses the knowledge both of their objects
and of their own acts. Alexander, however, in his commentary,
attnbutes to the five senses the knowledge of their objects only, and
1o the sensus commums the knowledge of objects and the knowledge
of their acts as well. Plutarch holds that it is a function of the
rational soul [Aoyuces fuxif] to know the acts of the senses. He says
that this happens through the least honourable part [r6 driuov
népes; Laun - sgnobilis pars) of the rational soul, namely, opinion
[p6€a]. For opinion, being the commonest and least worthy part of
the soul, hinks the rational with the irrational. For, as we have
olten learnt, 1t is through their least worthy part that the primary
principles are linked with the secondary; the present case also
tlustrates this. Opinion, then, according to Plutarch, performs this
function and is conscious of the activity of the senses.

‘But the more recent interpreters neither revering Alexander’s
brow nor following Plutarch, even rejecting Aristotle himself, have
discovered a new explanation. They say that it is a function of the
attentive part of the rational soul to know the acts of the senses.
For, according to them, the rational soul has not only five faculties—
mteliect, 1eason, opinion, will, and choice, but, besides these, also
a sixth faculty which they add to the rational soul and which they
vall the attentive faculty. This faculty of attention [mposexrixdv]
they say, superintends [égiordve; Latin: animadvertit] the events
occurring i a human being and pronounces. “‘I intellected, I
1easoned, 1 opined, I was angry, I desired”—in short, this attentive
part of the rational soul pervades all the faculiies, rational, irra-
uonal, and vegetative. If, then, it is to pervade all the faculties, they
say, it must also proceed to the senses and say, ‘I saw, I heard”.
"To make such pronouncements as these is the proper function of
that which cognizes the activities [of all the faculties]. And in fact
the attentive part does make such pronouncements, or cognizes the
acts of the senses. For, man being a single individual, there must
be one single cognizant of the activities of all the faculties. If there
were two, the one apprehending these acts and the other those
othets, the attentive faculty would still, just as in other cases, say,
“1t thou apprehendest that, I apprehend this.” The attentive
laculty must be one, for it ranges through all the faculties, cognitive
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as well as vital. When it applies itself to the cognitive faculties, it 1s
called attention; hence when we want to reproach a man who
lacks concentration in the exercise of his cognitive faculties, we say
to him, “Mind yourself.” But when itattends to the vital faculties, it
is called conscience. Whence the tragedy says (Euripides, Orest. 396) :
“Conscience. Being conscious that I have done a wrongful deed.”

‘Attention, then, (according to them) is conscious of the acts of
the senses. They say that Plutarch is wrong in explaining this self-
consciousness through opinion. For the awareness of the activities
of all the faculties must belong to a single principle, but opinion
cannot know the activity of the intellect. It cannot pronounce *‘1
intellected’, or “‘I reasoned”. Although it may say, ““I opined, 1
was angry’’, it cannot know the activities of the higher faculties
In these criticisms of theirs, however, they do not accuse Plutarch,
for they have not found him anywhere saying that it is a function
of the faculty of opinion to be conscious of the activities of the
senses. Plutarch, in this matter, agrees with Alexander, ic. in
explaining self-consciousness through sensus communis, and both are
equally convicted of holding a wrong view in attributing to semsis
communis the knowledge of the activity of the individual senses For
sensus communis does not perceive anything but a sensible object
But every sensible is in a body, while the activity, not being in a
body, cannot be a sensible. If it is not sensible, it cannot be an
object of the sensus communis.

‘We agree with these people in saying that there is no sixth
sense which possesses self-consciousness, that neither is it the sight
which both perceives and perceives that it perceives but it is a
function of the attentive part of the rational soul to do so. That
there is no sixth sense which perceives perception we admit in
accordance with what Aristotle says, but that the same sense which
perceives [its object], also perceives its own perceptual act, we do
not accept with him, for, even if we admit that the eye sees its owu
activity, it seems to me illegitimate to conclude that the actwvity is
coloured from the premiss that the eye can see not only colour but
also light and darkness. We maintain against him that in itself only
colour is the object of sight, other things (e.g. darkness) aie pes.
ceived only negatively, i.e. by not being colour; and the eye is not
affected by them. But no one sees his activity [of sight] in the same
way as he sees things which are only negatively perceived. Similarly,
when the eye sees colour, it does not see its activity as coloured Tt
is clearly false to say that the activity is in any way coloured, o
how can it be so, being incorporeal as it is? If it is coloured, it will
be at the same time both black and white since it apprchends
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black and white together, which is, indeed, absurd. It would be
better to say that the organ is coloured, not the act. If one secks to
prove this on the evidence of the traces of light, we would say that
this is not the colouring of the activity but that the sensible by
vehemently striking on the sense-organ produces an affection in it,
of which imagination takes an imprint and retains it so that traces
of light are seen in imagination. That it is not colour is shown by the
fact that it can be perceived even when we close our eyes. For it
must be kept in mind that imagination is but mild sensation just as
sensation is only lively imagination.

‘There is another reason why it is false to attribute self-conscious-
ness to sensation itself. Sensation having perceived colour must at
all events reflect upon itself [in order to know that it sees]. If it thus
reflects upon itself it belongs to the kind of separate activity, and
what belongs to the kind of separate activity belongs also to separate
substance, and is therefore incorporeal and eternal. Thus the per-
son who is hesitant about the immortality of the rational soul,
openly acclaims the irrational soul as immortal, which is absurd,
for senses are not eternal and cannot therefore reflect on them-
selves. If they cannot reflect on themselves, they cannot know their
own acts. For to reflect on one’s self is nothing else but to be con-
scious of one’s own activity. Aristotle is therefore wrong, and, as we
said, it is a function of the attentive part of the soul to know the
acts of the senses.’

Sophonias (De An. ed. Hayduck), p. 110. 36 fI. distinguishes
between reflection on one’s own activity and that on one’s self or
substance (odsia). Physical objects know neither their acts nor
their own substances, for they are immersed in thick and coarse
matter (mdyos). Sensation is free from coarse matter but is im-
mersed in thin matter or pneuma, it can therefore know its own
activity but cannot know itself. Reason is free from all kinds of
matter. It knows the acts and its substance as well and is eternal.

b. 66, 33: the heart

According to Aristotle, as opposed to Plato, the heart is the pri-
mary and dominant part in animals and is the first of all parts to be
formed. De Part. An. iii. 4. 665°18 and 666210, Cf. also De Generat.

An. ii. 4. 738b16.
b. 66, 34: this theory . . . Plato

"This opposition of Aristotle to Plato can refer either to the posi-
tion of the heart or to the whole doctrine of the unity of the soul
which is the subject of this chapter.
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p. 67, 20: to illustrate this point . . .

To illustrate the essential unity of the soul, in the diversity of its
parts, Avicenna gives the example of fire and its three qualities.
This may be compared to Philoponus, who, in the same connexion,
remarks (De An., p. 196. 15): domep 76 wip & Sv kai 16 adrd xar'
odotay ral Oeppalver kal fnpaiver kal dwriles movdivapov dv xal od
molvuepés. But whereas Philoponus simply enumerates qualities,
Avicenna makes a hierarchy of them in which each includes the
preceding one and transcends it.

CHAPTER XVI

Since every thing which is potentially existent can pass into actual-
ity only through some other thing which is actual, in order to
explain the transition of potential human intellect we must assume
some actual intelligence which confers actuality on it.

Since this intelligence bestows intelligible forms on the potential
intellect, it must therefore actually possess them, i.e. it must be
actual intellect, for if it were potential, this would involve a regress.

This actual intelligence is called, in so far as it acts upon the
potential intellect, active intellect; and the latter, which is acted
upon, passive intellect; and the intellect emerging between them is
called acquired intellect.

The action of the active intellect on the passive intellect is
analogous to the action of light on our eyes. Just as light turns our
eyes, which are only potentially seeing, into actual subjects of sight,
and the potential visibles into actual visibles, so this active intellect
renders our potential intellect an actual intellect and potential
intelligibles actual intelligibles.

Just as light itself is always actually visible, this active intellect
is always actually intelligible. And since that which is in itself
intelligible is also in itself intelligent, therefore the active intellect
is an eternal self-thinking thought.

b. 69, 2: imagination

In De An. iii. 5. 430%24 Aristotle had described the material
intellect as waflyrinds vois, i.e. the passive intellect which becomes
everything as opposed to the intellect which makes everything. But
the idea of a wafyricds vois was hard to understand, for according
to Aristotle wdfos or aflection is a characteristic of the body or of
bodily faculties. How can voiis be understood to be affected ? This
is most probably the reason why the passive intellect was later
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identified with imagination when people attempted to determine
more closely the nature of the wabnrkds vods. Philoponus in the
introduction to his De An., p. 11. 7 says that Aristotle himself called
davracia the mabnrixds vods : évapyds dpa 8id Tovrwy xai dmabi xai
dbdvaror xai aibiov Tév voiv Pnow elvar xal ywpioTdv xal’ adrdy, T
8¢ gavraoiav plapriv, v mabnricov voiy éxdAecev, voiv pév, 5ti map’
éavry) Exer 76 Yvwardy, mabnricdy 8¢, S perd Témwv. Cf. Simplicius,

De 4n., p. 17. 3.
p. 69. 7: the sun

The action of the active intelligence on the passive intellect is
illustrated by the Aristotelian example of light: Arist. De An. iii.
5. 43014 xai éaTiv 6 pév Towodros vols 7o wdvra yiveolar, 6 8¢ 7H
wdvra meieiv dis éfis Tis, olov T0 Pds Tpdmov ydp Tva Kai TO ¢ais morel
Ta Suvdues vra xpwpara évepyela xpdpara,

Avicenna gives a detailed account of the nature of the action of
the active intelligence on the potential intellect in order to render
it actual. Before the intellection takes place the human soul
has, on the one hand, the images of the particular material objects,
and, on the other, the potential intellect. The potential intellect
considers and compares these images, and this activity prepares it
to receive the universal intelligible from the active intelligence by
way of emanation. It is not the transportation of the image,
denuded of its material attachments by the illumination of the
active intelligence, into the intellect which constitutes the act of
intellection, but an intellectual intuition coming directly from the
active intelligence.! Avicenna compares this with the intuitive
perception on the part of the intellect of the necessary connexion
between the premisses and the conclusion. Nor does the universal
element in the images produce its like in the intellect. The images
are then not the cause of the intelligible at all. Their consideration
by the soul is merely preparatory for the reception of the intelli-

' Gulson, ‘Les Sources gréco-arabes de 'augustinisme avicennisant’ (dArch.
d lust. doctr. et hit. d. moyen dge, 1929-30), p. 65. 18-21. Avicenna says:

Yo b Jandl J Sl e Ji5 il (e Clgsdl) T e Y
Spee W13 4 glasly adi G sy GIR § jsaiddl el O fe
Spedl lode paks OY I Gaadlhe OF gan o b e % Jni
dsd sm il Sdne OB ORI SV OF — Jill Jaall e

— Aozl Qg A5G sl gty dae egdl gt O LS il

(Al-Shifa’, Bodl. MS. Pococke, 125, fol. 1965, 13 ff.)
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gible. What Avicenna means is that the perception of the universal
is a genuine and veritable movement of the intellective soul not
reducible to the consideration of the particular images. The diffi-
culty, however, arises, In what does the activity of comparing the
images consist without having a knowledge of the universal which
is 2 common clement in all the images and on which depends the
possibility of the comparison itself?

Thus, by receiving the actual intelligible from the active intelli-
gence the potential human intellect becomes actual. Avicenna
rejects the Aristotelian doctrine that the soul becomes the intelli-
gible itself, i.e. he refuses to believe in the Peripatetic doctrine of the
identity of the intellect and its object in the act of intellection.” He
argues at some length that nothing can become something other
than itsclf without itself ceasing to be, and he consequently sharply
distinguishes between three things: the intellect, the intelligible,
and the act of intellection.? Avicenna thereby leaves the question
unanswered, How can the human intellect which in itself exists
only in pure and absolute potentiality become actual? Professor
Gilson has attempted to find an answer to this question in Avicenna,
and he claims eventually to have found such an answer in the
Avicennian doctrine of intellectus in habitu according to which the
human soul cannot retain the received intelligible, but whenever
it subsequently wants to exercise its knowledge, has to re-unite
itself with the active intellect.? But so far as I can see, this doctrine
which we shall presently learn, has relevance only to the problem
of intellectual memory and cannot be made to explain the difficulty
about the passage of the potential intellect into actuality. Aristotle
had designed the doctrine of the identity of the intellect and the
intelligible, not in order to establish intellectual memory which he,
indeed, in fact denied,* but in order to explain the possibility of
knowledge at all, and it was therefore a consequence of his general

! Avicenna attributes this doctrine not to Aristotle himself but to Porphyry,
‘the man who composed the Isagoge for them’, as he puts it.

2 Ths identity of the intellect and the intelligible 1s not possible in our souls
but is possible in the higher 1ntelligences or in God. Thomas Aquinas wrongly
attributes the doctrine of the identity of the intellect and the intelligible to
Avicenna: Sum. contr. gent. hb. ii, cap. 74: ‘Quod quidem ex hoc probare
nititur (sc. Auicenna) quia, quamdiu formae apprehensac manent in potentia
apprehensiva, actu apprchenduntur, ex hoc enim sensus in actu fit, et simaliter
intellectus in actu est intellectum in actu; unde videtur quod, quandocumque
sensus vel secundum hoc quod habet forma ipsius, fit apprehensio in actu per
sensam vel per intellectum.’

3 Gilson, op. cit.,, p. 71. 3ff.

4 According to Aristotle intclligibles are never remembered por s, but only
per accidens (De Mem. i. 450*10-14).
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theory of knowledge. For according to Aristotle the organ of know-
ledge is actually unlike and potentially like the object, and actual
knowledge therefore consists in its actually becoming the object.
This formula is equally valid both for sensation and for intellec-
tion.?

The next question is about the intellect after it has become actual
or about the nature of intellectus in hgbitu. In other words, What is
the relation of the human soul with these intelligibles after they
have been received by it? Avicenna’s answer to this question had a
profound and far-reaching influence on medieval thinkers. His
answer consists in expounding the Aristotelian doctrine of the
denial of intellectual memory as such, by means of the Neoplatonic
idea of the emanation of intelligibles from the active intelligence.
According to Avicenna the cognitive faculties are different from
the retentive ones: to be presented to a cognitive faculty means to
be actually cognized by that faculty; to be presented to a retentive
faculty means to be conserved in that faculty without being actually
cognized. Now, Avicennasays, there are only two retentive faculties
in the soul: one is the storehouse of the images, which is the repre-
sentative faculty ; and the other is the storehouse of the intentions,
which is the faculty of conservation. But there is no place which
can serve as the storechouse of the intelligibles. For, if they are placed
in some faculty lower than the intellect, the intelligibles will become
material ; and if they remain fixed in the intellect, the intellect must
always actually contemplate them, for intellection means nothing
else than the presence of the intelligible in the intellect. It is,
however, a fact that we do not always actually contemplate the
acquired intelligibles, although we can do so when we will. How
is this possible ? Avicenna’s answer is that whenever the soul wants
to contemplate the intelligibles previously acquired, it re-unites
itself with the active intelligence from which the intelligibles re-
emanate as they did previously, and that this constant exercise of
the soul facilitates such re-union more and more—this is what is
meant by intellectus in habitu.

Thomas Aquinas,? in discussing the question of intellectual
memeory, mentions Avicenna’s argument. He also admits that
Aristotle denied intellectual memory as such, in De Memoria et
Reminiscentia. But he rejects Avicenna’s view because it involves a
consequence which assigns to the forms a status almost equivalent
to that of Plato’s Ideas:

! Anst. De An. iii. 4, 429*15-18; 8. 431b25-28.

2 Summa conira gamla lib. i1, cap. 74; Summa theologica, pars prima, Q. 79,
art. 6;5 De Anima, lib. iii, sectio viii.
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‘Sed si diligenter consideretur haec positio, . . . parum aut nihil
differt a positione Platonis. Posuit enim Plato formas intelligibiles
esse quasdam substantias separatas a quibus scientia fluebat in
animas nostras, hic autem ponit ab una substantia separata, quae
est intellectus agens secundum ipsum, scientiam in animas nostras
fluere. Non autem differt, quantum ad modum acquirendi scien-
tiam, utrum ab una vel pluribus substantiis separatis nostra causetur
scientia.’t

He consequently held that intelligibles remain conserved in the
intellect in a semi-potential semi-actual state.?

Zabarella agrees with Avicenna that the intelligibles cannot be
retained in the intellect after being acquired, and he accepts
Avicenna’s argument as being the most correct.? But at the same
time he is far from being prepared to'accept the Neoplatonic theory
of emanation held by the Arab philosopher. What is then meant by
wntellectus in habriu? The intellect, in order to exercise its previously
acquired knowledge, cannot recall the universal from within itself
because it is not there ; nor can it have recourse to an active intelli-
gence which contains all the intelligibles in itself; it must then turn
again to the images in which it had originally discovered the
universal through the illumination of the active intellect. Before
the discovery of the universal, we had an intellect which possessed
nothing but a mere raw (rudis) potentiality. But now, after exercise,
it has acquired a refined aptitude which facilitates the recovery of
the truths learnt before through hard work. This aptitude is termed
by Zabarella Aabitus and the intellect which possesses it, infellectus
in habitu.*

The word ‘memory’ is highly ambiguous. To distinguish only its
two main but very different senses: (1) In its most important usage
memory implies a conscious reference to the past. If we restrict the
use of the word ‘memory’ or ‘remembering’ to this sense, then only
particular eventsand objects can be remembered. Thomas Aquinas’s
answer to this argument, that the pastness attaches to the intellec-
tual act only and not to the object of the act, seems to rest on a
confusion. The object of a past act is as particular as the act itself.
Of course a mathematical truth, for instance, is universal and not

¥ Sum. contr. gent. lib. ii, cap. 74.

2 1Ibid. ; sum. theol., pars prima, Q. 79, art. 6.

3 Zabarella’s Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, Venetiis, 1605, p. 38. 2, a:
‘Avicenna enim hoc, quod verissimum est, cognovit, non posse 1n intellectu
css¢ impressam speciem sine ntellectione.”

4 Zabarella, op. cit. 40. 2, a 15ff.

$ Sum. theol., prima pars, Q. 79, art. G.
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particular in itself. But as forming part of a past event, €.g. as an
object of my previous act of learning, it is particular; otherwise it
could not have been part of an event at all. (2) But there is a sense
of remembering in which universal truths or propositions expressing
them are remembered. For example, if I now contemplate or use
a mathematical truth I had learnt before, and I do not consciously
refer it to the past, I am also said to remember that proposition.
Remembering in this sense means that I have understood the pro-
position so that I can contemplate it or use it at my will.
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