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Preface

This book is the result of a collaborative effort, with Professor Thérése-Anne
Druart generously providing invaluable detailed critique, comment, and ad-
vice on every part of the project in the role of subeditor, as indicated on the
title page. Her expertise in Arabic philosophy and in medieval and ancient
philosophy generally, her thoughtful insight, her patient and sustained com-
mitment to this project, and her personal generosity were essential to the suc-
cess of this project. Still, final decisions in matters of translation and interpre-
tation have been mine, so I must take responsibility for the final form of this
work.

Financial support for this project has come from the National Endowment
for the Humanities, from the Institute for Research in the Humanities at the
University of Wisconsin at Madison, and from Marquette University. This I
gratefully acknowledge, as I also acknowledge with thanks the support of
many colleagues in medieval and Arabic philosophy and my colleagues at
Marquette University who have encouraged me in the completion of this work
and freely shared their expertise, only some of which could be acknowledged
in notes. In particular, I want to thank the editors of this series for their con-
tinued interest in the completion of this project, which was initiated under the
editorship of the late Norman Kretzmann. Finally, I must thank my wife, Car-
olyn, to whom this book is dedicated. This project is complete only thanks to
her support and ceaseless encouragement.
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Note on References
and Editorial Method

In the texts and notes which follow, references in curly brackets { } are to the
Long Commentary (1953) (Averrois Cordubensis Commentarium Magnum in Aristo-
telis De Anima Libros, F. Stuart Crawford [ed.] [Cambridge, MA: Mediaeval
Academy of America, 1953]).

Note, however, that in Long Commentary Fragments (2005), Sirat and Geoffroy
use curly brackets { } to indicate conjectured text where margins have been cut
off. My citations of this work follow their usage.

Square brackets [ ] in the translation are used to indicate my additions,
clarifying the meaning with referents and assumed phrases made clear.

Angle brackets < > are used to indicate additions to texts noted by editors
or translators of works cited.

+ ... +indicate text bracketed by Crawford indicating missing or faulty Latin
text.

In the introduction and the notes to the translation, I refer to the text of Ar-
istotle’s De Anima as provided in the Long Commentary on the De Anima as “the
Text.” I refer to the text of the commentary of Averroes as “the Comment.”

Other primary and secondary sources are indicated by abbreviated refer-

ences with author and title and year of publication in parentheses ( ). Full source
information is found in the bibliography.
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Introduction

In 1168-1169, at the age of about forty-two, Abti al-Walid Muhammad Ibn Ah-
mad Ibn Rushd al-Hafid (Averroes), whose grandfather was the famous legal
and religious scholar of the same name, had already devoted serious study to
Aristotle and the Greek Commentators.! This was clearly evidenced in Short
Commentaries or Epitomes (< wazsws mukhtasarat or sl s> jawdmi’) on the works
of Aristotle, drawing heavily on the understandings of the Greek and Arabic
commentators. Yet thanks to Ibn Tufayl, the work of Averroes came to be even
more focused on the texts and thought of Aristotle, even while he continued
his studies and writing on law and theology and also served as gdd (judge).
In this period Ibn Tufayl presented Averroes at the court of the Almohad ruler
Abii Ya'qhb Yhisuf, who succeeded his father, ‘Abd al-Mu'min, champion of the
teachings of al-Mahdi Ibn Ttmart (d. ca. 1129-1130) and vanquisher of the Al-
moravides. As the story goes, Abti Ya'qib Y(isuf raised the question of whether
the heavens were eternal or had a temporal beginning, much to the distress of
Averroes, who knew well that the issue had important religious ramifications
since the Qur’dn was held to have taught the temporal creation of the world.
Only after Abt Ya'qiib Ydsuf had displayed his sophisticated understanding
of the issue in discussion with Ibn Tufayl did Averroes feel sufficiently at ease
to join the discussion and to show his own erudition on this matter. Appar-
ently at the request of Ibn Tufayl and with the patronage and support of Abi
Ya'qlib Yasuf, Averroes, appointed gddi at Seville in 1169, undertook the task

1. With the exception of the Middle and Long Commentaries on the De Anima, which
are discussed below, I follow for the most part the chronologies of Jamal al-Din al-Alawi
(1986) and Miguel Cruz Hernandez (1997), who benefited from Manuel Alonso’s (1947)
chronology in Teologia de Averroes. The most recent account of the works of Averroes is
that of Gerhard Endress (1999), which is an inventory of “the present state of critical
work on the text of Ibn Rushd” (339) and supplements Wolfson (1931) and (1963). Also
see Bouyges (1922) and (1923); Gémez Nogales (1978a); Anawati (1978); and Rosemann
(1988). For more recent and current work on Averroes and his thought, consult Daiber
(1999) and the bibliographies of Druart and Marmura (1990), (1993), and (1995) and Druart
(1997b) and (2001). Druart’s most recent versions of her “Brief Bibliographical Guides
in Medieval Islamic Philosophy and Theology” are available on the Internet. See Druart
(2002), (2004a), and (2006). The most comprehensive bibliography concerning Averroes
is part of the Internet Averroes Database, located at the Thomas Institut in Cologne and
presented by David Wirmer. See Wirmer, Thomas Institut (2006). The 1998 celebrations
in honor of the anniversary of the death of Averroes resulted in a great many new
studies of the thought of Averroes; a number of these are still in press.
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XUl INTRODUCTION

of clarifying the works of Aristotle by pressing ahead with his explanatory
commentaries.? The support of Abil Ya'qiib Yasuf is generally taken as the
commissioning of what we now have as the Middle Commentaries (singular
o235 talkhis). The epitomizing Short Commentaries were followed by these
paraphrasing Middle Commentaries until Averroes apparently completed the
first of his Long Commentaries (singular -, sharh or .S - sharl kabir) with
the Long Commentary on the De Anima, probably sometime shortly before 1186.3
In contrast to his other commentaries, the Long Commentaries are neither ac-
counts based on commentators and other sources (Short Commentaries) nor
paraphrastic summaries of Aristotle’s teachings (Middle Commentaries). Rather,
the Long Commentaries contain a complete Arabic version of the text commented
(as is the case for Averroes’ famous response to al-Ghazali in the Tahdfut al-
Tahdfut, The Incoherence of the Incoherence) and detailed analyses of arguments
drawing on the Greek commentators, as well as on thinkers in the Arabic
tradition such as al-Farabi, Avicenna, Ibn Béjjah, and others where available.
But perhaps what is most remarkable about these Long Commentaries is Aver-
roes’ efforts in following carefully the text and in providing detailed explana-
tions of the reasoning involved in Aristotle’s often terse arguments. In addition

2. The story is recounted in al-Marrakushi (1949), 242—243. George Hourani translates
this account into English in Decisive Treatise (1961), 12-13.

3. Inher review of Ivry’s Middle Commentary (2002), Ruth Glasner cites a previously
unknown comment by Averroes relevant to the dating of the Middle and Long Com-
mentaries on the De Anima. She translates Averroes’ remarks—which, she says, are
unique to the Hebrew translation of the Long Commentary on the Physics (Paris BNF ms.
héb 884, fol. 35b11-16) and not found in the Iunta edition—as follows: “we have the
book of animals and we have already completed its commentary according to the
signification and we shall further work, if God wills in our life, on its word by word
commentary, as we shall try to do, God willing, in the rest of his books. We have not
yet had the opportunity to carry out this intention except in the case of the De anima,
and this book that we start now [the Physics]. But we have already laid down commen-
taries on all his books according to the signification in the three disciplines, logic,
natural science, and metaphysics.” Glasner (2004), 58-59. The common notion that the
first of the Long Commentaries was that on the Posterior Analytics in 1180 or 1183 seems
no longer tenable in the light of this discovery by Glasner. Cf. Cruz Hernandez (1997),
59, and al-Alawt (1986), 102. Much common thinking about the order of the Long Com-
mentaries, as well as the other Commentaries, needs to be reconsidered, taking into ac-
count the material conditions in which Averroes worked and under which his works
were revised and transmitted. For the Long Commentaries, see the following items under
Averroes in the bibliography: Long Commentary on the Posterior Analytics (1962), (1984);
Long Commentary on the De Caelo (2003), (1994); Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952),
(1962), (1984); Long Commentary on the Physics (1962); and (for the De Anima) Long Com-
mentary (1953).
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to the Long Commentary on the De Anima, during the last dozen or so years of
his life Averroes wrote Long Commentaries on the following works of Aristotle,
though dates are now far from certain: Posterior Analytics (?), Physics (1186 or
later?), the De Caelo (1188), and the Metaphysics (1190).

The vicissitudes of religion and politics were both unkind and kind to Aver-
roes and his works. In 1184 al-Mansir succeeded his father and continued to
hold Averroes in high favor throughout the period in which the Long Com-
mentaries were completed. Still, although he had served al-Manstr’s father as
gédi in Seville and grand gddi in Cordoba, in 1195 Averroes fell into disfavor
with al-Mans{r and was sent into exile to Lucena, near Cordoba. After an ap-
parent rehabilitation from exile shortly thereafter, Averroes went to Marrakesh,
where he died in 1198. Various possible reasons for the exile are given, all or
some of which may be on the mark. Some understand it to be merely the con-
sequence of court intrigues and jealousies on the account of al-Marrakushi or
perhaps an attempt by al-Mansiir to curry favor with conservative jurists of
the dominant Malikite school. Still, the possibility that it was due in some
measure to a reaction to Averroes’ Aristotelian positions cannot be ruled out.
His Aristotelian views are not limited to his Commentaries and philosophical
treatises. Each of the works in his 1179-1180 legal and theological trilogy—Fasl
al-magqal (Decisive Treatise), al-Kashf ‘an mandhij (Explanation of the Sorts of Proofs
in the Doctrines of Religion), and the so-called Damimah®—reflects an approach
to Islamic religion deeply critical of traditional Islamic philosophical theology
(kalam) and strongly reflective of his Aristotelian rationalism.® These were fol-

4. See Geoffroy (1999), 12; Arnaldez (1998), 28; (2000), 15.

5. As Charles Butterworth points out in his recent translation of the Decisive Treatise,
also containing this text and a selection from the Incoherence of the Incoherence, this short
treatise, labelled by some as Damimah (Appendix), is a distinct work on the nature of
divine knowledge which propetly should be understood to precede the Decisive Treatise.
Butterworth contends that this should be understood as a preface to the Decisive Treatise.
See Decisive Treatise (2001), xxxixff. As Butterworth notes, this understanding was put
forth by Muhsin Mahdi in 1964. See Mahdi (1964), 118.

6. On kalim (Islamic dialectical theology), see Gardet (1971) and (1978). There have
been numerous attempts to grasp the overall thought of Averroes since Renan’s pioneer-
ing account of Averroes and his works (1852). These have worked to understand Aver-
roes in his own cultural, religious, and historical context. Although many have offered
valuable and intriguing insights, none—in my view—has yet sufficiently captured
Averroes’ unified perspective and approach, found throughout his legal, theological,
and philosophical works. See, among very recent works, those by Fakhry, de Libera,
Geoffroy, Benmakhlouf, Arnaldez, Davidson, Leaman, Cruz Hernandez, al-Alawi, and
Urvoy cited in the bibliography. Rafael Ramén Guerrero offers an insightful and valuable
account of the place of Averroes in the history of the development of views on the rela-
tionship of religion and philosophy in the introduction to his Averroes. Sobre filosofia y
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lowed immediately by his Tahdfut al-Tahdfut, responding to al-Ghazali’s attack
on the faldsifah (philosophers).” Whatever the explanation, the brief exile and

religion (1998). While admitting for Averroes the superiority which philosophy has in
interpreting the symbolic language of religion (see, for example, 59), Ramén Guerrero
understands Averroes’ assertion in the Tahdfut al-Tahdfut (Incoherence of the Incoherence
[1930], 584; [1969], 361) that religion based on reason ( j4~J! al-24! ) alone would be in-
ferior to one based on reason and religious inspiration or revelation (s -\ al-wahy) to
mean that a natural religion based on reason would be lacking in the social function
of binding a community together. Ramén Guerrero (1998), 62-63. In this he cites and
follows Cruz Herndndez, who writes, “On the other hand, his philosophical works
present a ‘reading’ which he believes to be radically uncontaminated by theology, and
in those where Allah and the Qur’an appear it is to give thanks to the First for the gift
which he gave to man by means of the intelligence of Aristotle and to apply to him
some of the expressions which the revealed book reserves for the elect. When Ibn Rushd
writes as a Muslim thinker (Tahdfut al-Tahdfut, Fasl, Kashf, Damima), he moves on the
plane of a [certain] wisdom. Alldh is the fountain, the Qur’an is the guide. When he
writes as a man seeking human knowing, reason alone is the fountain, the Aristotelian
Corpus the guide. Perhaps because Ibn Rushd may have been and may have considered
himself to be personally (intimamente) more a believing Muslim, he would also more
freely be able to think himself a rational and philosophical thinker.” Cruz Herndndez
(1978), 142. Given the dialectical character of the Tahidfut al-Tahifut (see note 7 below),
what requires explication is the nature of the connection between “religious inspiration”
or revelation and the valuable social function of religion, as well as the precise nature
of that which the term denotes for Averroes. Cf. Taylor (2000b). For a brief account of
the thought of Averroes, see Taylor (2003).

7. Iunderstand the Fasl al-magdl, al-Kashf ‘an mandhij, the so-called Damimah (Question
on Divine Knowledge), and Tahifiit al-Tahifiit (all ca. 1178-1181) for the most part to be
dialectical, non-demonstrative works, while Averroes’ philosophical commentaries and
distinctly philosophical treatises are meant by him to be for the most part demonstra-
tive works. His famous statement on this in the Tahdfit al-Tahdffit supports this view:
“All this is the theory of the philosophers on this problem, and in the way we have
stated it here with its proofs, it is a persuasive not a demonstrative statement. It is for
you to inquire about these questions in the places where they are treated in the books
of demonstration, if you are one of the people of complete happiness, and if you are
one of those who learn the arts, the function of which is proof. For the demonstrative
arts are very much like the practical; for just as a man who is not a craftsman cannot
perform the function of craftsmanship, in the same way it is not possible for him who
has not learned the arts of demonstration to perform the function of demonstration,
which is demonstration itself: indeed this is still more necessary for this art than for
any other—and this is not generally acknowledged in the case of this practice only
because it is a mere act—and therefore such a demonstration can proceed only from
one who has learned the art. The kinds of statements, however, are many, some demon-
strative, others not, and since non-demonstrative statements can be adduced without

4
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also the condemnation of his works with the attendant orders for their burning
were likely detrimental to the availability of Averroes’ writings.8 Nevertheless,
today a great many of his works are extant, but some of the most important
are found only in Hebrew or Latin translation.” Among the extant Long Com-
mentaries in Arabic and in translations directly from the Arabic, there are texts
of the Arabic and of the medieval Latin-from-Arabic translations of the Meta-
physics and the De Caelo, while the Physics is extant only in Hebrew-from-Arabic
and medieval Latin-from-Arabic translations, and the De Anima only in Latin-
from-Arabic translation. The Posterior Analytics is extant in Arabic but incom-
plete, while there is a complete Renaissance Latin translation from Hebrew.
These Long Commentaries generally represent Averroes’ most mature reflections
on Aristotle’s teachings, as well as his own most mature philosophical views.
And it is only in his Long Commentaries, particularly in those on the De Anima
and the Metaphysics, that Averroes finally resolves to his satisfaction the much
vexing issue of the nature of intellect, the philosophical issue which is the pri-
mary focus of this introduction. However, before Averroes’ ultimate position
can be explicated, his much different earlier views need to be expounded to
provide a context for his new position arrived at later in life.

Averroes on Human Intellect Prior to the Long Commentary

Consideration of Averroes’ teachings on human intellect for the most part
concerns his understanding of the nature of the material intellect, the agent
intellect, and the human soul.l® The Arabic tradition accepted that Aristotle’s
distinction between active and receptive aspects of intellect in De Anima 3.5

knowledge of the art, it was thought that this might also be the case with demonstrative
statements; but this is a great error. And therefore in the spheres of the demonstrative
arts, no other statement is possible but a technical statement which only the student of
this art can bring, just as is the case with the art of geometry. Nothing therefore of what
we have said in this book is a technical demonstrative proof; they are all non-technical
statements, some of them having greater persuasion than others, and it is in this spirit
that what we have written here must be understood.” Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930),
427-428; (1969), 257-258. Translation slightly modified.

8. For a valuable account of the historical, religious, and intellectual context of Aver-
roes, including discussion of his friends, supporters, opponents, and disciples, see Puig
(1992).

9. See note 1 for bibliographical works with lists of extant writings. Also see note 3.

10. Averroes writes of six different “intellects” or intellectual powers of the soul: (1)
The agent intellect (intellectus agens or intelligentia agens usually renders Jlaill |Jaadl
al-agl alfa“Gl, though, as indicated in note 20, Averroes does use Jelall |inll al-agl al-
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was a distinction between a distinct active, separate, intellectual entity and a
receptive human power of understanding. This position, found in Theophras-
tus, Alexander, Themistius, and others, is in accord with two assertions. First,
in De Anima 3.5 Aristotle holds that one of these two intellects is immortal
(40dvatov) and eternal (Gidiov). Second, in Generation of Animals 2.3, 736b27, he
holds that the power of reason or intellect is not communicated in semen by
physical reproduction but comes from outside (t0v vodv. .. 8Vpabev).!! As
Davidson has made clear, Averroes held varying views on the nature of the

fiil to denote the same entity) is the active intellect of De Anima 3.5. Its role is to actual-
ize intelligibles in potency and to provide them to the receptive material intellect. For
Averroes and most thinkers of the Arabic tradition, this agent or active intellect is an
eternal, separately existing substance. (2) The term “material intellect” (0Akdg vodg,
intellectus materialis, Yggdl Jind\ al-agl al-hayilani) was coined by Alexander of
Aphrodisias in his De Anima. See Alexander, De Anima (1887), 81.24; (1979), 105. This is
also called “the potential intellect” (34231 (sl |&all al-‘aql alladhi bi-1-quwah, intellectus
in potentia). For Averroes in the Short Commentary this is an individually existing dis-
position of the forms of the imagination; in the Middle Commentary this also exists “in”
or associated with each individual, but as intellect it is above imagination as an incho-
ate disposition provided by the agent intellect at birth and later actualized by the agent
intellect in abstraction as the material intellect receives abstracted intelligibles. In the
Long Commentary, this is the famous separately existing and unique receptive intellect
shared by all human beings. (3) The acquired intellect (intellectus adeptus, slazud) jand)
al-aql al-mustafid) is the intellect as realized in the immediate moment of the actualizing
reception of intelligibles in act. This is sometimes called “the intellect which is in act”
{390}, though that designation can also be used of the agent intellect {484}. (4) The intellect
in a positive disposition (intellectus in habitu, iSII Jarl al-agl bi-l-malakah) is the state
of ahuman being who has come to be positively disposed by the reception of knowledge
and who understands such that this knowledge can be easily recalled at will. It is not
merely dispositive as able to be disposed but rather positively disposed with knowledge.
(5) The theoretical intellect (intellectus speculativus, @Ja;J! J.E_d\ al-‘aql al-nazari) refers
to the intellect as containing the intelligibles in act. For the mature Averroes this intellect
and its intelligibles exist as eternal in the separate material intellect and also as perishable
in their individual perishable human subject. Note that (3), (4), and (5) all exist in the
human soul and might be considered moments of the same reality, though Averroes does
not use that phraseology. In the mature account of the Long Commentary, (1) and (2) are
also clearly “in the soul” as well. (6) The passible intellect (intellectus passibilis, |inll
J=id\ al-agl al-munfail) denotes the general power of imagination or cogitation in the
perishable individual which provides denuded intentions in the process of abstraction.
This is “a kind of reason” {449}, not intellect per se but rather only equivocally in virtue
of its contribution to the process leading to intellectual understanding.
11. Aristotle, Generation of Animals (1965).
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active intellect, initially viewing it as an emanative cause of the forms of the
natural world but finally holding in his mature work that generation is due
only to natural reproductive powers and the physical influence of the sun and
heavens. In his late work the agent intellect persists for the most part only in
its nature as a transcendent power essential to the explanation of human
thought through its relationship to the receptive human material intellect, a
role it also played in Averroes’ earlier works.!?

The major focus of Averroes’ reflections on human intellect takes place in
the context of his awareness of the incompleteness of Aristotle’s account of
human intellect. Like his predecessors in the Greek tradition, Averroes was
acutely aware that Aristotle never fulfilled his promise at De Anima 3.7,
431b17-19: “In every case the mind which is actively thinking is the objects
which it thinks. Whether it is possible for it while not existing separate from
spatial conditions to think anything that is separate, or not, we must consider
later.”’® What is at issue here is simply the most important and fundamental
epistemological question of the Aristotelian and Platonic tradition: Is it pos-
sible for human beings while existing in extended physical bodies to think
intelligible objects which are separate from physical conditions?™* For Plato in
the Phaedo as well as in the Republic the body is a hindrance to intellectual
understanding, which can be attained fully only by the soul’s separation from
the body. For Aristotle, with his hylemorphic view of human beings as genuine
composites of body and soul, the issue was nevertheless similar to that of Plato.
If knowledge consists in an identity of knower and known, with the soul be-

12. See Davidson (1992), chs. 6 and 8.

13. Aristotle, De Anima (1984). This is noted by Alexander Altmann (1965), 49.

14. Curiously enough, the converse of this issue is raised in the Liber de causis or
Discourse on the Pure Good, an Arabic work substantially based on the Elements of Theol-
ogy of Proclus and the Plotiniana Arabica. In proposition 6 of the Arabic version (7 in
most Latin versions), the author of this work draws upon proposition 171 of Proclus in
arguing that intelligences are indivisible substances. He follows the argument of Proclus
that the indivisible unity of separate intellectual substances is shown in the complete
reversion of that substance upon itself in self-knowledge. But he then adds to the thought
of Proclus that an intellectual substance lacks extension, so that when it seeks knowledge
of a corporeal thing, it cannot be extended with it but must remain fixed in its state and
unaffected. This implies that extended things cannot be known with the identity of
knower and known appropriate for separate intellectual substances. See (in the primary
sources) Liber de causis (1882), 72—73, and Proclus (1963), 148-151. The converse of this is
that insofar as human beings are divisible particular entities in bodies, they cannot
know separate entities with an identity of knower and known while in the body. This
seems to indicate an awareness on the part of the author of the Liber de causis of De
Anima 3.7, 431b17-19. Regarding the Liber de causis, see D’Ancona and Taylor (2003).
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coming not the apprehended object but the form of the object as Aristotle
teaches explicitly in De Anima 3.8 and implicitly in 3.4, how can the understand-
ing of intelligibles in act take place where those intelligibles are separate from
particulars of the world—as in the case of abstraction—or where they are al-
together separate from the sublunar world as separate agent intellect or sepa-
rate cosmic intellect? That is, if human beings are enmattered entities, how
will anything more than sense perception be possible? For Averroes this is the
question of the nature of the material intellect in itself and in its relationship
with individual human beings, a question which dominated his thought and
to which he returned repeatedly with varying solutions from his earliest writ-
ings on the soul right up to his final resolution in the Long Commentary on the
De Anima and cited in his Long Commentary on the Metaphysics, believed to be
the last of his Long Commentaries.

Today eight distinct works dealing substantively with the nature of the human
intellect and the material intellect by Averroes survive.’> On the basis of the
philosophical doctrine set forth in these works they can be grouped into four
categories: initial, middle, transitional, and final positions. The initial period is
that of the Short Commentary on the De Anima (ca. 1158-1160?), the Epistle on the
Possibility of Conjunction, Epistle 2 On Conjunction, and probably Against the Avicen-
nians on the First Cause. The middle period is represented in the Middle Commen-
tary on the De Anima (ca. 1181?). What I call his transitional position is found in
his Epistle 1 On Conjunction. And, as already indicated, Averroes’ final philo-
sophical position on the human intellect is to be found most complete in the Long
Commentary on the De Anima (ca. 1186); this is also reflected in his Commentary
on the De Intellectu of Alexander, the Arabic text of which has only recently been
published.® Also relevant in subsidiary ways are the Short Commentary on the
Parva Naturalia (1170) and the Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1190).

Averroes’ Initial Position

Averroes’ first account on the nature of the intellect in human beings is found
in his Short Commentary on the De Anima (ca. 1158—1160), also known as his Epitome
(~az3ws mukhtasar).” This is an organized set of notes and arguments on the De

15. Elamrani-Jamal (2003), 356357, like Davidson (1992), 262264, lists seven works. To
these I add Aguainst the Avicennians on the First Cause (1997). If the short commentary on
Ibn Bajjah's Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man, attached to the chapter on
the rational faculty in the Short Commentary, is counted separately, the number is nine.
See Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 90—95; (1987), 214-221.

16. See Commentary on the De Intellectu of Alexander (2001).

17. Some portions of the account which follows also appear in Taylor (2004b). My
thanks to the volume editors for permission to draw upon that article here.
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Anima formed not so much from the direct study of the De Anima itself but rather
from his study of the Greek commentators and authors of the Arabic tradition,
50 as “to affirm on the basis of the Commentators’ statements on the science of
the soul what we hold to concur most with what has been shown in the science
of physics and is most suitable with the aim of Aristotle.”’® It is in chapter 8,
devoted to the theoretical power (s}l an-nazari), that Averroes sets forth his
position. He locates the issue in the manner in which theoretical intelligibles
(ol eN il al-maqildt an-nazariyyah) are somehow separate intelligibles in
act and yet somehow can be received into individual human beings as human
intellectual understanding. Insofar as a human being is a receptive subject which
moves from not knowing to knowing these intelligibles, in that person there
comes to be the ultimate disposition ( .Y eslisz.l istidddi-hi al-akhir) of the
apprehension and emergence of these intelligibles (72~73; 106-107; 195-196).
The intelligibles which come to be in the soul are forms received from ex-
perience of the world into the external and internal senses as intentions (Olxs
mainin). Their reception into the imagination, however, is distinct from recep-
tion into a physical organ since the displacement of a contrary is not necessary
in the case of the imagination. What is more, “The imaginative soul is distin-
guished by the fact that it does not need an organic instrument for its activity”
(74; 108; 197). As grounded in the particularity of the changing experience of
worldly individuals, the intelligibles are able to come to be only in those human
beings who have experienced them in the world. As Davidson phrases it, “in-
telligible thoughts . . . share two crucial traits with forms of physical objects
and forms in the soul at the subintellectual levels of perception, both of which
Averroes terms ‘material’ forms.”? These traits are that they are consequent

18. Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 3; (1985), 5; (1987), 99. Page references to
the text of the Short Commentary in the rest of this section will be parenthetical, referring
first to the 1950 Arabic edition, then to the 1985 Arabic edition, and finally to the 1987
Spanish translation. Al“Alaw1 holds that this work does not follow the pattern of the
other Short Commentaries and calls it “an anomaly.” See al-Alawi (1992), 8o7. He is also
strongly critical of the editions of (1950) and (1985). See al-Alawi (1986), 53, n. 8, and
(1992), 807-811. On this work also see Druart (1994) and Davidson (1992), 265-272. In the
Long Commentary on the De Anima, Averroes refers critically to himself when he writes
of Ibn Bajjah, “But what made that man err, and we too for a long time, is that modern
thinkers set aside the books of Aristotle and consider the books of the commentators,
and chiefly in the case of the soul, in their believing that this book is impossible to
understand. This is on account of Avicenna who followed Aristotle only in dialectics,
but in other things he erred, and chiefly in the case of metaphysics. This is because he
began, as it were, from his own perspective” {470}. For a full outline of the contents of
the Short Commentary, see Ivry (1997b).

19. Davidson (1992), 266.
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upon multiple stages of change and that they are individuated by the subjects
into which they are received—that is, they are “multiplied with the multiplica-
tion of their subjects and numbered by their enumeration.” As such these intel-
ligibles are true (sl sddigan) in virtue of a subject external to the soul (the
thing in the world causally giving rise to the intelligible) on which the imagined
form is completely based (80; 116—117; 203).

This process of the generation of intelligibles in the receptive human power
called the material intellect requires an agency whereby what is potentially
intelligible (the forms in the world and their intentions in the external and
internal sense powers) is transformed into the intelligible in act. For Averroes
only what already has the nature of intellectuality and is itself intelligent and
intelligible in act can be cause of intelligibility in act—that is, the agent intellect
(Jsladl Jinllal-agl al-fil).*° “For the material intellect needs necessarily for its
existence that there be here an intellect existing in act eternally” (88; 126-127;
212). This separate intellect has the essential actuality not present in the mate-
rial intellect which by conjoining (JL.25! ittisdl) enables material intellects to
be actualized so that individual human beings become knowers.?! “The agent
intellect is more noble than the material (intellect) and . . . in itself exists in act
(Jrdh 54240 maujiid bi-1-fil) as an eternal intellect”—irrespective and inde-
pendent of our understanding and awareness of it—as intelligible, as form,
as agent and as “ultimately form for us” (U 3,30 . . . 3,50, bi-lI-dkhirah . . . surah
li-nd) (89; 127; 213). This agent intellect actualizes “the disposition which is in
the forms of the imagination (i L3 o)l b fi suwar al-khayaliyah) for receiv-
ing the intelligibles,” the “first material intellect” (Js¥ Vs gl Jaadl al-agl
al-hayilini I-awwal).?? The reason for this identification is simply that human

20. In the Short Commentary Averroes uses both oLl |illal-agl al-fdil and Juaadl
Janl al-agl alfa“4] to denote the agent or active intellect. See Short Commentary on the
De Anima (1985), 123.13 and 127.4.

21. “As Averroes presents it here, conjunction is not a state which one may hope to
achieve only at the end of a life spent striving for knowledge; it is not a total and abso-
lute joining of two separate substances. Rather, it is a state experienced when one has
truly understood something, it is possession of a particular truth. The Agent Intellect
in this construal is not so much the repository of all ideas, as it is the facilitator or ac-
tualizing agent for the comprehension of them all. In joining with the Agent Intellect,
the individual intellect becomes part of the eternal intelligible world of ideas, to the
extent of those ideas which it has mastered. The ideas are part of the intelligible order
of our world, its species and genera, for the intelligibility of which the Agent Intellect
is ultimately responsible.” Ivry (1997b), 544.

22, Jg¥l Noogh Jandl on cNsall Jo I AL jonll 3 (ol sluaz ¥V 36, (Short
Commentary on the De Anima [1950], 86; [1985], 124; [1987], 209). I read J.-.A_N as a typo-
graphical error in place of i}l in ibid. (1985). This is in agreement with ibid. (1987).
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thinking (as Aristotle held in De Anima 3.8) takes place with the existence of
images and does not take place in their absence (86; 124; 209). “By this disposi-
tion which exists for man in the forms of the imagination, the soul [in man] is
distinguished from the imaginative soul in animals” (87; 125; 210). Not identi-
cal with the imagination itself, the material intellect is an immaterial disposi-
tion of the soul having as subject by which it exists in a human being the forms
of the imagination as receptive of intelligibles. These intelligibles, however,
must remain unmixed with the forms of the imagination and so are, we might
say, linked but adjacent and transcendent to their subject, the forms of the
imagination, since (as Aristotle says following Anaxagoras) intellect must re-
main unmixed in order to know (87; 125; 210).23

This doctrine in the Short Commentary is to some degree based on the thought
of Alexander of Aphrodisias but is more evidently founded on that of Ibn B3j-
jah. For Alexander the active intellectual power to which Aristotle referred in
De Anima 3.5 is a separate intellectual entity responsible for the realization of
intellectual understanding in individual human beings. But the receptive
power of the soul, which he termed “material intellect,” he considered a dis-
position belonging to each human being to be actualized by the transcendent
agent intellect, which Alexander identified with God. Yet on Alexander’s view
this disposition, though not a body nor in the body as a power, is still intrinsi-
cally associated with its subject in such a way that the perishing of the human
being and its body also entails the cessation of intellectual activity and the
perishing of the individual material intellect.?

Ibn Bajjah’s view is related to Alexander’s approach of considering the ma-
terial intellect as a disposition, though his more Platonic views on the nature
of intelligibles and the intellect would not allow him to follow Alexander in
holding for the perishing of the intellectual part of the soul. For Ibn Bajjah, all
human activities have the end of intellectual perfection on the way to the ul-
timate end of conjoining with separate intellect. As he puts it,

23. AsGeoffroy stresses and as will be seen below, Averroes’ understanding of cosmol-
ogy provided him with a model for explicating the relationship between corporeal pow-
ers such as imagination or cogitation and the immaterial power of intellect. See Geoffroy
and Steel (2001), 71ff. The Short Commentary on the De Anima does not in any explicit way
draw upon Averroes’ cosmological views in expounding his understanding of the rela-
tionship of the material intellect and the imagination or forms of the imagination. Geof-
froy and Steel point out that Averroes seems to have in mind this cosmological model to
explain the transcendence of the material intellect in his Against the Avicennians on the
First Cause (1997), composed in the same period. See Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 71-73.

24. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 90.6-11; (1979), 119. Regarding Alexander’s De Anima
and De Intellectu, see Davidson (1992), 30—41.
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The philosopher must perform numerous [particular] spiritual acts—but
not for their own sake—and perform all the intellectual acts for their own
sake: the corporeal acts enable him to exist as a human, the [particular]
spiritual acts render him more noble, and the intellectual acts render him
divine and virtuous. The man of wisdom is therefore necessarily a man
who is virtuous and divine. Of every kind of activity, he takes up the best
only. He shares with every class of men the best states that characterize
them. But he stands alone as the one who performs the most excellent and
noblest of actions. When he achieves the final end—that is, when he un-
derstands simple essential intellects, which are mentioned in the Meta-
physics, On the Soul, and On Sense and the Sensible—he then becomes one
of those intellects. It would be right to call him simply divine. He will be
free from the moral sensible qualities, as well as from the high [particular]
spiritual qualities: it will be fitting to describe him as a pure divinity.?®

Transcending the perishable body by its intellectual independence, the mate-
rial intellect for Ibn Bajjah is the receptivity fulfilled by the separate agent
intellect through a conjoining of an intellectual sort. The agent intellect il-
luminates the images of things in the imagination in such a way that human
understanding of intelligibles comes about “with no mention of an emanation
of thoughts directly from the agent intellect.”?® In Ibn Bjjah’s understanding,
individual human beings employ the material intellect toward their realiza-
tion of intellectual perfection in conjoining with the agent intellect and at-
taining happiness in a unity with it and all human intellects.?” This is the
highest level of the acquired intellect (sLizull |l al-ugl al-mustafid), which
involves “the ultimate science which is the forming of a concept (525 tasaw-
wur) of intellect, i.e. the existence (»,>3 wujfid) of the acquired intellect.”?8
This process is begun with the material intellect, which is understood to be a
disposition in the soul illuminated by the agent intellect. Ibn Béjjah, as Hyman
putsit, “attempts to avoid Alexander’s difficulties by showing that it is corporeal
in a secondary sense. This he does by assigning it to the actualized imagination
as its underlying subject. Since the actualized imagination is a corporeal form,
but not a body or corporeal faculty, the material intellect is corporeal but only
in a derivative sense. It follows that the imagination as material intellect pos-
sesses the image as its form and that, as a result of thinking, it acquires the intel-

25. Ibn Béjjah, The Governance of the Solitary (1983), 131-132; (1991), 79—80. Translation
slightly modified.

26. Davidson (1992), 145.

27. Davidson (1992), 145-146. _

28. Alexander Altmann’s translation of Ibn Bajjah, Letter of Farewell (1943), section 15,
p- 30, in Altmann (1965), 70. Arabic inserted; translation slightly modified.
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ligible as a second form.”? Regarding the intelligible, Ibn Béjjah writes in his
Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man, “it is a form having as its matter
the intermediate spiritual forms of the imagination.”*

In the Short Commentary Averroes does not follow Ibn Bajjah on the soul’s
ascent into highest unity but rather is content to make use of his thought on the
agent intellect primarily in its epistemological function in the process of human
knowing. Yet Averroes” account of the material intellect is clearly that of Ibn
Bajjah, which he calls true (3> haqq) and demonstrative (iols,, burhdaniyah).>!
This view seems also to be found in at least three other works by Averroes. In
his Short Commentary on the Parva Naturalia he attributes our intellectual under-
standing to reception of intelligibles from separate intellect into the imaginative
soul (iU .il\an-nafs al-khayaliyah).> In his Epistle 2 On Conjunction he holds
that the material intellect is a disposition found in the forms of the imaginative
soul, not insofar as they are material (that is, particular) forms, but insofar as
they are forms.>® And in his Epistle on the Possibility of Conjunction he writes that
“the imaginative forms serve as substrates for the intelligibles with respect to
perfection, just as sense is perfected by the imaginative forms.” This also ap-
pears to be the doctrine expounded in his Against the Avicennians on the First
Cause.3® However, in a revised later version of the Short Commentary, done after
hehad embraced his final position on the material intellect, Averroes complains
of having been misled by Ibn Bajjah’s account, asserts that the forms of the
imagination could notbe suitable subjects for the intelligibles because of distor-

29. Hyman (1999), 194.

30. Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 13; Spanish, 30;
(1968), 160; (1981), 185.

31. Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 90—91; (1987), 214-216. Cited in Druart
(1994), 193. This text is omitted in the 1985 edition.

32. “If all the foregoing is ascertained, it cannot be denied that the separate intelli-
gence endows the imaginative soul with the universal nature (S A o)) that the
individual that comes into being possesses, that is to say, with a comprehension of its
causes, and the imaginative soul will receive it as a particular (L.3;>) by virtue of the
fact that it is in matter. It may receive the individual (_,e>5) of that which has been
comprehended, in reality, or it may receive something similar to it. Just as the intelli-
gence endows one with the universal perfections of the soul and matter receives them
as particulars, so here too the intelligence endows the imaginative soul with the final
perfection as a universal, and the soul receives it as a particular (JLSIf Lala U.lu_;
Lo et allisy ¢ LS a3l 302800 5Y1).” (Short Commentary on the Parva Natu-
ralia [1972], 79.7-12; [1961], 46; [1949], 109-110).

33. Epistle 2 On Conjunction. See Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 226.

34. Epistle on the Possibility of Conjunction (1982), 28. .

35. See Against the Avicennians on the First Cause (1997), 112—120, particularly 118.
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tions and mixture from a subject with its own nature, and refers readers to “my
Long Commentary on the book of Aristotle O the Soul” ( saw f AST =5 b

il 5 fi sharhi li-kitab Aristil fi n-nafs).%

Averroes’ Middle Position

A new position is found in Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the De Anima ( e
talkhis), a work for which the text and dating have been matters of controversy
among scholars in recent years. The date given by both al-Alawi and Cruz
Hernandez is 1174,” but Alfred L. Ivry, editor of the Middle Commentary, has
argued that the Middle Commentary draws upon the Long Commentary (usually
dated ca. 1190, but now ca. 1186) and is consequently posterior to the Long Com-
mentary.38 What is more, Herbert Davidson has contended that the Middle Com-
mentary contains an excursus of two pages which he interprets as an interpola-
tion by Averroes expressing yet another understanding of the material intellect,
one identical to neither that of the Short Commentary or the Long Commentary nor
to the original Middle Commentary. Davidson has also asserted that the evidence
marshalled by Ivry in various articles is not sufficient to show the priority of the
Long to the Middle and perhaps not sufficient even to show the existence of iden-
tical texts in both commentaries. Abdelali Elamrani-Jamal also entered the
discussion, holding against the view of Davidson regarding an interpolated
excursus and against Ivry on the priority of the Long Commentary.*® The most
recent comprehensive account of Averroes on intellect is that of Marc Geoffroy,
who sides with Elamrani-Jamal.’ Since these matters are germane to both the

36. Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 90; (1985), 128-129; (1987), 213-214. Cf.
Long Commentary {398}

37. Al-Alawi (1986), 85; Cruz Herndndez (1997), 58. Alonso (1947), 84, hypothesizes
1173.

38. Cf. p. xvin. 3 above.

39. Ivry’s views on the priority of the Long Commentary to the Middle Commentary
are expounded in Ivry (1990) and on pp. 10-14 of the introduction to his 1994 edition
of the Middle Commentary. Also see the following: Middle Commentary (2002); Ivry (1995),
(1997a), (1997b), and (2001). Elamrani-Jamal’s views are expounded in Elamrani-Jamal
(1997). For Davidson’s thesis on the interpolated excursus, see Davidson (1992), 276—282.
For his rejection of Ivry’s thesis of the priority of the Long Commentary to the Middle
Commentary, see Davidson (1997); Ivry’s brief “Response” is in Ivry (1997a). For an under-
standing by Josep Puig Montada which integrates elements of the accounts of Davidson
and Ivry, see note 51 below. I will address these issues and others mentioned there in
detail and at greater length elsewhere.

40. Geoffroy, in Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 42-81, follows Elamrani-Jamal in rejecting
the interpolated excursus of Davidson and also rejects Ivry’s thesis of the priority of
the Long Commentary. While much of what follows here regarding the arguments of the
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dating of the Long Commentary and to the understanding of the concerns which
led Averroes to his final position in the Long Commentary, translated here, a brief
consideration of some of these issues concerning the Middle Commentary is cer-
tainly warranted.

As is made clear in the notes to the present translation, there are at least
eighteen Comments in the Long Commentary which have portions of text iden-
tical with what is found in the Middle Commentary. These range from substan-
tial clauses to entire paragraphs of texts. While in some cases it has been
necessary to compare closely the Arabic of the Middle Commentary with Latin
texts of the Long Commentary, in a number of cases a direct comparison of the
Arabic of the Middle Commentary with the extant fragments of the original
Arabic of the Long Commentary has made it unequivocally evident that the two
works contain numerous identical passages.*! But the close comparison of the
texts has also made it apparent that these two works were done by Averroes
at different times. While the two works are necessarily close because both are
based on the De Anima, the philosophical analysis and interpretation of Aris-
totle’s texts is in a large number of cases quite distinct.*> What also is apparent

Middle Commentary and also Epistle 1 On Conjunction is in accord with many of the
descriptive accounts of Geoffroy, my analysis of the reasons for Averroes’ doctrinal
changes is distinct.

41. For the identical passages, see the notes to {8-11}, {13}, {14}, {26}, {30}, {40}, {336},
{370}, (372-373}, {517}, (522-528}, {537}, {538}, {540}, and {541}. All Arabic fragments are
printed in the notes to the corresponding Latin texts. The comparison of other fragments
to corresponding texts of the Arabic of the Middle Commentary also shows differences
between the works.

42. This is evident in comparing Comment passages of the Long Commentary to their
corresponding passages in the Middle Commentary. Long Commentary (LC), Book 1, Com-
ments 17-18: Middle Commentary (MC), paragraph 17; LC 1.22: MC 21-22; LC 132: MC
34-39; LC 1.33: MC 40; LC 1.44: MC 55-57; LC 1.48: MC 65-66; LC 1.53: MC 70~71; LC 1.55:
MC 73; LC 1.60: MC 76; LC 1.63: MC 79-80; LC 1.64: MC 81; LC 1.65: MC 82; LC 1.66: MC
83-84; LC 1.69: MC 87-88; LC 1.77: MC 95-97; LC 1.79: MC 99-100; LC 1.80-1.81: MC 101;
LC 1.82: MC 102; LC 1.85: MC 107-108 to page 40, line 1; LC 2.2: MC 115, page 43, lines
6ff.; LC 2.6: MC 117, page 44, lines 12ff; LC 2.7: MC 118; LC 2.12: MC 124-127; LC 2.13:
MC 128; LC 2.14: MC 128, page 48, line 10, to 129, page 48, line 18; LC 2.19-2.20: MC 131,
page 49, line 19 to page 50, line 6; LC 2.25: MC 134-135; LC 2.26: MC 136; LC 2.27:
MC 137-138, page 52, lines 15ff.; LC 2.28: MC 138, page 52, line 15, to 139, page 53,
line 8; LC 2.32-2.33: MC 142-145; LC 2.51: MC 159; LC 2.56: MC 163, page 62, lines 5ff.; LC
2.61: MC 168; L.C 3.8: MC 288; LC 3.9: MC 289; LC 3.11: MC 290; LC 3.13: MC 292; LC 3.14:
MC 293; LC 3.15: MC 294; LC 3.17: MC 295 to page 116, line 2; LC 3.18-3.19: MC 295, page
116, line 2, to MC 297; LC 3.24: MC 305 to page 119, line 7; LC 3.25: MC 305, page 119,
line 7, to MC 307; LC 3.26: MC 308 to page 120, line 5; LC 3.29: MC 308, page 205,
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is that although Averroes certainly had the De Anima Paraphrase of Themistius
at hand while preparing each work, his use of Themistius was not the same in
each work. In one work he made use of the Paraphrase for some passages, while
at the corresponding passages in the other he did not.** The works are also
distinguished by the use of the texts of the De Anima. For the Long Commentary,
Averroes uses two texts, his main text, one traditionally ascribed to Ishaq, and
asecond, alternate translation, while the Middle Commentary gives no indication
of that alternate translation.** What is more, while both works make use of the
Arabic De Anima attributed to Ishéq, there are indications that Averroes used
different redactions of it when composing each of his works.*> And, as is made
clear below, the doctrines of the material intellect in Averroes’ Middle and Long
Commentaries are quite different. The Middle Commentary holds for a plurality
of individual material intellects and a hardly noticed role for the cogitative
power; the Long Commentary argues for a single transcendent material intellect
for all human beings and for a very robust and detailed teaching on the inter-
nal powers of the brain, in particular the cogitative power.

With this evidence it is appropriate to conclude that these two commentar-
ies on the De Anima were composed as separate studies at different times by
Averroes. This becomes evident by consideration of his use of different redac-
tions of the Ishaq translation, his differing uses of the Paraphrase of Themistius,
his differing analyses of passages of the De Anima, his differing division of
Books 2 and 3,and his differing doctrines of the material intellect and cogita-
tive power.%® On the basis of the identical texts in both works which T have been

lines 5-9; LC 3.30: MC 309; LC 3.31-3.32: MC 310 to page 121, line 2; LC 3.35: MC 311, page
121, lines 10ff,; LC 3.36: MC 312; LC 3.38: MC 313, page 122, lines off.; LC 3.39: MC 314;
LC 3.41: MC 316 to page 124, line 7; LC 3.50: MC 322, page 126, lines 11ff.; LC 3.51: MC
323; LC 3.57: MC 327, page 130, line 11, to MC 328; LC 3.62: MC 332 to page 132, line 21;
LC 3.66: MC 338-339; LC 3.68: MC 340, page 137, line 5, to MC 341.

43. For example, Long Commentary, Book 1, Comments 26 and 27 read the Paraphrase
differently than do Middle Commentary paragraphs 27—29. Middle Commentary 67-68 uses
Themistius, but the corresponding Comment in the Long Commentary, 1.49, does not. This
is also the case for Middle Commentary paragraph 170 to page 65.2, which uses Themistius,
while the corresponding passage at Long Commentary, 2.63, does not. Long Commentary 3.1
uses Themistius, but the corresponding text of the Middle Commentary, 276, does not.

44. The text of Ishaq is extant only in fragments; Averroes’ alternate text in his Long Com-
mentary is Aristotle, De Anima (1954). Regarding the text of Ishagq, see below, pp. Ixxviff.

45. See below, pp. Ixxviii-Ixxix.

46. While the Middle Commentary observes the divisions of the books of the De Anima
common today, the Long Commentary extends Book 2 to our modern De Anima 3.3, 429ag,
and begins Book 3 with the account of intellect, starting at 3.4, 429a10. Averroes makes
no comment on this.

INTRODUCTION xxxi

able to identify in 18 of the 325 sections of Comment, it is far from obvious that
one can conclude the priority of one work to the other. On the basis of philo-
sophical doctrine, though, as argued below, the Long Commentary is more
mature than the Middle Commentary, as is acknowledged by all parties to recent
debate.*” While Elamrani-Jamal has rightly cautioned that we do not have suf-
ficient information on precisely how Averroes worked on his commentaries to
make a firm determination to abandon the traditional dating of the Middle
Commentary (1174), it is also not unreasonable to hold the priority of the Middle
Commentary on doctrinal grounds as he too holds.*® With remarks in a 1997
article Ivry points in the direction of a more subtle understanding of the issue:
“Averroes may well have published his Middle before the Long Commentary, but
he did not write it beforehand. This holds true for the bulk of both texts, though
it is possible, and even likely, that Averroes made certain revisions in both
commentaries, the Middle after its initial publication, and the Long before its
publication. That is, Averroes may well have continued working on his Long
Commentary after he had published the Middle Commentary; the latter based
upon a first unpublished draft of the longer and more detailed work.”#
Given that the Middle Commentary’s identical texts—some only short sentences
or substantial clauses—are found in only 5.5 percent of the Comments in the
Long Commentary, it seems plausible that the Long Commentary was incomplete
at the time of the composition of the Middle Commentary. It may well be that
Averroes drew upon a common but incomplete work, deciding, while writing
these distinct studies of the De Anima, to retain some explanations in each but
generally to compose each as a separate philosophical study involving separate
readings and consultations of the Paraphrase of Themistius and separate redac-
tions of the De Anima translated by Ishaq. These considerations, combined with
the generally acknowledged maturity of the doctrine of intellect in the Long
Commentary (to which the 1190 Long Commentary on the Metaphysics refers), make
it somewhat more reasonable to conclude for the traditional order of the Middle
Commentary as completed and released or “published” prior to the Long Com-
mentary. For the purposes of this introduction, then, I follow the'traditional order
in the dating of these Commentaries. However, due to a recent discovery by Ruth
Glasner, I understand the Long Commentary as likely completed by circa 1186.5°

47. Alain de Libera writes, “If one compares the ensemble of Averroes’ writings on
the soul to the GC [Long Commentary], it seems clear to us that it is this last text which
preserves the essential and, according to us, the last state of his theory on the soul and
on the intellect.” Long Commentary. Book 3 (1998), 17.

48. Elamrani-Jamal (1997), 292.

49. Ivry (1997b), 516.

50. Glasner (2004). See note 3 above. Also see Geoffroy’s analysis of this and his
understanding of the relationship of the commentaries in Geoffroy (2005), 760-764.
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Based on manuscript evidence and the discussion above, it seems possible to
speculate that the Middle Commentary was completed shortly before the final
version of the Long Commentary, perhaps as late as circa 1181.>! I follow Ivry,

51. “The codices in which the Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima is found
contain only two dates for its composition, AH 567/1172 CE and 577/1181, both falling
within the period generally attributed to Averroés’ middle commentary compositions.”
Middle Commentary (2002), 148, n. 50. Puig (1998), 125, gives 1181 for the Middle Com-
mentary and “1187-1190?” for the Long Commentary. Endress (1999), 360-361, does not
provide dates for the Short and Middle Commentaries on the De Anima. More recently Puig,
accepting Davidson’s argument for an interpolated excursus (see above, pp. xxviiiff.
and n. 39), has suggested that at the time of the original composition of the Middle Com-
mentary in 1171, “Averroes did not have access to Themistius’ commentary” but did
have it when the revised version was completed in 1181. Puig (2002a), 343; (2002b), 32-33.
But what Puig proposes is more extreme than Davidson’s proposal of a revised version
with interpolated excursus since Puig supposes Averroes did not have Themistius for
the initial version. While a more detailed examination of this view and that of David-
son cannot be pursued here, two considerations militate against it. First, the extensive
use of Themistius by Averroes in the Middle Commentary, noted by Ivry (Middle Com-
mentary [2002], xv), is documented in his notes and also is sometimes indicated in the
notes to the present translation of the Long Commentary. That is, Puig’s thesis entails
that Averroes made a comprehensive revision, something not previously proposed or
yet established by any study of the Middle Commentary. Second, Averroes had access to
the Paraphrase of Themistius while composing the earlier Short Commentaty, so its con-
tent was not unknown to him when he composed the postulated initial version of the
Middle Commentary. Nevertheless, the issue of Averroes’ methods and habits in revising
his works requires much more study, as the following considerations attest. We know
that the Short Commentary on the De Anima was later emended, as was the Short Com-
mentary on the Metaphysics. See Davidson (1992), 235-241 and 265-272. Glasner’s study
of the Physics commentaries leads her to write, “The ‘oddities’ in the commentaries on
the Physics can be explained in terms of the first contention, namely, that parts of the
middle commentary were written after the long commentary.” As she sees it, “the
middle commentary [on the Physics] was revised and includes passages that are later
than the long commentary.” Glasner (2004), 60. But not all of Averroes’ works show such
signs of revision. What is more, just what constitutes a Short Commentary as opposed
to a Middle Commentary is not always clear, as Steven Harvey has indicated. In the case
of the Physics, Harvey (forthcoming) holds for the conventional order of composition:
short, middle, long. A comprehensive study of Averroes’ different commentaries also
must include consideration of his purpose with each commentary, as suggested by
Henri Hugonnard-Roche (1977), 104. As indicated by Elamrani-Jamal (1997), 292, present
knowledge of Averroes’ revisions and emendations of “published” texts is weak and
far from precise. The dating of works which I provide in this introduction should be
regarded as tentative and likely to be subject to considerable revision in the light of
various projects currently under way.
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Elamrani-Jamal, and Geoffroy in declining to accept Davidson’s view that the
Middle Commentary’s excursus following the discussion corresponding to De
Anima 3.5 is a later interpolation with a distinct understanding of the material
intellect. My understanding of the issues allows the Middle Commentary to be
seen as containing Averroes’ middle or second major position on the material
intellect.

Recent work by Colette Sirat and Marc Geoffroy with the marginal notes in
the Modena manuscript of the Middle Commentary confirms the view that some
version of the Long Commentary was available to Averroes when he composed
his Middle Commentary. Their study, preliminary to the preparation of an edition
of the Arabic fragments of the Long Commentary, concludes that (i) a first version
of the Long Commentary was composed before the Middle Commentary and is
used in it; (ii) the Middle Commentary itself was later used in a revision of the
first version of the Long Commentary; and (iii) the final version of the Long Com-
mentary represented in the Latin translation was completed after the Middle
Commentary.>2 What is more, as they see it, the earlier versions are distinguished
from the final version of the Long Commentary by “the absence of the long de-
velopment on the separated and eternal nature of the material intellect.”>

The doctrine of the human material intellect in the Middle Commentary is
fundamentally controlled by the issue of the required unmixed nature of hu-
man intellectual understanding.5* Aristotle required that knowing entail the

52. “Torecapitulate, the order of succession which seems to result from our analyses
will be the following: Averroes initially wrote a first ‘Long Commentary,” Sharh 1; this
is the text which he used (and cited) in composing the Middle Commentary; later, he
undertook a substantial revision of Sharh 1, for which he also made use of the Middle
Commentary: Sharh 1+. In a final period, he resumed work with Sharh 1+ to add there
in particular the excursus of [Book 3] Comments 5 and 36, and to take the opportunity
to review the rest of the text. In many ways, Sharh 1+ presents only some minor differ-
ences with Sharh 2.” Long Commentary Fragments (2005), 47. “Sharh 2” here denotes the
final version as found in the Latin Long Commentary. .

53. Long Commentary Fragments (2005), 48. While it remains to be established whether
the early versions of the Long Commentary were complete or only partial, Sirat and
Geoffroy are certainly right that the Long Commentary’s teaching on the material intel-
lect marks a distinct doctrinal change. My account of the reasons for that change is
detailed below in this introduction.

54. For Geoffroy’s understanding of the metaphysical principle at work here, see
note 65 below. The Long Commentary contends that the position of Ibn Béjjah (and im-
plicitly Averroes’ own position in the Short Commentary) must be rejected because its
view that the material intellect is a disposition of the imagination entails that what is
mover in the generation of knowledge (the imagination, which provides intentions from
the senses required for knowledge) cannot also be what is moved (the imagination as
what receives the intelligibles in act). See {398} and Book 3, n. 61.
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receptive power be unmixed to be able to think all things (De Anitma, 429a18-21),
not have any character of its own except receptivity (a21-22), be in some way
nonexistent before thinking (a24), be free of mixture with body and free of
bodily organ (a24-27), and be separable from matter to the extent that its objects
are separable (b21-23). Though not explicitly referring to the Short Commentary,
Averroes now seems to find that his earlier view of the material intellect was
too closely tied to the body, with its notion that the images in the imagination,
a corporeal power, are the subjects for what is called material intellect. This
becomes apparent in the examination of his discussion of De Anima 3.4 in the
Middle Commentary, where he devotes much of paragraphs 277 and 278 to con-
cerns about the unmixed nature of the material intellect, even though there is
no mention of it in the precisely corresponding text of Aristotle (De Anima,
428a13-18). Now the human material intellect must be

completely unmixed with any material form. For, this faculty, which is
called the material intellect, if it is to think all things—that is, receive the
forms of all things—cannot be mixed with any one form; that is, it cannot
be mixed with the subject in which it is found, as the other material facul-
ties are.

(278) If the rational faculty were mixed with any form, then one of two
things would have to occur: either the form of the subject with which it
was mixed would impede the forms this faculty would receive, or it would
change them—that is, it would change the form being received. Were this
so, the forms of things would not exist in the intellect as they really are—
that is, the forms existing in the intellect would be changed into forms
different from the actual forms. If, therefore, the nature of the intellect is
to receive the forms of things which have retained their natures, it is
necessary that it be a faculty unmixed with any form whatsoever.%

Aristotle does raise the issue in the next passage of the De Anima (429a18-20),
which Averroes paraphrases as follows.

(279) This is what Anaxagoras wanted [to convey] in saying, reportedly,
that the intellect has to be unmixed in order to have knowledge, for, if
[a form] were to manifest itself in the intellect, it would prevent the ap-
pearance of a different form or change it. That is, if any form were to be
manifested in this disposition, one of two things would have to occur:
either that form would prevent us from knowing a different form which
we want to know, since [the intellect’s] knowledge of a form is a recep-

55. Middle Commentary (2002), 109. Note that in all my quotations of Ivry’s translation
I have changed his rendering of _Ys.¢Jl &\ al-agl al-hayflani from “hylic intellect”
to “material intellect.” i
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tion of it; or the [first form] would change the [other form] when it re-
ceived it.5¢

This stress on the unmixed nature of the material intellect here requires that
it not be conceived as something existing in a subject in the manner of a form
in a substance or an accident of a substance. That mixture would interfere with
the material intellect’s ability to grasp the intelligible form itself. As indicated
above, the Short Commentary’s view is that “The imaginative soul is distin-
guished by the fact that it does not need an organic instrument for its activity,”
something which perhaps rightly highlights the nature of imagination as less
material than the external senses. Still, the notion that the material intellect
could be described as “the disposition which is in the forms of the imagination
for receiving intelligibles” appears to have struck Averroes as allowing for an
unacceptable mixture with a bodily power.” This is because the forms of the
imagination would function as potential substrate for intelligibles (that is, as
the material intellect) while retaining their own natures.> In the Middle Com-
mentary, however, Averroes will not permit any such thing and instead provides
an unequivocal rejection of his earlier view in the Short Commentary.¥

Averroes is now content only to assert in the Middle Commentary that what
is called “material intellect” and denotes the ability here and now of human
beings to grasp intelligibles as intelligibles in act must not be primarily tied to
or in some particular power such as the imagination in the individual corpo-
real human being. That is, since the very nature of the activity itself which
comes about in us is per se intellectual and concerned with intelligibles in act,
the activity has to be one of an intellect in the appropriate sense of the term.
Yet since we are involved in such activity because we are knowers, we must in
the appropriate sense have a capacity for such activity. That capacity qua intel-
lectual is nothing before it thinks per Aristotle, and so the presence of the ex-
ternal agent intellect to the individual human being gives rise to the remote
capacity for knowing at the individual’s birth.%® The agent intellect then later
joins with the human being to develop this human intellectual capacity into

56. Middle Commentary (2002), 109~110.

57. Jo¥l gﬂj.,.@.ﬂ Jasd) 5 Npiall Jsdd I el ERTAN sl Y 130
(Short Commentary on the De Anima [1950], 86; [1985], 124; [1987], 209). Cf. note 22 above.

58. That is, they would be receptive subjects for intelligibles and at the same time
movers (scil. generative causes supplying content) of knowledge had in the intelligibles.
Cf. note 54.

59. Middle Commentary (2002), 111-12.

60. Averroes was well aware of Aristotle’s assertion of 10v vobv . . . 80paBev, reason
or intellect which enters human beings from outside, at Generation of Animals 2.2, 736b27.
Aristotle, Generation of Animals (1965). See {397}.
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actuality by conjoining, and it does so in a twofold way. The remote but natu-
ral human capacity for knowing must be affected by the agent intellect such
that (1) a receptive disposition comes to be so that intelligibles can be received
(this is the material intellect), and (2) those intelligibles must come to be received
in their actuality: “one should not believe that the subject of this receptivity is
anything other than a disposition to receive the intelligible, and it is not any thing
in actuality before it is perfected by the intelligible.”¢! In both moments the
agent intellect is a causal agent. In this way Averroes is able to hold that the
capacity called “material intellect” in us is in fact intellectual in its own nature
and unmixed insofar as it receives immaterial intelligibles in act. He is also able
to maintain that it is a disposition belonging to us, since its presence comes only
from the coincidence of a natural albeit inchoate disposition and a relation real-
ized by the agent intellect in the twofold way indicated. He writes,

It has thus been explained that the material intellect is something com-
posed of the disposition found in us and of an intellect conjoined to this
disposition. As conjoined to the disposition, it is a disposed intellect, not
an intellect in act; though, as not conjoined to this disposition, it is an in-
tellect in act; while, in itself, this intellect is the Agent Intellect, the exis-
tence of which will be shown later. As conjoined to this disposition, it is
necessarily an intellect in potentiality which cannot think itself but which
can think other than itself (that is, material things), while, as not con-
joined to the disposition, it is necessarily an intellect in act which thinks
itself and not that which is here (that is, it does not think material
things).%?

This disposition, the material intellect, is essentially a human disposition
insofar as it is part of the definition of human beings as rational animals who
are able to come to know. Still, it is not fully per se contained in the individual
human being insofar as it needs the causal influence of the external agent intel-
lect for the being of the material intellect in the individual. Yet this power of
intellect that gives rise to the material intellect does belong essentially to its
cause, the agent intellect, which is essentially intellect. Although it is not in
full ontological actuality present in the same essential way in the human soul,
the agent intellect and its power are operationally and also formally present
in the soul as manifested in the material intellect. It is not the agent intellect,
simply; it is the lower manifestation of the presence of the agent intellect, which
has its own being as a substance apart from its activity of actualizing in a
twofold way this disposition, the material intellect. This immaterial disposi-

61. Middle Commentary (2002), 115.
62. Middle Commentary (2002), 111-112.
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tion, which makes knowing possible for individual human beings in the recep-
tion of intelligibles in act, is related to the soul of the individual as a disposition
of the human being. As such it is not merely some pure disposition but a dis-
position belonging to a human being, an immaterial disposition essentially
conjoined with its substance, a human being.®® In this way Averroes avoids
what he calls an absurd position of locating the “material intellect” in the
nature of a separately existing intellectual substance—a position absurd for
two reasons. First, it would mean that disposition and potentiality, character-
istics of material things, would be said to exist in separate, immaterial intel-
lectual substances which are as such fully active in their being. Second, it
would mean that our first actuality and perfection as human beings qua ra-
tional animals—namely, our capacity for intellectual development called
“material intellect’—would be something eternal, while our realization of
this capacity would be generable and corruptible, taking place through time.
That is to say, the fulfillment of an eternal entity would be through temporal
and generated activities, something which is unacceptable because these
entities are not in the same genus.%

63. Middle Commentary (2002), 112: “For, by our position as stated, we are saved from
positing something separate in its substance as a certain disposition (o,25> 5 U,lis
Le Islumed), positing [instead] that the disposition found in it is not due to its [own]
nature but due to its conjunction with a substance which has this disposition essentially
(<AJL)—namely, man—while, in positing that something here (Liala) is associated
incidentally (_» > ) Y C,.Ju.) w_ith this disposition, we are saved from [considering] the
intellect in potentiality as a disposition only.” Note that I have changed Ivry’s “substan-
tively separate” to “separate in its substance.” Ivry’s explanation of this in “Averroes’
Three Commentaries on the De Anima” is that “the material intellect, which represents
the potentiality for rational thinking, and as such is the first expression of this faculty
in an individual, is connected ‘incidentally” (bi'l-‘arad) to the human soul, belonging
‘essentially’ to the universal Agent Intellect.” (1999), 204. For this Ivry mistakenly cites
125.8 of his first edition of the Middle Commentary, which in fact has > > =) o B not
2L Geoffroy writes, “The material intellect which thus results from the agent intel-
lect is essentially, insofar as it is intellect, the same thing as it, but considered only
under the aspect of reception.” Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 67. Davidson (1992), 281, un-
derstands this to mean the location of “the disposition, essentially, within the human
organism, and . . . in an accidental fashion, in the incorporeal active intellect.” The im-
portance of Averroes’ phraseology will become evident below, where I expound the
grounds for his movement from the teachings of the Middle Commentary to those of his
Long Commentary. See pp. xlii—xlix, lv=Ixvi.

64. Middle Commentary (2002), 111. As will be expounded below, the position which
Averroes adopts in the Long Commentary on the De Anima is essentially the one he here
calls absurd: “that there should be a separate substance, the existence of which occurs

in disposition and potentiality,” &5l5 sl Y & 2979 Gylin pex Oji.g of B
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As Geoffroy has noted, the doctrine set forth here is related to Averroes’ teach-
ing on the nature of the celestial bodies, souls, and intellects.%®> Averroes asserts
the existence of three celestial entities—a celestial body, a celestial soul, and a
celestial intellect—as distinct celestial substances. The body moves, and the
soul, without being composed with the body, impels it through the desire of an
intellectual sort for the separate intellect. This intellectual soul is not composed
with the celestial body but is a disposition attached or related to the celestial body.
That is, the soul is a disposition in the subject so as to make it move, but it is not
mixed with the subject as are material composites. At section 280 in the Middle
Commentary Averroes similarly describes the material intellect on Alexander’s
view as “nothing other than disposition only—that is, the potential intellect is
solely disposition, not something in which disposition exists. Although this
disposition is in a subject, since it is not mixed with the subject, the subject does
not serve as an intellect in potentiality. This is the opposite of what obtains with
other material faculties in which the subject is a substance—either composite
(that is, something composed of form and matter) or simple (the first matter).”

By locating the being of the material intellect in an activity by the agent
intellect, Averroes in the Middle Commentary has avoided the problem of a

Ibid. Just prior to this passage in section 281 he writes, “In general, disposition is a
distinguishing characteristic of matter, and it is impossible for disposition to be found
in one genus and its subject in another—that is, that which is disposed to receive some-
thing intelligible must be an intellect.” Ibid., 110. v

65. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 64—65, 71£f. Geoffroy (64) calls Averroes’ acceptance of
the analogy of the material intellect to the intellectual soul of the celestial body “the
second great ontological decision” of Averroes. The first ontological decision, he says
(48), is Averroes’ determination that a body can only have a corporeal form such that
it cannot be apprehensive of other forms. This first decision allowed for the complete
rejection of Alexander’s account and the acceptance of that of Ibn Bajjah that the mate-
rial intellect is a disposition of imagined forms. Yet, as I have indicated above, here in
the Middle Commentary, Averroes came to reject even the notion of the material intellect
as a disposition of the forms of the imagination because of the need for a properly im-
material receptive subject for intelligibles in act in each human being. This is the
problem, and the cosmological analogy is the proposed solution of the Middle Com-
mentary. Geoffroy and Steel also note that Averroes seems to have had the notion of an
analogy of human thinking with celestial movement when he wrote Against the Avicen-
nians on the First Cause which appears to date from the time of the Short Commentary.
See Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 7173, and Against the Avicennians on the First Cause (1997).
Also see Twetten (1995) and Taylor (1998a). For a detailed discussion of this and related
matters with emphasis on the De Caelo commentaries by Averroes, see Endress (1995).

66. Middle Commentary (2002), 110.
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theory which holds for the material intellect to be something which is amixture
as an accidental or substantial composition, as is the case for Ibn Béjjah’s notion
of the material intellect being a higher function founded in the forms of the
imagination as its subject. Rather, in the Middle Commentary the material intel-
lect is a kind of being which results from the conjoining of a power in an in-
dividual human being and a power supplied by the agent intellect in a way
ontologically prior to the actualizing of the intelligibles by the agent intellect.
This power then is an individual power belonging individually to each human
being; that is, there is a plurality of material intellects. That it has a reality of
its own apart from the agent intellect Averroes makes clear by reference to the
human ability to know both forms and privations. Insofar as it knows priva-
tions, which are not positive realities, the material intellect must know itself
and also have a nature peculiar to it which makes that possible. This indicates
that the material intellect has a nature of its own, distinct from the agent intel-
lect, and is not in fact solely potentiality and disposition.”” Nevertheless, this
transcendent and immaterial disposition does not have an existence of its own
separate from its subject, the human soul, upon which it depends essentially.

With his account of the material intellect as an unmixed receptive disposi-
tion and also as a reality distinct in being from the agent intellect which brings
it about in particular individuals, Averroes has established that it is a power
in the souls of particular human beings® and that the essence of the human
intellect “is nothing other than thinking things external to it.”®* He has moved
away from Ibn Bajjah’s view that the material intellect is a disposition of the
imagination by placing it above and outside imagination so that it can be un-
mixed and able to receive all intelligibles without distortion by a definite and
restricting subject in which it inheres as an accident or a material form might
inhere. Rather, the material intellect is a real power associated with a subject

67. See Middle Commentary (2002), 119, secs. 306 and 307. In the latter Averroes writes,
“This statement of his indicates that [Aristotle] considers the intellect in potentiality to
be something other than [pure] potentiality and disposition.” Cf. 111 (sec. 283), where
he says that “Proof that it is not purely a disposition is had in that we find that the mate-
rial intellect apprehends this disposition devoid of the forms and apprehends the forms,
making it possible thereby to think of privations—that is, by virtue of apprehending its
essence devoid of forms. This being the case, necessarily, that which apprehends this
disposition and the forms which obtain in it is other than the disposition.”

68. “Two functions exist in our soul, one of which is the producing of intelligibles
and the other is the receiving of them. By virtue of producing intelligibles, it is called
agent, while, by virtue of receiving them, it is called passive, though in itself it is one
thing.” Middle Commentary (2002), 112 (sec. 284).

69. Middle Commentary (2002), 115 (sec. 294). Translation slightly modified.
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(the individual soul) while not being in it as composed or mixed with its sub-
ject. Instead, it is related after the manner of the relationship of an intellectual
soul to its eternally moving associated celestial body, with the important dif-
ference that the existence of the individual’s material intellect is dependent on
the individual soul. By distinguishing it from the being of the agent intellect,
which has a separate existence of its own, Averroes has allowed the material
intellect itself to be a transcendent power realized “in” the soul of each human
being, who, by that power, is able to grasp intelligible essences of things of the
world of experience by a process of abstraction.

The intellect . . . judges the image of a thing, and the image grasps the
intention from the sense. Therefore, one who does not sense a genus of
sensible objects cannot know it, nor can an intelligible [of this genus] ever
reach him. Intelligibles are other than images; for, affirmation and denial
are other than imagination, and truth and falsity are found only through
combining the intelligibles of imaginative things with one another. Even
first premises—of which the time of our [intentioned] sensation is not
known to us—undoubtedly reach us from sense, even if we do not know
when they reach us from it. Therefore, even though these premises are
not imaginative, they do not reach us other than with images.”

Again, as in the case of the doctrine of the Short Commentary, what guarantees
the veridical nature of intelligibles as being the intelligibles of the things of the
world is their relation to the agent intellect, which made their existence as intel-
ligibles in act possible. In this way all intellectual understanding on the part of
human beings is grounded in the one shared agent intellect, which thereby must
provide for the unity of intellectual thought and for any intersubjective dis-
course. Yet each human being has a unique material intellect by which each is
able to become actually knowing. What is more, as indicated above, Averroes
has avoided the absurd position that the material intellect be a separate substance
in its own right apart from individual human beings by making it part of the
essence of human beings, even if the rationality of human nature requires the
completion of its disposition by the twofold action of the agent intellect. Hence,
by that action on the part of the agent intellect, we come to have knowledge by
the reception of intelligibles in our own individual souls thanks to this realization
and fulfillment of our inborn powers as our now actualized material intellects.

In light of the foregoing account of the unique agent intellect and its causal
activity of preforming, preparing, and actualizing the individual material intel-

70. Middle Commentary (2002), 123 (sec. 314). Translation slightly modified. On the
grasp of first intelligibles in al-Farabi, see Druart (1997a).
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lect, it is not surprising that Averroes employs the Short Commentary’s descriptive
expression “form for us” in the Middle Commentary to characterize generally the
relationship of the separately existing agent intellect to the human soul.

It is clear that, in one respect, this intellect is an agent and, in another, it is
form for us (LJ 8,50 sitrah la-nd), since the generation of intelligibles is a
product of our will. When we want to think something, we do so, our think-
ing it being nothing other than, first, bringing the intelligible forth and,
second, receiving it. The individual intentions in the imaginative faculty
are they that stand in relation to the intellect as potential colors do to light.
That is, this intellect renders them actual intelligibles after their having
been intelligible in potentiality. It is clear, from the nature of this intellect—
which, in one respect, is form for us (LJ & 5.0 sfirah la-nd) and, in another, is
the agent for the intelligibles—that it is separable and neither generable nor
corruptible, for that which acts is always superior to that which is acted
upon, and the principle is superior to the matter. The intelligent and intel-
ligible aspects of this intellect are essentially the same thing, since it does
not think anything external to its essence. There must be an Agent Intellect
here, since that which actualizes the intellect has to be an intellect, the agent
endowing only that which resembles what is in its substance.”

That is, insofar as the generation of intelligibles must be considered “a product
of our will” and insofar as it is we who are thinking, the agent intellect is not
outside and separate, acting only as agent or efficient cause. Rather, it is intrin-
sic as “form for us,” such that the agent intellect is “our final form” (3,5 3, 5.2l
J as-siirah al-akhirah la-nd) and is appropriately said to be a formal cause in us
in some fashion.”

You ought to know that Themistius and most commentators regard the
intellect in us (L i Janllal-aql alladhi fi-ni) as composed of the intel-
lect which is in potency and the intellect which is in act, that is, the Agent
Intellect. In a certain way it is composite and does not think its essence
but thinks what is here, when the imaginative intentions are joined to
it. The intelligibles perish due to the passing away of these intentions,
forgetting and error thus occurring to [our intellect]. They interpret
Aristotle’s statement in this manner, as explained in our commentary
on his discourse.”

71. Middle Commentary (2002), 116 (sec. 297). Translation slightly modified.
72. Middle Commentary (2002), 116 (sec. 298).
73. Middle Commentary (2002), 117 (sec. 299).
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Precisely what Averroes has in mind here by this characterization of the agent
intellect as “form for us” and “our final form” will become more clear below
through consideration of this teaching in the Long Commentary and the impor-
tance of Averroes’ reconsideration of the account of Themistius in the latter’s
Paraphrase of the De Anima.

Averroes’ Transitional Position

The position on the material intellect and the nature of intellectual understand-
ing which Averroes reaches in the Middle Commentary is in many respects like
that found in Epistle 1 On Conjunction, as noted by Davidson and Geoffroy.”
In this work Averroes argues again that “what is called ‘material intellect” has
only the sole nature of possibility and disposition since it is mixed neither with
matter nor any sensible natures. That is why this disposition is not anything
existing in a subject.””®> He then goes on to argue that if it were like sensible
forms or it were in another subject, it would not have the nature of an intellect
which is able to know its own essence when it becomes the intelligibles in the
activity of knowing for which its existence was asserted.”® The nature of the
material intellect, then, is like that explained “in Physics 8 regarding the first
separate power, that this is not divisible by way of the division of bodies nor
is it mixed with matter.””” And earlier in this work he had held that a basic
principle of his account here is that the causality of the agent intellect in rela-
tion to the material intellect is not merely that of efficient causality common

74. Davidson (1992), 274-275. Geoffroy and Steel (2001) provide an edition of the De
Beatitudine Animae with extensive studies and notes, as well as French translations of
the two Hebrew Epistles and the Latin De Beatitudine Animae. My account of Epistle 1
On Conjunction, the later of the two Epistles according to Geoffroy, is based on Geof-
froy’s French translation. The De Beatitudine Animae is a treatise on the perfection and
fulfillment of human nature by way of knowledge via conjunction with the separate
agent intellect. Wrongly attributed to Averroes and based on those two Epistles and
an extract from al-Farabi’s Principles of the Opinions of the People of the Virtuous City
(ol aqull faf )T {osben \sS™ Kitdb mabadi’ 4rd” ahl al-madinah al-fadilah: see al-
Farabi, Principles of the Opinions of the People of the Virtuous City [1985]), this work is a Latin
concoction which arose out of the Hebrew philosophical tradition. For more details on
this work and its content and origins, see Davidson (1988) and Geoffroy and Steel (2001).

75. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 204. I render préparation as “disposition” here and
throughout, understanding it to correspond to sldaul istiddd, émmdeidng.

76. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 208.

77. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 210. Averroes also argues here that the material intel-
lect may be an immaterial disposition and a substance since it is not delimited by its
relation to body. He may also have in mind that such an immaterial reality is per se
one because of its lack of a relation of delimitation and enumeration by body.
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to the movement of bodies but also that of formal and final causality. “Separate
intellects are forms for [the souls of the spheres] and also their ends, because
it is by [the separate intellects] that the being and the activity of [the souls of
the spheres] are attained, since [the separate intellects] become the object of a
representation on the part [of the celestial souls] and since these strive to as-
similate themselves to [the separate intellects].””8In this way the separate intel-
lects act as formal and final causes for the celestial souls, which are not in the
celestial bodies as in a subject but associated with them as movers in a way
unlike what is found in the sublunar realm.”” In light of these considerations,
therefore, Averroes raises a question concerning what will be a central doctrine
in his teachings in the Long Commentary on the De Anima: What is there to
prevent our thinking that some dispositions might be able to exist in the way
the celestial souls exist—that is, as attached to celestial bodies but not com-
posed with them as in a subject and also as having their final and formal cause
in a way separate from them?®® What is more, he continues, “it seems, on the
issue of this disposition, that it is a substance one in number for all human
beings in itself, but many by accident, which is not the case for material
forms.”8! Averroes does not pursue the issue of the nature of the material intel-
lect further in this work but is content to leave it aside for a more profound
study at another time.

As Geoffroy makes clear in his study of this text and of the development of
Averroes’ doctrine of the material intellect, the very suggestion of this analy-
sis, the posing of this question and the insinuation of the consequence of a
single material intellect for all human beings, is the first anticipation of the
Long Commentary’s teaching of the material intellect as a separately existing
intellectual substance with the nature of receptivity only and as one for all
humankind. This is an exciting and valuable discovery which places Epistle 1
On Conjunction both after the composition of the Middle Commentary and before
the final version of the Long Commentary.?? But it remains to consider the ques-
tion of Averroes himself: What prevents the assertion of this view of the mate-
rial intellect at this stage in Averroes’ thought?

As we have seen, in the Short Commentary Averroes was concerned to estab-
lish with Ibn Bajjah that the material intellect is not mixed with the body and

78. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 200. “Representation” here indicates intellectual un-
derstanding on the level of the celestial soul.

79. Substantial discussion of cosmology and intellectual thought among celestial
entities is beyond the parameters of this introduction. For a valuable account of relevant

cosmological considerations at work here, see Twetten (2007).
8o. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 210.
81. Ibid.
82. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 48-51, 68—69, 261.
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so followed Ibn Bajjah in holding it to be a disposition of the forms of the
imagination. In the Middle Commentary, he appears to have been concerned
over the implications of the doctrine found in the Short Commentary—namely,
the notion that the material intellect is a disposition of the forms of the imag-
ination in such a way that it was in them as being in a subject. But even to be
in a subject would normally mean being composed with the subject either as
an accident or as a material form. Yet such composition would be contrary to
the nature of the material intellect as something which must be without mat-
ter, unmixed and receptive without distortion of the intelligibles it receives.
Hence, the material intellect must have a nature similar to that of the celestial
souls, which are only equivocally “in” the celestial bodies. That is, the celestial
souls, are associated movers of the celestial bodies but do not exist in the ce-
lestial bodies as in a subject with which they are composed. Similarly, the ma-
terial intellect is not in the human soul after the manner of a composition, but
rather it is a disposition associated with the human soul and its intentional
powers but necessarily free from composition with the soul. In each of these
two works Averroes holds for the existence of material intellects in or associ-
ated with powers of individual souls in such a way that there is a plurality of
material intellects. The analogy yields the following:

many celestial souls
many celestial bodies
many celestial intellects

many material intellects
many human souls
one agent intellect

How then could he come even to suggest in Epistle 1 On Conjunction such a
contrary view as the notion of there being one material intellect for all indi-
vidual human beings? There are several possible ways to consider this.

First, since in the Middle Commentary Averroes has come to base his under-
standing of the human material intellect on the analogy with the celestial soul
for the sake of accommodating the unmixed nature of the material intellect, it
may be that he has merely extended the analogy further. That is, each of the
unique moving celestial bodies has its own unique celestial soul causing its
movement through the soul’s conceptualization of its unique celestial intellect
above it.# But in the analogy, the one agent intellect stands in the place of the
many unique celestial intellects. Given that there is one agent intellect for all
human beings, then analogously there should perhaps be one corresponding
material intellect for all human beings. Yet this simple correspondence is
hardly an argument of sufficient persuasive force.

83. On the issue of Averroes’ celestial cosmology and its development, see Endress
(1995), particularly 24ff., where the issue of the celestial soul’s conceptualization
(J&ndL sa5 tasawwur bi-1-aql) of its separate intellect is discussed.
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Second, the issue of the nature of the causality of the agent intellect in rela-
tion to the material intellect may contribute to the argument. Perhaps one of the
most vigorously argued issues in Epistle 1 On Conjunction is the notion that the
agent intellect is only an agent or efficient cause. Averroes attributes this notion
to Alexander and asserts that it was also held by al-Farabi, who was sorely mis-
led by it34 Averroes writes that the understanding of the issue of conjoining
with the material intellect is based on two principles, the second of which con-
cerns knowledge of the way in which the separate intellect is the cause that the
material intellect becomes an intellect in act. This concerns knowing whether

it is the cause of it only in the way of the agent and moving cause, as
natural movers, such as the light of the sun which is cause of sight in
potency and brings it to a state of act; or such as the movement of the
sphere and what follows upon it, namely the light and darkness which
are cause of warmth and cold. For this movement and what follows upon
it are cause of the being of natural existents and bring them from potency
to act. And all these natural movers are agent causes and no other sort of
cause at all, because they are not causes of the matter, form or end, since
every natural body has a determinate matter, a determinate form and a
determinate end.®

Averroes then goes on to assert that the separate intellect, scil. the agent intel-
lect, may be their cause as form and end as are the celestial intellects for the
celestial souls. This takes place insofar as the separate intellects provide the
forms and the ends for the celestial souls since the being and activity of the ce-
lestial souls are founded on the intellectual representation of the celestial intel-
lect in the celestial soul. That is, the actuality of intellect in the associated
separate intellect provides the final cause toward which the celestial soul
strives. That striving takes place by the conceptualization of its associated
separate intellect in imitation within the limits of its nature. Through this it
also achieves its own perfection and end. In this way by final causality the as-
sociated separate intellect provides the final and formal cause of the celestial
soul which moves the celestial body in perfect motion. On this account, then,
the separate intellect is the formal, final, and agent cause of the being and

84. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 216. Averroes several times discusses al-Farébi’s change
late in life to the view that the human immortality through intellectual conjoining is
“an old wives’ tale.” See Averroes’ remarks in Epistle 1 On Conjunction, Geoffroy and
Steel (2001), 220; Epistle 2 On Conjunction, Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 230; and Long Com-
mentary {433}. Also see Pines (1978) and (1979); Davidson (1992), 70~73. The source of this
in Ibn Bajjah is identified with precision by Harvey (1992a), 225 n. 56. This issue is dis-
cussed at length in Taylor (2005).

85. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 200.
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activity of its associated celestial soul. All this was stated by Averroes to explain
by analogy the nature of the relationship of the agent intellect and the material
intellect, which are understood to be related as the associated separate intellect
is related to its celestial soul. Since he holds that there is one agent intellect for
all human beings, then it may well follow in his mind that it is reasonable to
assert that there is one material intellect for all human beings. If there is one
agent, formal, and final cause for all human beings, the unique agent intellect,
then perhaps there must be one effect in which that causality is manifest (a
unique material intellect shared by all human beings). This analogical account
is more persuasive than the simple correspondence mentioned above, but it is
not yet compelling.

Third, is there something about the very nature of intellection at issue here?
Theophrastus and other ancient commentators, writes Averroes, thought that
the material intellect should be understood in accord with the nature of mat-
ter and that conjoining should be considered on analogy with the composition
of matter and form insofar as matter has the nature of potency. But Alexander,
he continues, thought of material intellect only as a disposition in the soul
and a substance receiving the forms of existing things. For Averroes, however,
this is severely problematic since it means that the material intellect will be
composed with the forms it receives. If it is like what it receives, then it will
be like sensible forms, with the result that the material intellect would be a
composite plurality and not be able to know the sensible forms as intelligibles.
What is more, the material intellect was in fact asserted by Aristotle in De
Anima 3.4 to be a power which understands the essences of things—that is,
the intelligible forms of things without their matter—in order to account for
human knowing, which is so different from the sense perception of indi-
viduals. The intelligibles in the material intellect, then, have in them “nothing
other than the quiddity of the intelligible. And if it were not so, then [the intel-
lect] would not be able to know its own essence. Thus, a thing [which is not
of this order] does not know its own essence.” Filling in the argument of
Averroes, we may say that the material intellect as intellect is an immaterial
entity and a unity which should be able to know its own essence. (Recall the
discussion above of the material intellect’s knowledge of privations within
itself in the Middle Commentary.) Hence, given that the material intellect knows
its own essence and given that the agent intellect is its perfection as its agent,
formal, and final cause,® what the material intellect knows in knowing itself

86. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 208.

87. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 216: “The agent intellect is not cause of the material
intellect in as much as it is agent only, but in such a way that it is also its final perfection
in the way of formal and final cause, as is the case of sense in relation to the sensed.”
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and its own essence would be the agent intellect in its actuality in the material
intellect.

That course of reasoning could—with additional premises—lead to the as-
sertion that there is one material intellect for all human beings, but Averroes
does not draw that consequence. He elects instead to expound the view that
the actualization of the material intellect results in the theoretical intellect,
which contains the intelligibles abstracted from the experience of things.® He
writes that “it seems that this disposition by which a human being receives
the separate intellects® is what is received by and comes to be in the theoreti-
cal intellect at the completion of its realization, so that the relation of this dis-
position to the realized acquired intellect is [similar to] the relation of the
disposition that is called the material intellect to the soul.”*° This takes place
in relation to individual souls, so Averroes goes on to consider the question of
why the intellectual excellence of the material intellect does not take place in
each person’s soul. Teleological necessity in nature requires that the material
intellect, which is in potency, be actualized at the level of the species.! That is,
it is not necessary that each person manifest the presence of the material intel-
lect and each person be conjoined with the agent intellect via the material in-
tellect, though it is necessary that it be attained for the species by some indi-
vidual. This is dictated by the nature of the material intellect and the nature
of human community in the context of divine providence, which makes noth-
ing in vain.*?

These three considerations are relevant to the issue of the material intellect,
but neither separately nor together are they sufficient to provide a substantive
philosophical argument for a single shared separate material intellect, even
though Averroes himself makes precisely that suggestion in Epistle 1 On Con-
junction. Must we, then, take Averroes at his word when he says he must leave
the issue because it requires a more profound study in its own right? As indi-

88. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 218. Cf. pp. xxiii—xlii above for the account of genera-
tion of intelligibles in the Middle Commentary. As will be evident in what follows, the
underlying problematic issue is that of the unity of intelligibles in act and the unity of
human knowing. That is, are the intelligible essences of scientific discourse multiplied
with the multiplication of individual material intellects, or are intelligibles in act a
single set of unique intelligibles to which human discourse refers?

89. That is, the material and agent inteliects.

90. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 218.

91. Averroes provides the argument for the necessity of what is in potency to come
to be in act. He concludes the discussion with these words: “Then the consequence
necessarily is that the material intellect must become an intellect in act at some mo-
ment.” Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 214.

92. Remarks by Averroes at Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 218 and 220, imply this.
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cated above, Averroes does not assert the existence of a unique material intel-
lect shared by all human beings in Epistle 1 On Conjunction but rather asks what
would prevent one from asserting the existence of a material intellect, “one in
number for all human beings in itself, but many by accident.” The answer to
the question can be found through a careful analysis of the issue of “separa-
tion” as raised in Epistle 1 On Conjunction.

As indicated above, the account of the human material intellect in the
Middle Commentary had this human receptive disposition as a power not com-
posed with or in the body as sight or imagination but rather as a separate power
of an immaterial nature which, qua immaterial, cannot literally be in or com-
posed with the body. Its nature as a power receptive of intelligibles in act ab-
stracted from intentional images provided by imagination thanks to sense
perception required that this power, the material intellect, be itself immaterial
and separate for the reception of immaterial intelligibles in act. This is dictated
by the very natures of the immaterial intelligibles in act by which human
knowing comes to exist. Still, like the relationship of the celestial intellect to
the celestial soul or the celestial soul to the celestial body, the relationship of
the material intellect to the human soul must be one whereby a particular
material intellect is “in” or necessarily associated with a particular human
soul. This analogy breaks down insofar as the celestial body, the celestial soul,
and the celestial intellect are separate substances in their own natures, while
the material intellect—which is indeed separate from the human being insofar
as the material intellect is neither a body nor a power in a body—is not separate
from the human corporeal soul inasmuch as it is a particular power belonging
to a particular human being.

In this context “separation” is an equivocal term with two very distinct
senses which require clarification with precision. Separation_denotes a rela-
tion such that there is an essential connection of what is separate with a de-
terminate subject. Separation  is found in the Middle Commentary in the essen-
tial relation of a separate particular material intellect to its particular subject,
the human soul. On that account, the being of the separate particular material
intellect was that of a disposition dependent on the subject to which it belongs
or which it is equivocally “in.” In Epistle 1 On Conjunction, Averroes appears
to criticize this view when he explains that by “separation” Aristotle may have
meant merely that it is not a power of the body nor divisible with the division
of the body.”® Separation, denotes a complete ontological separation such as
that of the first separated power (the First Mover) of Physics 8, which is not

93. “Perhaps he meant to indicate by ‘separation’ that it is not a power [in the body],
divisible according to its division, even if it displays necessarily a dependence in rela-
tion to the body by way of the soul.” Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 210.
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divisible in relation to what it affects, “not divisible according to body or
mixed with matter.”?* Separation, properly characterizes the celestial body,
the celestial soul, and the celestial intellect. The view that the material intel-
lect is “one in number for all human beings in itself, but many by accident”
requires this separation, and is precisely the mature teaching of the Long
Commentary, in which one material intellect is shared by a plurality of indi-
viduals, as will be explained at length below. Yet what prevents precisely
such an assertion?

The controlling issue present here is that of the nature of intelligibles in act
and their required subject. In the Middle Commentary each human being has an
immaterial, separate, individual material intellect into which intelligibles in
act are received. These intelligibles in act constitute the content and activity of
human knowing brought about by the presence of the agent intellect and its
activity in each human material intellect. The content of those intelligibles in
act comes from human experience of the world by way of intentions of the
imagination abstracted by the agent intellect and brought about in the indi-
vidual material intellect of the human being who provides those intentions.
As such, the agent intellect does not provide the intentional content of intel-
ligibles in act in the human material intellect. In this case, then, the intelligi-
bles in act are multiplied in accord with the multiplication of individual hu-
man knowers. The intelligible in act or essence of “horse” will be multiplied
and idiosyncratic to each individual human knower. However, on such a view
the unity of scientific understanding and intelligible discourse would seem to
be undermined since there would be no common referent for the intelligible
understandings taking place in each distinct human being.

It is precisely this conception of intelligibles in act as multiplied in the ma-
terial intellects of many human beings in the teaching of the Middle Commen-
tary that prevents the assertion of a single transcendent material intellect, “one
in number for all human beings in itself, but many by accident.” As seen
above, in the Middle Commentary Averroes scoffingly rejected this notion of a
material intellect existing in separation %> In order to overcome the limitations
of his earlier view, then, Averroes had to come to a new understanding of the
nature of intelligibles in act such that there is a single set of intelligibles in act
which are the common referents for scientific understanding and discourse.
Such a view is found in the Long Commentary and is developed by Averroes in
critical dialogue with the teachings of Themistius in his Paraphase of the De
Anima.

94. Ibid. Geoffroy identifies the precise reference to the Physics of Aristotle as 266a
10-b6. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 261.
95. Middle Commentary (2002), 111.
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Averroes’ Final Position on Intellect:
The Long Commentary on the De Anima

With its 325 sections of Text and Comment, the Long Commentary provides
detailed critical reflections on all the parts of the De Anima in the order of the
work set forth by Aristotle, from the First Book’s opening considerations of
methodology, through its mention of issues and the positions of the predeces-
sors of Aristotle, through the Second Book’s discussion of soul, body, and ex-
ternal and internal senses, and on through the Third Book’s detailed discus-
sions of intellect and concluding sections concerned with movement on the
part of the soul. For his commentary, Averroes draws on works on soul and
intellect by Alexander, Theophrastus (through Themistius), Themistius, al-
Farabi, and Ibn Béjjah, while making references to the thought of Plato, Galen,
Avicenna, and others, as well as to other works of the Aristotelian corpus.
While the Middle Commentary makes no reference to the Short Commentary, as
noted above the later version of the Short Commentary contains a note referring
the reader to Averroes’ mature views in the Long Commentary on the De Anima.
For its part, the Long Commentary does contain implicit reference to the teach-
ings of the Short Commentary by way of its refutation of Ibn Bajjah and the
doctrine that the material intellect is the imagination insofar as the forms of
the imagination are the subjects for the disposition called material intellect.*
Nevertheless, the Arabic version of the Long Commentary, which survives only
in Latin translation and in Arabic fragments, is a work which stands alone
without any requisite argumentative reference in its teachings to Averroes’
earlier commentaries on the De Anima.

With a structure different from the topical divisions of the Short Commen-
tary and the traditional division of the work into three “discourses” or books
(<N magaldt) of the Middle Commentary, the Long Commentary also charts a
distinctive course.” In this work Book 3 begins with the discussion of intellect
traditionally placed in Book 3, chapter 4. That is, Averroes has chosen to ex-
tend the account of Book 2 up to the end of Aristotle’s discussion of imagina-
tion and to begin Book 3 where Aristotle initiates discussion of the soul which
“knows and understands” {379}.” Thus, the doctrine of the intellect, and es-

96. See above, pp. xxv—xxviii. It may also refer to Averroes’ Commentary on the De
Intellectu of Alexander.

97. On the divisions of the text of the De Anima in the Arabic tradition, see Elamrani-
Jamal (2003), 351.

98. Averroes makes no comment on his procedure, so perhaps he took it to be self-
evident that discussion of all bodily powers of soul should be placed with discussion
of soul and sensation in Book 2 and the non-bodily powers of intellect should be seen
to be the key concern of Book 3.
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pecially that of the material intellect, in the Long Commentary can be considered
a distinct study of intellect and its issues where Averroes sets forth his consid-
ered final position, with arguments for the most part located in Book 3, though
important and relevant issues arise in the earlier books.

The Science of the Soul
and Metaphysics

That Averroes thought the most compelling issue addressed by his commen-
tary on the De Anima was that of the nature and status of the material intellect
is evident early on when he comments on Aristotle’s remarks in Book 1 that
the science of the soul has a special position of priority among the sciences
because of its exactness and because of its objects. Its exactness is constituted
inits use of the method of demonstration; its objects are living things in which
the presence of soul is evident. But for Averroes the science of the soul has a
function in reference to the science of metaphysics not mentioned in any ex-
plicit way by Aristotle: “The practitioner of divine science gets from it the sub-
stance of his subject. For here [in the science of the soul] it will be explained
that the separate forms are intelligences and also many other things concern-
ing the knowledge of states consequent upon intelligence considered as intel-
ligence and intellect” {s}. It is in the science of the soul that the existences of
the agent intellect and the material intellect as separate, immaterial entities
are established. Thinking ahead to his understanding of Aristotle’s account of
these two intellects in De Anima 3.4 and 3.5, Averroes has in mind that the
particular intentions grasped in the perceptions and activities of the external
and internal senses require the involvement of transcendent intellectual pow-
ers. Intelligibles in potency found in the world and in the soul’s powers give
rise to the intelligibles in act constituting the intellectual understanding of
things characteristic of human thought. This knowledge of intelligibles in act
as universals is the essence of science applicable to many particulars and not
bounded by reference only to a certain individual. Understanding this to be
necessarily the activity of what is intellectual and immaterial, Averroes con-
siders the science of the soul to be responsible for establishing the existence of
immaterial entity as intellectual in nature. While physics had proven for him
the existence of an ultimate separate mover, the proof of the nature of this
mover was beyond the limits of the science of physics. Philosophical psychol-
ogy’s proof that intellect exists and is necessarily immaterial provides one
instance of the evidence sought by Aristotle in Metaphysics 6, where he wrote,
“If there is no substance other than those which are formed by nature, natural
science will be the first science; but if there is an immovable substance, the sci-
ence of this must be prior and must be first philosophy, and universal in this
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way, because it is first. And it will belong to this to consider being qua being—
both what it is and the attributes which belong to it qua being.”*

The full import of this for Averroes’ philosophical methodology is evident
when he cites the same issue in his Long Commentary on the Metaphysics, a work
written after the final version of the Long Commentary on the De Anima:

It is fully clear that these celestial bodies are alive and that among the
powers of soul they have only intellect and the power of desire, i.e. [intel-
lect] which causes motion in place. This is perhaps evident from what I
say, for it has been explained in the eighth book of the Physics that what
causes motion belonging to the celestial bodies is not in matter and is a
separate form. And it was explained in the De Anima that the separate
forms are intellect. So, consequently, this mover is an intellect and is a
mover insofar as it is an agent of motion and insofar as it is the end of
motion.1%

Averroes does not elect here to exploit philosophical psychology’s epistemo-
logical arguments for constructing a proof of the existence of immaterial be-
ing, but instead chooses only to draw on its identification of immaterial sub-
stance as intellect. Averroes does exploit the results of the study of psychology
for another key metaphysical principle. Not only has philosophical psychol-
ogy provided the establishment of the subject matter of the science of meta-
physics by showing the existence of a substance immaterial, intellectual, and
not formed by nature (and hence not included under the science of physics),
but it has also given evidence of the existence of a form of potency existing in
separate intellectual substances. By its proof of the nature and separate exis-
tence of the material intellect, psychology has proven that a kind of potency
can exist in what is intellect, for the material intellect, as discussed in detail
below, is essentially a receptive disposition for intelligibles of things of the
world while itself being separate intellect. And by establishing that a kind of
potency can exist in what is separate intellect, psychology, as Averroes under-
stands it, provides metaphysics with the basis for a ranked hierarchy of intel-
ligences or intellects distinguished from one another and from the pure actu-
ality of the First Cause.!” In Book 3 of his Long Commentary on the De Anima

99. Aristotle, Metaphysics (1984), 6.1, 1026a27-32.

100. Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), Book Lam (Lambda, XII), c. 36,
1593-1594. My translation. Cf. (1962), XII, c. 36, f. 318v G-H, and (1984), 149.

101. “One should hold that it [scil. the material intellect] is a fourth kind of being.
For just as sensible being is divided into form and matter, so too intelligible being must
be divided into things similar to these two, namely, into something similar to form and
into something similar to matter. This is [something] necessarily present in every
separate intelligence which understands something else. And if not, then there would
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he writes with full awareness of the importance of this for the metaphysical
issues: “If it were not for this genus of beings which we have come to know in
the science of the soul, we could not understand multiplicity in separate things,
to the extent that, unless we know here the nature of the intellect, we could
not know that the separate moving powers ought to be intellects” {410}.12

Yet, not unlike Aristotle’s own text of Book 1, Averroes marshals few detailed
arguments regarding intellect in his Comments in the First Book. Instead,
employing the results of his arguments yet to come in Book 3 to interpret Aris-
totle’s statements in Book 1, Averroes explains his understanding of Aristotle’s
own hints on key characteristics of intellect: “This is his opinion concerning
the material intellect: it is separate from the body and it is impossible that it
understand anything without the imagination. He did not mean by this what
appears superficially [to be the case] from this account, that if understanding
comes to be only with imagination, then the material intellect will be generable
and corruptible, as Alexander thought from [this account]” {18}. And it is only
by this paradoxical separation from body while at the same time requiring in-
volvement with imagination, which is a bodily power, that the material intellect
can be what “discerns the intentions of all beings” {88}. Distinct from the imag-
ination, which Averroes sometimes calls the imaginative intellect or passible
intellect {88}, the material intellect, he asserts, “discerns universal intentions”
{90}. The full meaning of these statements on the material intellect in Book 1
becomes evident only in the extended treatments of Book 3.

The Senses and Internal Powers
of Particular Human Beings

The distinction between the senses, internal and external, and the intellect is
explained at greater length in Book 2, Comments 60ff.,, where Averroes stresses
the differences between sense and intellect: “The reason for the difference be-
tween sense and intellect in the acquisition of complete actuality lies in the fact
that the mover is external in the case of sense and it is internal in the case of
intellect. For sense in act is moved only by a motion which is called apprehend-
ing and [is dependent] upon sensible particular things which are outside the
soul. Intellect, however, is moved to complete actuality by universal things
and those are in the soul” {220}. What come from the senses, he goes on to

be no multiplicity {410} in separate forms. It was already explained in First Philosophy
that there is no form free of potency without qualification except the First Form which
understands nothing outside itself. Its being is its quiddity. Other forms, however, are
in some way different in quiddity and being.”

102. This issue is treated at greater length in Taylor (1998a).
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explain, are intentions which can be grasped by imagination, while what the
intellect has in it are “universals in potency” or what he calls a “universal in-
tention . . . different from an imagined intention.” It is by means of these that
human beings are able to form concepts when they wish, in contrast to sensa-
tion which “needs sensibles which are outside the soul.” Sensibles move the
soul not in accord with their manner of existence in matter outside the soul
but as intentions received by the sense and caused by the external objects
{220}. As a potency limited in its objects and range, sense is directed inten-
tional potency and disposition for receiving intentions which are both sen-
sible in potency and intelligible in potency {221}. These intentions appre-
hended by sense are intentions of individuals. And “that individual intention
is what the cogitative power discerns from the imagined form and refines
from the things which were conjoined with it from those common and proper
sensibles {226}, and it deposits it in the memory. This same [individual inten-
tion] is what the imaginative [power] apprehends, but the imaginative [power]
apprehends it as conjoined to those sensibles, although its apprehension is
more spiritual.”

Later Averroes explains that this cogitative power or cogitation, an internal
bodily power located in the brain, is “an individual discerning power . . . which
discerns the intention of a sensible thing from its imagined image”{415}. It is
third in the order of spirituality, with common sense and imagination less
spiritual and the power of memory more spiritual than cogitation. Yet while
these powers are spiritual insofar as they discern or separate intentions from
things of the world, they are not intellectual or rationally discerning since
they still concern the intentions of individuals. “Although, therefore, a human
being properly has a cogitative power, nevertheless this does not make it that
this power is rational and discerning, for [the rational power] discerns univer-
sal intentions, not individual ones” {416}. What Averroes calls “the discerning
rational power,” intellect, cannot be a power in a body since it would require
an organ. But such a thing is impossible since the intellect cannot be a power
mixed with body and still be intellect which grasps intelligibles in act. In
short, the function of the bodily yet spiritual cogitative power is to discern
and refine sensible intentions presented by the internal power of imagination
by denuding the intentions as much as possible of accretions extraneous to
the intention itself. Nevertheless, what it deposits in memory is not an intel-
ligible but rather a denuded individual intention still “material” insofar as it
is the intention of an individual particular which is intelligible in potency, not
intelligible in act. By the action of the cogitative power and memory, the indi-
vidual intention, refined as much as possible, is prepared for the activity of a
higher and completely immaterial power, the intellect, in what Averroes later
describes as a process in which the refined imagined intention “is transferred in
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its being from one order into another” {439}—that is, from intelligible in potency
to intelligible in act.

From the foregoing it is evident that the most important role among the in-
ternal sense powers is reserved for the cogitative power, which received little
mention in the Short Commentary and the Middle Commentary. Regarding “the
passible intellect,” which “is necessary for conceptualization,” in the Long
Commentary Averroes writes that this term is used by Aristotle to mean “the
forms of the imagination insofar as the cogitative power proper to human be-
ings acts upon them. For that power is a kind of reason and its activity is noth-
ing but the placing of the intention of the form imagined in its individuality
in memory or the discerning of it from [the individual] in conceptualization
and imagination.!®® And it is evident that the intellect which is called material
receives the imagined intentions after this discernment” {449}. So important
in the epistemological account are these internal powers in the particular hu-
man being that Averroes asserts, “without the imaginative power and the
cogitative [power] the intellect which is called material understands nothing”
{450}. But as these citations indicate, it is in Book 3 that Averroes, while still
following Aristotle’s text, fully sets forth his final position on the intellect. So
the completion of this account of the role of the cogitative power must await a
detailed exposition of his new teachings on the separate intellects.

The Material Intellect

In the 68 Comments on the Texts of Aristotle’s Book 3, chs. 4~13 of the De Anima,
Averroes mentions the material intellect some 182 or more times and spells
out his teachings in several key sections. As indicated, however, the order of
his account is not driven primarily by his own systematic doctrine but rather
follows the order of Aristotle’s Texts. Still, the doctrine he sets forth is itself a
detailed and methodical account of the principles which yield the novel doc-
trine of intellect expounded in this work. In Comment 5 he sets forth his un-
derstanding of the nature of the material intellect in critical dialogue with the
views of Alexander, Theophrastus, Themistius, and Ibn Béjjah as Averroes
understands them; in Book 3, Comments 18—20, he expounds his understand-
ing of the grounds for asserting the existence of separate agent and material
intellects; and in Comment 36 the natures of understanding and conjoining

103. Since conceptualization properly speaking can take place only at the level of
intellect, here formationem is used to indicate image formation as an activity of imagina-

tion or cogitation working still at the level of particulars rather than a properly intel-
lectual activity. The Arabic is surely ,s.e5 tasawwur, which literally means “image form-
ing.” With the addition Ji~JL bi-I-4ql it denotes intellectual conceptualization. Here,
however, I translate formatio as it is translated elsewhere in the Long Commentary.
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with separate intellect as such are the primary focus. Throughout Book 3
Averroes’ new understanding of the function of cogitation in the process of
conceiving and reconceiving knowledge emerges as a fundamental part of his
mature teaching.

Following Aristotle, Averroes begins his Third Book with consideration of
the nature of human understanding’s conceptualizing ( .25 tasawwur, formare
per intellectum) as both similar and dissimilar to sense perception. Each is an
apprehensive power of the soul and so is receptive. But unlike sensation, which
is “a power in a body,” intellect’s power of conceptualizing “does not undergo
affection equivalent to the affection of the sense, namely, there does not come
about for it a change similar to the change which comes about for the sense,
but it is only likened to sense in regard to receptivity, because it is not a power
in a body” {381}. The reason for this difference lies in the change which takes
place in sensation, whereby what is a body or a power in a body is changed in
its accidental being as a determinate particular {382}, whereas the intellect “is
neither a body nor a power in a body” {383}.1% Consequently, intellect is not
changed by its reception of intelligibles because these are not determinate
particulars which are intelligibles in potency but rather intelligibles in act
under the very notion of knowledge. And as Anaxagoras held, “it is necessary
that it be unmixed so that it may apprehend and receive all things. For if it is
mixed, then it will be either a body or a power in a body, and if it is {384} either
of these, it will have its own form and this form will impede its reception of
another foreign form.”

Thus, insofar as conceptualizing comes about in the intellect, the subject in
which this takes place must be one which is immaterial and yet receptive.
Since knowledge concerns things of the material world, the rational soul is
receptive insofar as “the rational soul needs to consider the intentions which
are in the imaginative power, just as sense needs to view sensibles” {384}. Yet
it must also be active “since it seems that the forms of external things move
this power in such a way that the mind (mens) abstracts them from matters
and makes them first to be intelligibles {385} in act after they were intelligibles
in potency.” It is for this reason, writes Averroes, that Aristotle found it “nec-
essary to assert that these two differences are in the rational soul, namely, the
power of activity and the power of affection” {385}. Averroes is able to conclude
that “this substance which is called the material intellect has none of those
material forms in its nature” on the basis of two principles derived from these

104. “Determinate particular” reflects the Latin aliquid hoc, which corresponds to
Aristotle’s 163¢ tu at De Anima, 402a24, and 4J} Lz al-mushér ilaihi, meaning “desig-
nated” or “determinate” in the Middle Commentary on the De Anima. See Middle Com-
mentary (2002), 113.14 and 113.22. For a discussion, see Bauloye (1997), 74-76.
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considerations. First, this intellect is receptive of the intentions of all worldly
material forms without restriction; second, “everything receiving something
else must be devoid of the nature of the thing received and its substance must
not be the same in species as the substance of the thing received” {38s}. In this
way he has shown that “this substance which is called the material intellect
{386} is neither a body nor a form in a body; it is, therefore, altogether unmixed
with matter.” It is then a being which is a receptive potency, separate, without
a material form, and in itself simple and not changeable as are determinate
particulars subject to substantial or accidental change {386}.

Averroes’ solution to the key epistemological and metaphysical issues comes
in a discussion of considerations central to the doctrine of the material intellect,
which he finds prompted by study of the Greek commentators Theophrastus,
Themistius, and Alexander, with Ibn Béjjah’s view critically evaluated as well.
The three issues are these: (1) If the agent intellect is eternal and the material
intellectis also eternal, what then must be the nature of the theoretical intellect
in human beings? Must not the product of the agent intellect and the material
intellect be eternal if these intellects are eternal? (2) How can the power called
the material intellect be one and the same in all human beings at birth and yet
individual for each in its final perfected state? (3) How is the material intellect
an existing being of a nature essentially consisting in receptivity without being
a material form or matter?'% It is in this context that Averroes forms the set of
two philosophical principles required to enable him to assert what he only
raised as a question in his Epistle 1 On Conjunction as indicated above—namely,
the existence of a single, shared material intellect for all human beings: “That
part of the soul which is called the material intellect has no nature and being
by which it is constituted inasmuch as it is material except the nature of pos-
sibility, since it is devoid of all material and intelligible forms. . . . The definition
of the material intellect, therefore, is that which is in potency all the intentions
of universal material forms and is not any of the beings in act before it under-
stands any of them” {387). The pure potentiality of the material intellect is
distinct from that of prime matter, he continues, because the material intellect
is a potency for the apprehensive reception of “all the intentions {388} of the
universal material forms.” Prime matter, in contrast, is a potency for the actual
material reception of sensible forms without apprehension of any kind. Prime
matter is receptive of “individual and particular forms,” while the material
intellect is receptive of universal forms which are intelligibles in act. Forms
received into prime matter become determinate particular entities, with those
forms existing as principles in substantial composition. The forms of things
are then individual entities existing as intelligibles in potency—that is, intel-

105. This is the “question of Theophrastus.” See below, pp. Ixxx-Ixxxi.
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ligible only by reference to an external power which might apprehend them,
discern their particular intentions, and abstract the intelligible intention to
form an intelligible in act. The material intellect, however, which itself “is not
a determinate particular nor a body nor a power in a body,” is an entity which
“must receive forms by a mode of reception other than that by which those
matters receive the forms whose contraction by matter is the determination of
prime matter in them.” According to Aristotle, writes Averroes, the material
intellect is a nature “which is other than the nature of matter, other than the
nature of form, and other than the nature of the composite” {388}.

From this account Averroes is able to conclude that the material intellect is
an entity unlike prime matter because of its apprehensive nature and unlike
the apprehensive external and internal powers of the soul because all these
are receptive of intentions of determinate particulars. As indicated above,
even the more spiritual of the internal senses, cogitation and memory, work
with determinate particular intentions and require the abstraction of an intel-
lectual power to “transfer” the intention from the mode of being of a determi-
nate particular to the mode of being of an intelligible in act. Yet since the intel-
ligibles in act which come to exist in the material intellect cannot have the
mode of being characteristic of a determinate particular, they cannot be re-
ceived into a subject which is itself a determinate particular. Were that to hap-
pen, they would be contracted in their recipient subject from a mode of being
an intelligible in act to that of what is an intelligible in potency only. Thus, the
material intellect cannot itself be a determinate particular entity (aliquid hoc,
adl Lz Mal-mushdr ilaihi). As such, the material intellect then has a unique mode
of existence since, on the one hand, it is required by each human being for
conceptualization and intellectual understanding to take place, but, on the
other hand, it is unique in its species and not a determinate particular belong-
ing individually to any determinate particular human being. This account
provides part of the argument for the assertion of the existence of one separate
material intellect contemplated but not argued in Epistle 1 On Conjunction. It
remains for Averroes to explain how there can be one material intellect for all
and yet knowing somehow takes place differently in distinct human subjects
such as Zayd and ‘Amr or Plato and Socrates.

That explanation comes toward the end of Comment 5, where he explains
regarding the material intellect that “it is not necessary that the recipient be
nothing at all in act but rather that it not be in act something of what it re-
ceives” {410}. That is, the material intellect has a nature of its own, consisting
in receptivity and receptivity actualized by what is extrinsic to it. Likening
the relation of the agent intellect and the material intellect to that of light and
the transparent medium, Averroes extends the analogy to the forms of things
of the world when he adds,
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The relation of the material forms {411} to [the material intellect] is [the
same as] the relation of color to the transparent [medium]. For just as light
is the actuality of the transparent [medium], so the agent intellect is the
actuality of the material [intellect]. Just as the transparent [medium] is not
moved by color and does not receive it except when there is light, so too
that intellect does not receive the intelligibles which are here except inso-
far as it is actualized through that [agent] intellect and illuminated by it.
Just as light makes color in potency to be in act in such a way that it can
move the transparent [medium], so the agent intellect makes the inten-
tions in potency to be intelligible in act in such a way that the material
intellect receives them. This, then, is how the material intellect and the
agent [intellect] should be understood.

When the two intellects are joined in this fashion, abstraction of the intention
intelligible in potency (the intention existing as a determinate particular in the
internal senses subsequent to sense perception) takes place, with the result
that the acquired intellect (sl Jasdl, al-aql al-mustafid, intellectus adeptus)
comes to be in the soul of the human agent who initiated the act of knowing
by “our will.”1% This is the theoretical intellect (g2l |asl\, al-aql al-nazari,
intellectus speculativus), whereby knowledge is, in a way, retained in the indi-
vidual human being. In virtue of this human beings can be denominated
knowers. This is so thanks to an understanding of knowing which Averroes
borrows from his understanding of sense perception, his two-subject theory.

In his Short Commentary Averroes speaks of two subjects for intelligibles, a
subject external to the soul in virtue of which the intelligible is true and another
subject in virtue of which the intelligibles exist.!” In the Long Commentary he
expounds a slightly modified version of this notion, derived from consideration
of sense perception, to account for the duality by which knowing can be said
to belong to both the separate material intellect and the particular human
knower.

Apprehending by sense is something which is actualized through two
subjects, one the subject in virtue of which the sense is true (this is the

106. {390}. Also see {439}, {490}, and {495}. That this comes about by will or “whenever
we wish” is also asserted by Themistius. See Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899),
99; (1973), 179; (1996), 123; (1990), 9o.

107. Short Commentary on the De Anima at (1985), 116—117, and 124125 respectively;
(1987), 203204 and 210. Cf. Book 3, n. 59. Also see Blaustein (1984), 63ff. The inspiration
for this two-subject analysis is probably Ibn Béjjah’s reflection on the status of intelli-

gibles in perishable particular human beings as spiritual forms and in themselves as
intelligible forms. See Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942),
15-16; Spanish, 33-35; (1968), 163—164; (1981), 188.
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thing sensed outside the soul) and the other the subject in virtue of which
the sense is an existing form (this is the first actuality of the sense organ).
Hence, the intelligibles in act must also have two subjects, one the subject
in virtue of which they are true, namely the forms which are true images,
and the other that in virtue of which the intelligibles are among the beings
in the world, and this latter is the material intellect. For there is no differ-
ence regarding this between sense and intellect except that the subject of
the sense in virtue of which it is true is outside the soul and the subject
of the intellect in virtue of which it is true is inside the soul'®® {4o0}.

Thus, the subject by which they exist is the material intellect, which is the im-
material and separate subject for intelligibles in act following the agent intel-
lect’s “illumination,” which both transforms intelligibles in potency into intel-
ligibles in act and also makes possible the reception of these by the receptive
material intellect, their subject of existence.!? The subject by which they are
true is the particular human being’s more spiritual internal sense powers—
namely, imagination, cogitation, and memory—which presented the refined
image before the agent intellect. “For, just as the subject of vision moving [vi-
sion], which is color, moves it only when color is made to exist in act through
the presence of light after it was in potency, so too the imagined intentions
move the material intellect only when the intelligibles are made to exist in act
after they were in potency” {4o1}.

This theory of two subjects then also has a role to play in the explanation of
how it is possible for differences in knowledge between two particular human
subjects while there is nevertheless one shared material intellect by which all
human beings are knowers. “If the thing understood in me and in you were
one in every way, it would happen that when I would know some intelligible
you would also know it, and many other impossible things [would also fol-
low]. If we assert it to be many, then it would happen that the thing under-
stood in me and in you would be one in species and two in individual [num-
ber]. In this way the thing understood will have a thing understood and so it
proceeds into infinity” {411}. What is understood—that is, the intelligible in
act—cannot be shared such that when one person knows, any other human
being also knows, an impossible consequence given human experience. Like-

108. See Book 3, n. 66.

109. “For to abstract is nothing other than to make imagined intentions intelligible
in act after they were [intelligible] in potency. But to understand is nothing other than
to receive these intentions. For when we found the same thing, namely, the imagined
intentions, is transferred in its being from one order into another, we said that this must
be from an agent cause and a recipient cause. The recipient, however, is the material
[intellect] and the agent is [the intellect] which brings [this] about” {439).
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wise, what is understood cannot be many such that the intelligible in act is
existing multiple times in multiple particular human beings, since the Third
Man Argument would require the assertion of a third intelligible in act over
those in particular human beings, and so forth into infinity. Knowing, then,
is not something generated and created “in the student, in the way in which
one fire generates another {412} fire similar to it in species.” This impossibility
together with the fact that “what is known is the same in the teacher and the
student . . . caused Plato to believe that learning is recollection” {412}. Yet that
cannot be the case simply because knowing is the grasp of things of the world
intelligible in potency under the power of intellect whereby they come to exist
as intelligible in act. On the basis of these considerations, Averroes concludes,
“Since, then, we asserted that the intelligible thing which is in me and in you
is many in subject insofar as it is true, namely, the forms of the imagination,
and one in the subject in virtue of which it is an existing intellect (namely, the
material [intellect]), those questions are completely resolved” {412}.

Hence, the intelligible can be said to belong to each individual human being
only insofar as that human being is the subject of the truth of the intelligible—
that is, only insofar as that human being had formed in imagination, cogita-
tion, and memory the denuded intention which is that human being’s contri-
bution to the process of knowing taking place at the transcendent level of the
separate material and agent intellects. Knowledge, then, belongs to individuals
in virtue of their causal contribution to its formation in the separate intellects,
where that intelligible in act comes to exist in a subject which is the material
intellect itself. Without that causal link, the particular human being does not
have knowledge and is not linked with the material intellect. In this way, for
example, one person who in the past has seen and studied giraffes with indi-
vidual effort is able to make his knowledge actual again by reconnecting with
the material intellect when he encounters this remarkable animal in the jungle.
But another person, who has no image in memory and has not linked with the
material intellect to apprehend the intelligible in act of the giraffe, cannot
identify this animal correctly.!0

Thus, as indicated above, this intelligible in act is not literally and actually
present with the individual human soul as its subject since that subject is a
particularizing power in a body. Rather, it must exist in the material intellect,
which, as unique and itself a distinct and complete species (as is each of the
separate intellects), is not a determinate particular (aliquid hoc, 4. Lz al-mushdr
ilaihi). Its nature in this way is such that it can receive and contain intelligibles

110. Asindicated above at p. x, at Middle Commentary (2002), 123 (314), Averroes writes
that “one who does not sense a genus of sensible objects cannot know it, nor can an

intelligible [of the genus] ever reach him.”
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in act without particularizing them, while at the same time being itself a the-
saurus of actualized intelligibles to which all human beings who have provided
images for their abstraction may refer. This then provides the second of the two
principles required for the doctrine of the separate material intellect.

With this doctrine, Averroes has provided the grounds for the assertion of
the material intellect as required by the metaphysics of the nature of intelligibles
and their subjects. With reasons and arguments not mentioned in Epistle 1 On
Conjunction, where he could only raise the question of the possibility of conceiv-
ing the material intellect to be unique, separate, and shared, here Averroes has
supplied the needed principles and accounts for setting forth his new under-
standing of the material intellect. And while he saw this to be in accord with
the relevant philosophical principles and also as the only sound account of
Aristotle, his teaching on the material intellect was fully understood by Aver-
roes to be new in the tradition: “One should hold that it is a fourth kind of being”
{409}.111 That is, it is neither matter nor form nor a composite of these, but rather
a unique entity which the philosophical principles and issues led Averroes to
assert. It is an intellect unique in its species with the nature of receptivity.''2

Averroes did not take his understanding of the unique and shared material
intellect from Themistius, but in forming his thought on it, he did take several
principles from Themistius in his critical engagement with the Paraphrase of
the De Anima in the course of his third reading of that work while composing
the Long Commentary. The notion of the unity of science in a single set of intel-
ligibles in act, key in enabling Averroes’ move to the assertion of a unique
material intellect as explained above, was adopted in rejection of the doctrine
of the Middle Commentary, where a plurality of individual material intellects,
each with its own set of intelligibles in act, is set forth. The source of the new

111. The complexity of the issues at stake and the difficulty of their reconciliation
were daunting to Averroes, but he was intent on working toward their resolution to the
extent of his ability. “Since there are all those things [which can be raised regarding
the material intellect], for this reason it seemed [best] to me to write what seemed to
me to be the case on this topic. If what appears to me is not complete, it will be a start
for a complete account. So I ask my brothers seeing this exposition to write down their
doubts and perhaps in that way what is true regarding this will be found out, if I have
not yet found [it]. If T have found [it], as I suppose, then it will be clarified through those
questions. For truth, as Aristotle says, is fitting and gives testimony to itself in every
way”{399}.

112. See pp. lviii-lix. In his late Commentary on the De Intellectu of Alexander, Averroes
asserts that “the material intellect is one power shared by individual souls” and that
the theoretical intelligibles are “in essence ungenerable and incorruptible.” Commentary
on the De Intellectu of Alexander (2001), 29. See Book 3 {406—408} and the notes there.
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teaching is Themistius. This Greek thinker is also a foundational source for
Averroes’ difficult doctrine that the agent intellect is not only agent or efficient
cause in the generation of intelligibles, but also “in” the soul as “form for us.”
However, while Themistius is a source for Averroes, his teachings are not
taken uncritically but rather serve as points of philosophical inspiration which
Averroes crafts to fit coherently with other principles of his own Aristotelian
account.

Quite different from the teachings of the Long Commentary, Themistius’
Paraphrase of the De Anima sets forth the view that a potential intellect and an
actual intellect are found in each individual human soul. According to Themis-
tius, the actuality of these is founded in a relationship to the unique productive
intellect: “There is no need to be puzzled if we who are combined from the
potential and the actual [intellects] are referred back to one productive intellect,
and that what it is to be each of us is derived from that single [intellect]. Where
otherwise do the notions that are shared (koinai ennoiai) come from? Where is
the untaught and identical understanding of the primary definitions and pri-
mary axioms derived from? For we would not understand one another unless
there were a single intellect that we all shared.”* The productive intellect “has
all the forms all together and presents all of them to itself at the same time,”!*4
while individual intellects are characterized as “combined from the potential
intellect and actual [intellects].”'! Identifying the individual human intellect
more with the actual intellect insofar as this is the source of actuality, Themis-
tius asserts that the actual intellect itself has as its source the transcendent
productive intellect, which “alone is form in a precise sense, and indeed this
is ‘form of forms,” such that “we are the productive intellect” properly speak-

113. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 103.36-104.3; (1973), 188-189; (1990), 105;
(1996), 129. Note that for Themistius this “productive intellect” is not the most transcen-
dent entity or God, but rather an intellect at a lower level of reality and involved with
human understanding. The corresponding Arabic of the Paraphrase has, “There need
be no wonder that we all are as a group composites of what is in potency and of what
is in act. All of us whose existence is by virtue of this one are referred back to a one
which is the agent intellect (Jled)l J&all al-agl al-fa“4l). For if not this, then whence is
it that we possess known sciences in a shared way? And whence is it that the under-
standing of the primary definitions and primary propositions is alike [for us all] with-
out learning? For it is right that, if we do not have one intellect in which we all share,
then we also do not have understanding of one another.”

114. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 100.9-10; (1973), 181; (1990), 93; (1996),
124.

115. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 100.16—20; (1973), 182; (1990), 93-94; (1996),

124-125.
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ing since it is the source of our actuality.!!® In this account each human being
has a potential intellect, and an illuminating and abstracting actual intellect
which is responsible for the formation of intelligibles from a storehouse of
experience in the potential intellect, which contains “the imprints from per-
ception and imagination through the agency of memory.”!'” However, this
abstracting takes place only thanks to the individual actual intellect’s sharing
of the power of the transcendent productive intellect: “The intellect that il-
luminates (ellampén) in a primary sense is one, while those that are illumi-
nated (ellampomenoi) and that illuminate (ellampontes) are, just like light, more
than one.”1® When this abstraction on the part of the actual intellect takes
place, the productive intellect “encounters it and takes over” it,"'? such that
the productive intellect is “not outside” but “settles into the whole of the
potential intellect,” as if “to pervade it totally,” and “becomes one with it.”120
In this way, as “’form of forms,”” the productive intellect comes to act as an
intrinsic formal cause of the potential intellect through the individual’s actual
intellect, although the productive intellect retains its transcendent existence.
Only by this sort of participation of the power of the productive intellect,
which comes to be intrinsic to the human intellect, does abstraction of intel-
ligibles in act from the storehouse of images in the potential intellect take
place for Themistius.

The productive intellect, then, contains and thinks all the transcendent
forms, something Themistius confirms with the rhetorical question, “From
what source will the potential intellect also come to think all objects, if the
intellect that advances it to activity does not think all objects prior to it?”121

116. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 100.31-32 and 100.35-101.1; (1973), 182-183;
(1990), 95; (1996), 125.

117. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 99.6-8; (1973), 179.5—6; (1990), 89; (1996),
12 3. For the Arabic Lyons suggests 8 .55 dhakhirah (storehouse) in place of 5,25 kathrah
(multitude), found in the sole extant Arabic manuscript.

118. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 103.33—34; (1973), 188.13—-14; (1990), 104;
(1996), 128-129.

119. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 99.8—10; (1973), 179.6-7; (1990), 89—90;
(1996), 123.

120. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 99.13-18; (1973), 179.6—7; (1990), 90; (1996),
123.

121. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 103.30—32; (1973), 188.11-13; (1990), 104;
(1996), 128. The extant Arabic text has: “Whence does the intellect in potency come to
know all things if what brings it to act is first knowing all things?” Lyons (1973) reads
Yyf awwalan (first), while the original translation likely had Y l4 (not)—that is, “Whence
does the intellect in potency come to know all things if what brings it to act is not know-
ing all things?” -
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Abstraction by the individual human being’s actual intellect takes place only
under the intrinsic presence of the productive intellect, which already itself
contains the intelligible forms. This is something which may function as guar-
anteeing that abstraction of intelligibles by the individual actual intellect
matches with the real transcendent intelligible forms.?2

In the account of Themistius, then, Averroes finds the needed principle as-
serting that there must be but one thesaurus of intelligibles in act for the unity
of intellectual understanding and scientific discourse. Where Themistius
wrote, “For we would not understand one another unless there were a single
intellect that we all shared,” Averroes found in the Arabic, “For it is right that,
if we do not have one intellect in which we all share, then we also do not have
understanding of one another.” In adopting this conception of intelligibles in
act, Averroes responded to the question raised in Epistle 1 On Conjunction which
had to be resolved before the material intellect could be asserted as unique
and shared by all human beings.

In the Long Commentary, however, Averroes does not follow Themistius in
holding that the agent intellect (corresponding to productive intellect in
Themistius) precontains the intelligibles in act. Rather, Averroes insists that
the human attainment of intelligibles in act comes about only through exter-
nal and internal powers of individual human souls existing in bodies. As in-
dicated above, if images and intentions from personal worldly experience are
not present in the soul’s powers, an individual human being has no means of
attaining intelligibles in act of things of the world. For human beings all intel-
lectual understanding of the world necessarily comes through or with sense
perception. Nevertheless, while rejecting the conception of the agent intellect
as containing exemplar intelligibles in act, Averroes embraces and makes his
own the Themistian notion that the agent intellect must necessarily be under-
stood to penetrate the human soul so profoundly in the activity of intellectual
understanding as to be “in” the soul as “form for us”"—that is, as its formal
cause in a fashion discussed at length below.!?3

Thus, Averroes answers the three key questions motivating this portion of
his detailed study as follows. (1) The agent intellect and the material intellect
are eternal substances and are related to the perishable theoretical intellect as
first and final actualities, functioning intrinsic to the human intellective soul
yet existing separately. The intelligibles in act shared in the perishable theo-
retical intellect are themselves eternal when in the material intellect as their
subject; as shared by the individual human being, they are perishable with the
perishable nature of their human subject. (2) This material intellect can be

122. Cf. the remarks of Todd at Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1990), 104, n. 119.
123. See below pp. Ixvii-Ixxv.
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shared by all human beings insofar as the disposition for understanding as
first actuality is common to the human species. Nevertheless, intellectual
understanding is individual for each human being since it is linked to an in-
dividual’s personal will and effort, as evidenced in the formation of denuded
particular intentions by the individual’s cogitative power or imaginative power
generally so called. These are presented to the separate intellects in the process
of abstraction, a process which remains rooted in the experiences and efforts
of the individual for its content. The final perfected state of knowing is in this
way achieved individually when the knower is the subject on which the truth
of the intelligible rests and that individual is linked to the material intellect,
which is the subject for the intelligible’s existence in act. (3) The coherence of
this doctrine requires that the material intellect be an immaterial receptive
substance and an intellect insofar as it is receptive of intelligibles in act and
functions as a thesaurus of intelligibles in act, which is the single, distinct set
of referents or scientific universals in thought and speech. As such, it is a unique
“fourth kind of being” {409}, something which is both receptive and at the same
time an immaterial intellect and, in a way, eternally in act.

Two Separate and Distinct Intellectual Substances:
Material Intellect and Agent Intellect

The relationship of this material intellect and the agent intellect is taken up in
some detail in Book 3, Comments 18—20. Working from a faulty Text of De
Anima, 430a14-17, where Aristotle speaks of two intellects while Averroes’
Arabic Text of the De Anima mentions three, Averroes skillfully makes sense
of the passage by reading it as a discussion of the material intellect, agent intel-
lect, and the intellect in a positive disposition (S Jixl) al'agl bi-l-malakah,
intellectus in habitu). This last is the intellect insofar as it is in a particular hu-
man being subsequent to the formation of an intelligible in act in the material
intellect since it concerns “the generated intelligible.” All three of these are
distinct in substance for Averroes, who holds the agent intellect and material
intellect to be two intellectual substances and the intellect in a positive dispo-
sition to be a power of the particular human being.'* The reasoning, he writes,
“which forced us to suppose the agent intellect” involves the analogy with
sight and light. “For just as sight is not moved by colors except when they are
in act, which is not realized unless light is present since it is what draws them

124. “Two of these three are eternal, namely, the agent and the recipient; the third
is generable and corruptible in one way, eternal in another way” {406}. “And because
the intellect which is in a positive disposition is one of the generable beings, it is neces-
sary that, when it will have come to the end in generation, it come to the end in its activ-

ity” {489).
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from potency into act, so too the imagined intentions do not move the material
intellect except when the intelligibles are in act, because it is not actualized by
these unless something else is present, namely, the intellect in act” {439}. In
this way the contribution of the higher internal human powers of imagination,
cogitation, and memory, based on sense perception, provides the content of
knowing originally as intelligibles in potency to be made into intelligibles in
actby the agent intellect and received by the material intellect. Expressly reject-
ing the notion that “the intelligibles” are able to “enter into the material intel-
lect from the agent intellect, without the material intellect needing to behold
sensible forms” {438}, he concludes, “Hence, in view of our having asserted
that the relation of the imagined intentions {439} to the material intellect is just
as the relation of the sensibles to the senses (as Aristotle will say later), it is
necessary to suppose that there is another mover which makes [the intentions]
move the material intellect in act (and this is nothing but to make [the intentions]
intelligible in act by separating them from matter).” This, he writes, “forces the
assertion of an agent intellect different from the material intellect and different
from the forms of things which the material intellect apprehends” {439}. “It was
necessary to ascribe these two activities to the soul in us, namely, to receive the
intelligible and to make it, although the agent and the recipient are eternal sub-
stances, on account of the fact that these two activities are reduced to our will,
namely, to abstract intelligibles and to understand them” {439}.

The nature of the agent intellect in itself has no receptivity of the sort found
in the material intellect and does not have understanding of worldly forms:
“the agent intelligence understands nothing of the things which are here”
{441}. Still, like all entities other than the First Cause, it has a different sort of
receptivity insofar as its being has within it a reference to something outside
itself, scil. the First Cause, which is the final cause of all and equivocally also
the formal and efficient cause of all.’?® While it is an eternal entity posited to

125. See n. 101 above and also see Taylor (1998a), nn. 30, 31, and 48. The First Cause
is also “the First Knower, who understands nothing outside Himself” {420}. In his In-
coherence of the Incoherence, Averroes writes: “The difference between the First’s under-
standing of Itself and the understanding of themselves which the rest of the intellects
have is that the First Intellect understands Itself as existing through Itself, not as what
is related to a cause, while the rest of the intellects understand themselves as being
related to their cause so that plurality enters into these in this way. For it is not neces-
sary that they all be in one grade of simplicity since they are not in a single grade in
relation to the First Principle and none of them exists simply in the sense in which the
First is simple, because the First is considered to exist by Itself, while they are in related
existence (Glall 345, ‘;.s fi-l-wujid al-muddf).” Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930),
204. My translation. Cf. Incoherence of the Incoherence (1969), 122. Also see Long Commentary
on the Metaphysics (1952), 1697, 1l. 6-9; (1962), ¢. 51, 335vI, where he explains, “The
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account for human intellectual abstraction and its operation is an intellectual
one which thereby might be called understanding, properly speaking the agent
intellect functions as what “transfers” intelligibles in potency to the realm of
the intellect, where they are intelligibles in act in the material intellect. “After
he had recounted these things which it has in common with the material intel-
lect, he gave the disposition proper to the agent intellect. He said: and in its
substance it is activity, that is, there is in it no potency {441} for something, as
there is in the recipient intellect potency for receiving forms. For the agent
intelligence understands nothing of the things which are here. It was necessary
that the agent intelligence be separate, unmixed and impassible, insofar as it
is what makes all forms intelligible.”'26 However, Averroes’ description of these
two intellects in Book 3, Comment 20, has led some to consider that these are
in themselves just one intellectual substance.!?” There he writes, “Generally,
when someone will consider the material intellect with the agent intellect, {451}
they will appear to be two in a way and one in another way. For they are two
in virtue of the diversity of their activity, for the activity of the agent intellect
is to generate while that of the former is to be informed. They are one, however,
because the material intellect is actualized through the agent [intellect] and
understands it. In this way we say that two powers appear in the intellect
conjoined with us, of which one is active and the other of the genus of passive
powers.” His meaning here is that these distinct substances can be regarded

intellect of that which thinks any thing whatever follows that thing which it thinks,
that is, it is always below it in rank; it is a primary notion of ours that the divine intel-
lect must be in the highest degree of excellence and perfection.” Ibid. (1984), 193. In the
Incoherence of the Incoherence he explains as follows: “Itis not necessary that the existence
of the intellect and the intelligible in separate intellects as one and the same be such
that they are all equal in simplicity. For [the philosophers] hold that in this notion the
intellects surpass [one another] to greater or lesser degrees and that this [simplicity]
exists in reality only in the First Intellect. The reason for this is that the essence of the
First Intellect is subsistent per se, while the rest of the intellects understand by their
essences that they subsist through [the First Intellect].” Incoherence of the Incoherence
(1930), 204. My translation. Cf. ibid. (1969), 123.

126. Cf. “This is one of these things by which this intellect is distinguished from the
agent intellect, namely, that in this intellect each is found, while in the agent [intellect]
only act [is found], not potency. For this reason Aristotle rightly called that intellect
material, not because it is mixed and has matter, as Alexander held” {463}.

127. For example, this was the view of Alfred L. Ivry in Ivry (1991), 693. However, in
Ivry (1999), 210211, Ivry has come to understand the two intellects to be distinct sub-
stances in the Long Commentary. My understanding of Averroes is that these are two
distinct intellectual substances existing in separation from matter, in accord with the
view of Davidson (1992), 292293, 332-333.
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as one insofar as the actuality of the agent intellect takes place in the recipient
material intellect, following the Aristotelian notion that the actuality of the
agent and that of the patient are one but under two descriptions.'® In this
context, however, this does not entail that they are literally one substance.
Rather, in light of the foregoing, it is evident that the argument of Averroes
required two distinct substances and that he held to this view.

The Cogitative Power and Conjoining
with Separate Intellect

With the establishment of the natures of the material intellect and the agent
intellect, it remains to return to a consideration of the cogitative power and to
recount the more robust explanation of individual human thinking and the
nature and role of the higher internal senses in Averroes’ new doctrine of intel-
lectual understanding in the Long Commentary. The initial account of the
cogitative power, “a particular material power” {476}, given above, stresses its
role in the distillation of denuded particular intentions from imagination {415}
and the placement of purified intentions of particulars in memory. In this way
the particular human soul’s cogitative power is responsible for the processing
of the particular intentions then presented to the rational power properly so
called—namely, the material intellect and the agent intellect in their combined
activity, which “discerns universal intentions” {416} or intelligibles in act.
When that activity takes place, a human being is in the state called “acquired
intellect” since it is involved in the immediate activity of knowing. This acqui-
sition of intelligibles results in the actualization of the human soul as “intel-
lectin a positive disposition” of knowing. In reference to the content of knowl-
edge realized in the material intellect thanks to the contribution of the
cogitative power and the intellectual actualizing of the intelligibles in potency
by the agent intellect, the term “theoretical intellect” is used to denote the con-
tent of knowing now present to the particular human knower.

This activity belonging to particular human beings and called knowing
can also be considered as a form of joining, conjoining, or uniting with the
agent intellect: “when the theoretical intelligibles are united with us through
forms of the imagination and the agent intellect is united with the theoreti-
cal intelligibles (for that which apprehends [theoretical intelligibles] is the
same, namely, the material intellect), it is necessary that the agent intellect
be united with us through the conjoining of the theoretical intelligibles” {500}.
However, this conjoining is not merely the generation of intelligibles by the

128. “There is nothing to prevent two things from having one and the same actual-
ization (not the same in being, but related as the potential to the actual).” Aristotle,
Physics (1984), 3.3, 202bg—10.
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agent intellect in some particular human subject as “a cause acting upon us
only,” as al-Farabi is alleged to have taught in his lost Commentary on the Nico-
machean Ethics {485}. Rather, it must involve a relation of the human subject to
the agent intellect, described analogically as that of matter to form.

It is also evident that, when we assert that the material intellect is gener-
able and corruptible, we will then find no way in which the agent intellect
will be united with the intellect which is in a positive disposition by a
uniting proper to it, namely, with a uniting similar to the conjoining of
forms with matters.

When that conjoining has not been asserted, there will be no difference
between relating it to a human being and relating it to all beings except
in virtue of the diversity of its activity in them. In this way its relation to
a human being will be only the relation of the agent to the human being,
not a relation of form, and the question of al-Farabi which he voiced in
his Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics arises. For assurance of the pos-
sibility of the conjoining of the intellect with us lies in explaining that its
relation to a human being is a relation of form and agent, not a relation of
agent alone. {502}

The appropriate sort of conjoining must be such that the agent intellect is not.
merely an extrinsic generating cause bringing about intelligibles in act in the
human subject for the reason cited above—namely, because the metaphysics
of the issues as analyzed by Averroes precludes the particular human subject
from receiving the intelligibles in act as such without particularizing them.
Further, were the agent intellect only extrinsic, the intellectual or rational na-
ture would not be intrinsic or per se but rather seemingly per aliud and per ac-
cidens. Averroes does not explicitly cite these reasons, but they follow from
principles adopted earlier in this work. For Averroes, to describe the conjoin-
ing suitably requires that we be conjoined to the agent intellect in an intrinsic
way, having it as “form for us” and “our final form.”1%

In a composite material entity, the conjoining of matter to form is such that
the potentiality intrinsic to the matter is brought to actuality by the form in a
genuine hylemorphism of a single actual being, not such that matter and form
remain two distinct things in the material entity. Rather, these two are prin-
ciples of the being of one thing, one entity. Similarly, the relation of the mate-
rial intellect to the agent intellect is such that the agent intellect is form or
formal cause for the material intellect, although the two remain distinct sub-

129. {445}, {486}, {490}. This notion is derived from Alexander of Aphrodisias as Aver-
roes understood him. See below, pp. Ixxxii-Ixxxiii and Ixxxvi. For a detailed discussion,
see Taylor (2005).
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stances even though the agent intellect is “in” the material intellect. “When
he said: And when it is separate, it is only what it is, not mortal, he means
the agent intellect insofar as it is form for the material intellect, and this is the
theoretical intellect according to him. That question will concern the agent
intellect insofar as it is in contact with the material intellect (this is the theo-
retical intellect)” {445). The result of this “composition” or presence of the
agent intellect “in” the material intellect is manifold: it brings about the actu-
alization of intelligibles in potency in the material intellect as intelligibles in
act through the actuality of the agent intellect, and it brings about the acquired
intellect and the consequent theoretical intellect in the intellect in a positive
disposition in the human subject, as explained above.

When the theoretical intelligibles are united with us through forms of the
imagination and the agent intellect is united with the theoretical intelli-
gibles (for that which apprehends [theoretical intelligibles] is the same,
namely, the material intellect), it is necessary that the agent intellect be
united with us through the conjoining of the theoretical intelligibles. It
is evident [then] that, when all the theoretical intelligibles exist in us in
potency, it will be united with us in potency. When all the theoretical
intelligibles exist in us in act, it will then be united with us in act. And
when certain [theoretical intelligibles] exist in potency and certain in act,
then it will be united in one part and not in another. Then we are said to
be moved to conjoining. {500}

What is more, it is also “form for us” because we are “able to generate intelli-
gibles when we wish” {499}. And this follows, “For, because that in virtue of
which something carries out its proper activity is the form, while we carry out
{500} our proper activity in virtue of the agent intellect, it is necessary that the
agent intellect be form in us.”

The analogy of matter and form, however, has its limit, which must be noted.
The agent intellect supplies the “light” by which the intelligibles in potency
are affected so as to give rise to the intelligibles in act which are received into
the material intellect. However, as already stated, unlike form in the material
composite, the agent intellect does not provide from itself the quidditative
content of the understood intelligible.!* Rather, that content comes from the
world by way of the senses and internal powers of the particular person.

Now he gives the way on the basis of which it was necessary to assert the
agent intelligence to be in the soul. For we cannot say that the relation of

130. What the agent intellect brings about must be sound abstractions of natural
intelligibles because “It is impossible for false intelligibles to have conjoining, since
they are not something occurring naturally” {502}. Cf. Black (1997).
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the agent intellect in the soul to the generated intelligible is just as the
relation of the artistry to the art’s product in every way. For art imposes
the form on the whole matter without it being the case that there was
something of the intention of the form existing in the matter before the
artistry has made it. It is not so in the case of the intellect, for if it were so
in the case of the intellect, then a human being would not need sense or
imagination for apprehending intelligibles. Rather, the intelligibles would
enter into the material intellect from the agent intellect, without the mate-
rial intellect needing to behold sensible forms. And neither can we even
say that the imagined intentions are solely what move the material intel-
lect and draw it out from potency into act. {438}

Sensation and consequent intentions in the imagination alone do not give rise
to intelligibles in act. Agent intellect alone does not generate the content of
intelligibles in act since in that case the apprehensive powers of sensation and
imagination would be superfluous. The relationship of the material intellect,
and thereby the theoretical intellect in a particular human knower, to the
agent intellect, then, is appropriately described as a relationship in which the
agent intellect is “form for us” as shared by us in the very act of intellectual
abstraction. “When he said: And when it is separate, it is what it is alone, not
mortal, he means when that intellect has been united to us and in virtue of it
we understand other beings insofar as it is form for us, then this alone of the
intellect’s parts is not mortal. Next he said: We do not remember, etc. This is
a question concerning the agent intellect insofar as it is united to us and in
virtue of it we understand” {444}. And this conjoining comes about consequent
to the voluntary efforts of particular human beings seeking intellectual un-
derstanding. Nevertheless, the cause of understanding is conjoining, not the
reverse {501}. This conjoining is a means to intellectual understanding of the
world for Averroes; intellectual understanding of the world is not a means to
some sort of higher state of conjoining, as is the case for Ibn Bajjah.!!

This well-developed notion of agent intellect as an intrinsic formal cause
that comes to be active in the soul of human beings in the course of intellec-
tual understanding by conjoining is remarkably similar to the account of the
agent intellect Averroes read in the Paraphrase of the De Anima by Themistius.
Though different in ways mentioned above, the teachings of Themistius and
Averroes coincide in the very special way that the productive intellect/agent
intellect comes to be present formally and actively in the human process of
forming intelligibles in act out of the imagination’s intentions constituted from
sense perception. For Themistius that abstraction could not take place without
the participation of the productive intellect in the very activity of the indi-

131. See above, p. xxvi, and below, p. xci.
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vidual actual intellect. Similarly, for Averroes the transference of intentions
from the level of images potentially intelligible to the level of intelligibles in
act can take place only insofar as the agent intellect comes to be “in” the soul
and “form for us”—that is, only insofar as it is formally intrinsic to the indi-
vidual human soul, providing the intellectual power for abstraction and the
formation of intelligibles in act in the material intellect. For both Themistius
and Averroes it is we who act when we wish or by will in the apprehension of
intelligibles in act but only insofar as the power of the productive intellect/
agent intellect is formally present and active in us, drawing from forms in the
imagination the content of the intelligibles in act.!3? This sort of participation
or sharing in the power of the agent intellect is an essential part of Averroes’
noetic doctrine which has gone unrecognized, perhaps due to the attention
drawn to his novel doctrine of the material intellect.

The agent intellect, according to Averroes, is “form for us” also as “our final
form” {490} “in the end” {499}. “In the beginning it is not conjoined with us”
{450} since human beings are at that stage in “the first actuality of the intel-
lect,” which “is not a power in a body” {381}. That first actuality for knowing
is “the disposition for intelligibles which is in the imaginative power” {405}
together with “the material intellect in its first conjoining with us, namely, [in]
the conjoining which is through nature” {450} at birth. The second or final ac-
tuality is the perfection of the potentiality for intellectual understanding in
particular human beings, and its realization in us is the culmination of our
fulfillment as rational beings. As intrinsic formal cause coming to the soul
from outside by a sort of participation, the agent intellect is not separate from
us when we are in the activity of knowing for “it is necessary that a human
being understand all the intelligibles through the intellect proper to him and
that he carry out the activity proper to him in regard to all beings, just as he
understands by his proper intellection all the beings through the intellect
which is in a positive disposition, when it has been conjoined with forms of
the imagination” {500}. This development of intellect in human beings is natu-
ral but only realized in act if the innate potentiality for its actualization by
way of the separate intellects in intellectual understanding is pursued by the
particular human being. This is because “the material intellect is not united
with us per se and initially but is united with us only in virtue of its uniting
with the forms of the imagination” {486}. Thus, this “intellect proper to” a hu-
man being {500} is constituted in understanding by way of the internal powers
of imagination, cogitation, and memory {476}, known collectively as “the pas-
sible intellect.”

132. See Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 91.20—21; (1996), 115; and (1899),
99.22-23; (1973), 180.5; (1990), 91; (1996), 123. For Averroes, see {439}.
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This is confirmed by consideration of the use of intellect in the context of
identifying and classifying particulars of experience. When a soldier sees a
distant fire as a signal, he “puts the starting point of his consideration of pos-
sible things in present things which he sees” {474—475}. That is, we begin with
consideration of experience and are able to understand present things and
experiences in terms of prior intellectual understanding. In this way a human
being manifests the presence of knowledge—that is, manifests the ability of
the intellect in a positive disposition to reestablish its contact with the material
intellect and thereby to understand a present particular in terms of the intel-
ligible in act. This is simply understanding it qua instance of a universal no-
tion. One power at work in this action is the cogitative power, which “draws
aid for itself from the informative and the memorative [powers].” It forms “on
the basis of the images of things something which it never sensed, in the same
disposition according to which it would exist if it had sensed it, by means of
assent and conceptualization. Then the intellect will judge those images with
a universal judgment” {476}. In this mixed action involving particulars and
universals, it is the particular human being who voluntarily initiates by will
the action of intellect used in judgment involving reference to intelligibles in
act as universals. And it is the cogitative power which moves the will insofar
as desire prompted by cogitation is properly speaking will (|} irddah voluntas),
while desire initiated in the absence of cogitation is appetite {519}. In this sense,
then, human agency in the original attainment of knowledge and also in the
use of already attained knowledge for understanding particulars of experience
belongs primarily to the cogitative power or to the ensemble of the imagina-
tion, cogitation, and memory, which together can be generally called the
imaginative power.!® To this extent, then, will has to be conceived as being a
particular bodily power, as is the cogitative power, and not a power of intellect
per se, since the cogitative power is not a power of intellect per se. As a conse-
quence, Averroes’ account of the soul in the Long Commentary has no provision
for the continued existence after death of the individual human agent respon-
sible for moral activity.1

The foregoing explains, regarding the material intellect (together with our
own particular intellects), “how it understands what has long existed with a

133. “The intellect existing in us has two activities insofar as it is ascribed to us, one
of the genus of affection, namely, understanding, and the other of the genus of activity,
namely, to extract forms and denude them of matters, which is nothing but making
them intelligible in act after they were such in potency. [Hence] it is evident that, after
we have possessed the intellect which is in a positive disposition, it is in our will to
understand any intelligible we wish and to extract any form we wish” {495}.

134. See Taylor (1998b). Regarding this issue and the attack upon Averroes by Aqui-
nas over the will, see Taylor (2000a) and (1999b).
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new intellection” and “why we are not conjoined with this intellect in the
beginning but rather in the end” {501}. In order for a particular person to come
to have knowledge, it is required for that person to supply intentions intelli-
gible in potency to the separate rational power (agent intellect and material
intellect) with personal effort by the directing cogitative power. This is nothing
more than to undertake voluntarily the pursuit of knowledge and understand-
ing. Such a thing is possible for human beings because of a natural affiliation
of the human soul with the separate material intellect and agent intellect which
makes possible the fulfillment of the end of human beings consequent upon
their natures as rational beings. This is affirmed by Averroes in his Commentary
on Plato’s Republic (perhaps written around 1195), where he writes, “The purpose
of man, inasmuch as he is a natural being, is that he ascend to . . . the intelli-
gibles of the theoretical sciences.”1% There he also writes, “This [intellectual
understanding of the theoretical sciences] is man’s ultimate perfection and
ultimate happiness.”1*¢ The end of human beings is just this realization of
knowledge, with the agent intellect as the final perfective form, something
toward which the human species is naturally directed but something which
is attained individually, not collectively.’

This attainment of the end of human beings is for Averroes an epistemo-
logical account of human intellectual perfection and not a religiously based
experience of the divine. Conjoining (JL.s\ ittisdl continuatio) with separate
intellect is neither some mystical moment nor a non-intellectual experiential
stage in human fulfillment. Rather, it is the grasping of intelligibles in act,
knowing, and the philosophical understanding consequent upon that which
is the end of human beings, not conjoining as such. As indicated above, con-
joining with separate intellect is better characterized as the means to the at-
tainment of the true end of human beings—namely, the fulfillment of knowl-
edge. The pursuit of this goal, particularly in its metaphysical investigation of
the nature of being, constitutes the Shari‘ah, religious law or set of religious
duties, incumbent on philosophers:

The Shari‘ah specific to the philosophers (sL.S4\ al-hukami’) is the inves-
tigation of all beings, since the Creator is not worshipped by a worship
more noble than the knowledge of those things that He produced which

135. On Plato’s Republic (1974), 88.

136. On Plato’s Republic (1974), 86. My addition.

137. In Epistle 1 On Conjunction Averroes mentions that the fact that some human
beings are unable to have higher contemplation of intelligibles does not mean that it is
not something possible for others. Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 218. That is, it is a perfec-
tion characteristic of the human species as its end but not shared by all human beings
in its ultimate perfection or actuality. Cf. Taylor (2007), 50.
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lead to the knowledge in truth of His essence—may He be exalted! That
[investigation philosophers undertake] is the most noble of the works
belonging to Him and the most favored of them that we do in God’s pres-
ence. How great is it that one perform this service which is the most noble
of services and one take it on with this compliant obedience which is the
most sublime of obediences!'3

Averroes’ Major Philosophical
Resources for the Long Commentary

Aristotle’s De Anima

Averroes’ Long Commentary on the De Anima is a continuation of the Greek com-
mentary tradition and makes extensive use of the work of Alexander and
Themistius, as well as that of his Andalusian predecessor, Ibn B4jjah. Al-Farabi’s
work on intellect also plays an important role in Averroes’ reflections even if,
as with his other sources just mentioned, he rejects its apparent conclusions.
And while there is little mention of Avicenna, Averroes was well aware of the
approach to intellect and soul taken by his important predecessor. Still, first
and foremost, Averroes was engaged with the text of Aristotle’s De Anima.

In composing his Long Commentary, Averroes made use of two different trans-
lations of the De Anima. He quotes his alternate or secondary translation some
ten times and at various other times seems to consult it without citation.!® This
translation, which is the sole complete medieval Arabic translation extant today,
has been edited by ‘Abdurrahman Badawi, who, following the manuscript at-
tribution, incorrectly identified this as the reported second, improved and
complete, translation by Ishdq Ibn Hunayn. 0 This anonymous Arabic translation,
less accurate and precise, is likely of an era earlier than the Text quoted in its
entirety in the Long Commentary.4! In the notes to the present English translation
the corresponding Arabic text from the edition by Badawi is quoted with English
translation where substantive difference between the Latin and Arabic is noted.

The primary translation found complete in the Latin Text of the Long Com-

138. Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 10.11—16. This text was not available
in the Latin translation.

139. See {46}, {86}, {218}, {284-285}, {452}, {469}, {480}, {514-515}, {519}, and {526}.

140. Aristotle, De Anima (1954), (16). Also see Arnzen (1998), 6g0—707. For the status
questionis regarding the translations of the De Anima into Syriac and Arabic, see
Elamrani-Jamal (2003).

141. Frank (1958-1959) established that this was not the work of Ishaq Ibn Hunayn.
Also see Gitje (1971), 20—44, esp. 42-44, where he suggests the translator may be the
Christian Ibn N&‘ima.
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mentary is not extant in Arabic, though it does bear some relation to quotations
by Avicenna in his surviving marginal notes on the De Anima published by
Badawi.*2 However, in addition to the Latin, this text of the De Anima has also
survived in Hebrew translation attributed to Zerahyah ben Isaac ben Shealtiet
Hen ({l. late thirteenth century), recently edited by Gerrit Bos, who established
the Hebrew and Latin to be ultimately from the same Arabic translation. The
precise provenance of this lost Arabic translation of the De Anima is a matter of
considerable scholarly dispute and has yet to be fully determined. Bos prefers
to follow Helmut Gétje in part and Moritz Steinschneider in holding that this
version of the De Anima was partially translated into Syriac by Hunayn IbnIshaq,
completed by his son Ishaq, and finally rendered into Arabic by Ibn Zura.*3 In
a study published in 2001 Alfred Ivry confirmed that these Latin and Hebrew
texts come for the most part from a single Arabic translation, though he argues
“for Ishaq ibn Hunayn as the common source for most of the De anima quotations
and paraphrases brought by Avicenna, Averroes and Zerahyah.”# Ivry observes
that for the Middle Commentary “Averroes frequently utilized Themistius’ unde-
clared quotations and paraphrases of Aristotle (often practically identical with
their sources)” and also a text of the De Anima from the same translator as that
of the Long Commentary.45 After establishing to his satisfaction by way of detailed
consideration of seven significant textual examples that Ishaq is the translator
of the lost Arabic De Anima and also the translator of the Paraphrase of Themistius,
Ivry concludes with an important qualification: “The above illustrations are not
meant to claim that Averroes, Zerahyah and the Latin translator always had the
exactly identical text before them, given the inevitable corruptions in the trans-
mission of texts, and the likelihood of different recensions of Ishaq's translation.
But the Aristotle who emerges from all this is nevertheless predominantly the
one Ishaq ibn Hunayn presented to the Muslim philosophers, giving them
thereby a common basis for their deliberations.”4¢

The importance of that qualification becomes evident from the careful con-

142. See Ibn Sind, Notes on the De Anima (1947). The Long Commentary’s Text begins
its third book at De Anima 3.4, 429a10-13, as did the version used by Avicenna. See
Gutas (1988), 61, n. 3. Also see Elamrani-Jamal (2003), 351.

143. Aristotle, De Anima (1994), 9-12, particularly 10, n. 3. Steinschneider (1893),
(1956), 146. See Elamrani-Jamal (2003), 350, regarding an unfortunate misstatement of
his own position by Bos at Aristotle, De Anima (1994), 12.

144. Ivry (2001), 64.

145. Ivry (2001), 65. As noted above, Ivry’s view is that the Long Commentary preceded
the Middle. He holds that Averroes used Aristotelian lemmata from the Long Commen-
tary and his copy of the De Anima while writing the Middle Commentary.

146. Ivry (2001), 77. The literature and issues concerning the medieval Arabic texts

of the De Anima are also reviewed by Elamrani-Jamal, who concludes that there were
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sideration of the use of the vocabulary of cogitation (cogitatio, cogitare, virtus
cogitativa, cogitabile) in the Text of the De Anima in the Long Commentary. As
indicated above, the cogitative power is a particular discursive power of the
brain for sorting through and denuding images in its role in the process of the
formation of intelligibles in act. And it likewise plays an important role in
the calling back to mind intelligibles in act previously attained. Moreover,
Averroes regards this bodily power as bearing most of the responsibility for
activities of will and effort on the part of individual human beings dealing
with particular matters and concerns. What is remarkable in the case of the
Long Commentary is to find just this sort of doctrine in the very Text of the Latin
De Anima though it is not found in the original Greek. As I have argued else-
where,'¥” while the Text of the Long Commentary is from the same Arabic
translation as the Hebrew translation by Zerahyah, they are from different
recensions of that translation. This is evident because the Latin Text often ren-
ders a wide array of Greek terms (Aoyiomxdg, Aoyiouds, Aoyilouat, Stovoéopan,
didvora, perhaps vmoAauBave, Boviedw, BovAevtikdg, and 86&a) by cogitare,
cogitatio and other forms of the same root, although the Hebrew generally re-
flects the Greek more precisely in preserving distinctions between these terms.
Careful consideration of the Latin translation gives no support to the view that

three Arabic versions: a first incomplete translation by Ishaq Ibn Hunayn; an anony-
mous complete translation edited by Badawi; and a second complete translation, pos-
sibly the purported second version by Ishdq Ibn Hunayn, preserved today in the Latin
of the Long Commentary and in the Hebrew of Zerahyah ben Isaac ben Shealtiet Hen.
Elamrani-Jamal also notes that the Middle Commentary follows the traditional Greek
divisions of the text in contrast to the non-traditional divisions found in Avicenna and
in Averroes’ Long Commentary. Elamrani-Jamal (2003), 351. However, the traditional
divisions of the Middle Commentary may well be a consequence of Averroes’ heavy
dependence on the Paraphrase of Themistius rather that an indication of his possession
of a text of the De Anima with the traditional divisions of the books different from the
text used for the Long Commentary. In a forthcoming entry on Ibn Bajjah in the online
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Josep Puig Montada includes a supplement on the
Arabic translations of the De Anima. He holds that the first was the extant anonymous
translation edited by Badawi (Aristotle, De Anima [1954)), a later second translation was
done by Ishaq Tbn Hunayn, and, completing the second, a third translation was perhaps
by Ibn Zur‘a, which begins at 431a14. As indicated above, Averroes cited the first, older
translation just ten times and included all of the Ishaq translation with his commentary
without indicating any awareness that it may have been completed by a text from another
translator. In areading of the Ishaq translation through the extant Latin Text, it is far from
evident that its Arabic source after 431a14 is by a different translator. Further research on
these matters is necessary before definitive determinations may be made.
147. Taylor (1999a), 243ff.
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this is the result of changes by the Latin translator. Moreover, Averroes’ Com-
ments reflect precisely these Texts, indicating the changed Text was before his
eyes. Nor can it be argued that the translator rendering the text into Arabic
was responsible for this since the Hebrew retains distinctions of the Greek. To
that extent, at least on the issue of the rendering of these distinct terms, the
Hebrew bears witness to a superior Arabic rendering of the Greek.® For ex-
ample, Text (18) of the Long Commentary, at 430a14-17 {437}, incorrectly refers
to three intellects, though the Greek mentions only two. In this case the Hebrew
is in accord with the Greek. And in this case one can see that the Middle Com-
mentary on the De Anima, for which Averroes appears to have used just one
translation, seems to access a redaction different from that of the Long Com-
mentary since the corresponding passage of the Middle Commentary is in accord
with the Greek, not the Text of the Long Commentary.1** How it came to pass
that Averroes used different redactions of the Ishiq translation in the Middle
Commentary and in the Long Commentary and how it happened that the Long
Commentary came to have a faulty Text more congruous with Averroes’ new
teachings on the cogitative power than the original Arabic De Anima are unclear
at present and must remain issues for future research.

Theophrastus

Averroes’ knowledge of the doctrines of Theophrastus (371287 8.C.) on the
intellect as discussed in the Long Commentary comes solely from the citations
of Theophrastus in the Paraphrase of Themistius.'*® For the most part the name
of Theophrastus occurs in the company of that of Themistius though once with
that of Nicolaus of Damascus (ca. 64— B.c.) {432}. Consideration of the notion
that the material intellect cannot be of the genus of the receptivity found in
composite substances or in prime matter is said by Averroes to have “brought
Theophrastus, Themistius, and several commentators to hold the opinion that
the material intellect is a substance which is neither generable nor corruptible”
{389}. “Theophrastus, Themistius, and others” are also said to hold that the
theoretical intellect (the intellect in a positive disposition) is affected by its
mixture with the powers of particular individuals, sometimes weakening it
and at other times strengthening it {390—391}. On another occasion Averroes

148. “The Hebrew, however, clearly uses different terms in at least seven cases in
which forms of cogitatio in the Latin are used to render forms of Siavoéopon (two
times), Siévoia (two times), and BovAevtikd (three times).” Taylor (1999a), 246.

149. See {437} and the note to that Text with references to the Middle Commentary and
the Hebrew De Anima.

150. Thisis cleatly established by Gutas (1999b). The text is at Themistius, De Anima
Paraphrase (1899), 107.30-109.3; (1973), 195-198; (1990), 113-117; (1996), 133-134-
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remarks that he shares with these thinkers the view “that the material intellect
is a power which has not come into being” {392}.

Of greatest philosophical significance for present concerns are Averroes’
comments on the so-called

question of Theophrastus, namely, that it is necessary to assert that this
intellect has no form and it is necessary to assert also that it is a being; and
if not, there would be neither a reception nor a disposition. For the disposi-
tion and reception result from the fact that they are not found in a subject.
Since it is a being and does not have the nature of a form, then it remains
that it has the nature of prime matter, which is altogether unthinkable, for
prime matter is neither apprehensive nor discerning, How can this be said
regarding something the being of which is such that it is separate?’! {399}

Itis in part this issue which prompts Averroes to take the radical step of asserting
his doctrine of the separate and unique material intellect shared by all human
knowers. To accommodate the requirements of his analysis of the problems of
Aristotle, and in particular that of the necessity that the material intellect be a
power in the soul, Averroes takes what for loyal disciples of Aristotle is the ironic
step of setting forth a novel interpretation on the nature of the material intellect.
As already noted above, he writes that “one should hold that it is a fourth kind
of being. For just as sensible being is divided into form and matter, so too intelli-
gible being must be divided into things similar to these two, namely, into some-
thing similar to form and into something similar to matter” {409}. That is, the
material intellect is both intellect and also receptivity so that the intelligibles
may be understood as received into an immaterial intellect. The novelty lies in the
contradiction of the common notion of the Greek and Arabic tradition thatimma-
terial intellect—that is, separate existing form—must be actuality without po-
tency. Yet the solution of the problem of the understanding of intelligibles in act
requires that these be in an immaterial intellect, indeed, in an immaterial intel-
lect which is not a determinate particular of a species. For the intelligibles un-
derstood by human beings to exist as the unique intelligibles in act which make
possible the unity of human thought and its referents (and not merely spiritual
forms derivative upon the true intelligibles in act, after the fashion of Ibn B3j-
jah),’> they must be unique, immaterial, and present in one shared intellect.!53
As indicated above, this new doctrine prompted by the “question of Theo-

151. See Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 107.30-108.8; (1973), 195-196; (1996), 133.
The Arabic of the account of Theophrastus is translated by Gutas in Huby (1999), 120.

152. See below, p. xci.

153. The “question of Theophrastus” presented Averroes with an account of the
material intellect quite different from that of Themistius, in whose Paraphrase the cita-
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phrastus” proved for Averroes that receptivity exists in separate intellect—
namely, the material intellect. By extending this receptivity to all separate
intellects with the sole exception of God, Averroes provided grounds on the
basis of which he was able to assert a hierarchy of separate intellects distin-
guished not only per accidens by the various motions they cause in the heavens,
but also per se by their very natures.1>

Alexander of Aphrodisias

The De Anima and the De Intellectu of Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl. ca. 200 CE)
in Arabic were studied carefully, used, and quoted by Averroes in the Long Com-
mentary.'>> On the challenging issue of the material intellect, Averroes read Al-

tion of Theophrastus on intellect was contained. While for Themistius what Averroes
calls the agent intellect was shared and the ground for intersubjective discourse and
knowing, Averroes saw Theophrastus as giving reasons for that grounding in a single
shared material intellect. This provides the response to the issue raised by Dimitri
Gutas when he writes, “The conclusions reached here raise the question why Averroes
bothered to mention Theophrastus if he had no access to an independent work by him
and if Theophrastus’ views were shared by Themistius, and what this indicates about
Averroes’ conception of the praxis of philosophy. This very significant question deserves
separate study.” Gutas (1999b), 144. Theophrastus pointed out the need for the receptive
(material) intellect to be intellect yet also receptive, to have at once the nature of form
and the nature of receptivity, two normally incompatible characteristics in immaterial
entities insofar as form without matter is per se actual and determinate.

154. See Taylor (forthcoming a) and Harry A. Wolfson's (1958) discussion of the issue
of the plurality and distinction of separate substances: “According to the mediaeval ex-
planations there is some kind of distinction of prior and posterior in the immaterial
movers themselves, whereas according to our explanation [of Aristotle] there is no dis-
tinction at all in the immaterial movers themselves; the distinction between them is only
a distinction in their relation to things outside themselves—a distinction of external rela-
tion which, as we have shown, does not affect their nature. Now the assumption on the
part of the mediaevals of a distinction of prior and posterior, whether that of cause or
that of nobility, in the immaterial movers themselves has led to those endless questions
as to whether that distinction does not after all imply a relationship of matter and form
and also as to whether that relationship of matter and form is compatible with the initial
assumption that these immovable movers are immaterial. But to assume, as we do, that
the distinction between the immaterial immovable movers is only a distinction in their
relation to things outside themselves does not lead to any of those questions” (248-249).

155. The De Anima of Alexander is not extant in Arabic (see Alexander, De Anima
[1887], [1979]), but the De Intellectu is. See Alexander, De Intellectu (1887), (2004), (1990),
(1971), (1956). Regarding the De Infellectu in Arabic, see Geoffroy (2002). The work of
Alexander is also discussed in the Short and Middle Commentaries. For precise passages,
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exander as wrongly holding that the material intellect was nothing but the
disposition (mtmnde1dtng slisz.l, istidid) itself for the reception of intelligibles,
not itself in a subject {395, 430—433, 443—444). Averroes understood Alexander to
believe that this disposition was something which arose from a mixture of
physical causes {118, 397-398}. He expounded this as set forth in the De Anima
of Alexander and then went on to quote the De Intellectu: “It is a power made
from a mixture which occurred in bodies, [a power] disposed to receive the
intellect which is in act” {394]. Both of these views are vehemently attacked by
Averroes in the Long Commentary. Aristotle writes of the material intellect as a
substance which is a disposition and subject for the reception of immaterial intel-
ligibles, argues Averroes, not the mere disposition itself {395}. In this Alexander
was confused by equivocation regarding the notion of first actuality, writes
Averroes. Following Aristotle on the notion that the soul was the first actuality
of the body, Alexander thought the first actuality of intellect—that is, the mate-
rial intellect—must itself also be an actuality of body. Yet “to say form and first
actuality is to speak equivocally about the rational soul and about the other parts
of the soul” {397} simply because the activity of the rational part is immaterial
while those of other parts of the soul take place in the body or are powers of a
body. “It has therefore been explained that the first actuality of the intellect differs
from the first actualities of the other powers of the soul and that this word ‘ac-
tuality’ is said of these in an equivocal way, contrary to what Alexander thought”
{405}. Although soul and receptive material intellect are both first actualities,
they are first actualities of completely different sorts: soul is the first actuality of
body and material intellect is the first actuality of incorporeal intellect.
Averroes also railed against what he saw to be Alexander’s contradictory
accounts of the material intellect and its ability to know the agent intellect and
separate forms in these two works. In the De Anima of Alexander, writes Aver-
roes, the material intellect and the intellect in a positive disposition are both
corruptible with their particular corporeal human subject, yet the intellect
which is in us for understanding separate forms must be ungenerated and
incorruptible for intellect’s understanding to be possible. If understanding
involves a noetic identity of knower and known, then a generated and cor-
ruptible material intellect will have to come to be eternal and incorruptible if
it is to know the eternal intelligibles {481ff.}. Thus the intellect which under-
stands intelligibles and the separate agent intellect can only be the acquired
intellect which has come from outside, not the human material intellect {483}.
Yet in his De Intellectu Alexander said that the intellect in potency (the material
intellect), when “complete and fulfilled . . . will understand the agent intellect”

see the indices of the Short Commentary on the De Anima (1985) and the Middle Commen-
tary (2002).
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{483}. Reflecting on these accounts, Averroes concludes that Alexander’s true
meaning is that the actualization and fulfillment of the material intellect comes
in conjoining with the agent intellect so that it is “the form effected in us” {484}.
That is, the agent intellect comes to be form for us and, by its being our form, it is
we who are able to understand the agent intellect and also the intelligibles which
come to be in act from sensibles where they were in potency. Hence, the end is
understanding, and the means to this is conjoining with the agent intellect.

For the development of Averroes’ own thought on the nature of the material
intellect and human knowing, Alexander’s writings provide three crucial no-
tions, though Averroes makes it clear he is no “Alexandrian” {433}. First, Aver-
roes adopted the notion that the agent intellect is “form for us” as “our final
form,” as explicated above. This made it possible for him to argue that the ac-
tivity of knowing is an activity intrinsic to individual human knowers thanks
to this natural presence of the power of agent intellect “in” and at the disposal
of our will {439—440}. Here also Averroes follows Alexander in understanding
the human intellect in a positive disposition as the theoretical intellect to be
an entity not fully identical with the agent intellect {448}. Second, he adopted
the rationalist philosophical view that the human end is intellectual under-
standing via conjoining with the agent intellect. That conjoining is the means
to the human end. There is no role here for mystical ascent or postmortem
higher enlightenment. Intellectual understanding on the part of individual
perishable human beings is the end for human beings, not a stage to something
more. Third, he adopted Alexander’s notion of the perishable nature of indi-
vidual human knowers—that is, the perishable nature of what Averroes calls
the theoretical intellect in individuals and the intellect in a positive disposition.
Human beings, their corporeal powers of imagination, cogitation, and memory,
and their sharing of knowledge in the theoretical intelligibles are all perishable
with the natural perishability of their ultimate subject, the body.

Themistius

Averroes made use of the Paraphrase of the De Anima by Themistius (ca. 317-
388 cE) for all three of his Commentaries on the De Anima, but it was particularly
important for his Middle Commentary and his Long Commentary. For these works
he appears to have made distinct readings of the Paraphrase.l® As the notes to
the present translation show, for all three books of his Long Commentary Aver-

156. Regarding the Arabic translation, see Lyons’ introduction in Themistius, De
Anima Paraphrase (1973) and Elamrani-Jamal (2003), 352-353. Also see Lyons (1955) and
Browne (1986). Themistius’ teachings on the soul are also mentioned by Averroes in
his Short Commentary. For precise passages, see the indices of Short Commentary on the
De Anima (1985). Lyons, in Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1973), 169-178, provides a
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roes frequently consulted and employed this work by Themistius, often with-
out explicit citation of his source. While there is some ambiguity in the Para-
phrase itself concerning the nature of the intellect, Averroes understands
Themistius to discuss four intellects. For Themistius these are the common
intellect, the actual intellect, the potential intellect, and the productive intellect.
In Averroes’ terminology these correspond respectively to the passible intellect
(the corporeal internal senses of the human soul—that is, common sense,
imagination, cogitation, and memory); the trio acquired intellect—theoretical
intellect—intellect in a positive disposition (in the human soul as formed by
the action of the next two); the material intellect; and the agent intellect. They
differ, however, regarding the natures of these. For Themistius the productive
intellect is both transcendent and immanent, with each individual human
being possessing, together with a particular potential intellect, a particular
actualintellect which is also itself illuminated by the light of the single separate
productive intellect. The intersubjective nature of human understanding comes
about thanks to this connection of all particular actual intellects illuminated
in their actuality by the one separate productive intellect, which contains the
forms in act."”” For Averroes in all his works there is a unity of the agent intel-
lect as the cause of intellectual abstraction and as a cause of primary intellec-
tual principles. However, for the Long Commentary, since the agent intellect is
only one and in the individual it is the intrinsic formal cause of the activity of
abstraction from sensed intentions in the imagination, the unity of human
understanding is due to the unity of the material intellect.15

With Themistius, Averroes rejects Alexander’s account of the material intel-

list of some citations of Themistius by Averroes in various works dealing with the issue
of the intellect.

157. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 103.20ff; (1973), 187ff.; (1990), 103£f,; (1996),
128ff. “There is no need to be puzzled if we who are combined from the potential and
the actual [intellects] are referred back to one productive intellect, and that what it is to
be each of us is derived from that single [intellect]. Where otherwise do the notions that
areshared (koinai ennoiai) come from? Where is the untaught and identical understanding
of primary definitions and primary axioms derived from? For we would not understand
one another unless there were a single intellect that we all shared.” Ibid. (1996), 129. Ibid.
(1899), 103.36-104.3; (1973), 188.17-189.4; (1990), 105. I understand Themistius to hold for a
form of participation whereby the transcendent productive intellect comes to be present
and acting in individual actual intellects. That the views of Themistius are decidedly
influenced by Neoplatonism is held by a number of scholars. See Verbeke in Themistius,
De Anima Paraphrase (1957), introduction, I ff,; Ballériaux (1989); and Falcon (2005). Blu-
menthal (1979) understands the account to be more genuinely Aristotelian.

158. The Paraphrase of Themistius, its Arabic translation, and Averroes’ understand-
ing and use of that text require more study and discussion than permitted here. The
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lect as solely a disposition associated with the perishable human body and
instead holds it to be an eternal substance in its own right and ungenerated
{392, 432—433}. The material intellect or “the intellect which is in potency is
conjoined with us before the agent intellect” {447}, and it is this which “has the
power to separate forms from matters and to understand them” {487}. For
Averroes, Aristotle saw that the material intellect was not form or matter or
composite and was followed in this by “Theophrastus, Themistius and several
commentators” who “hold the opinion that the material intellect is a substance
which is neither generable nor corruptible. For everything which is generable
and corruptible is a determinate particular; but it has already been demon-
strated that [the material intellect] is not a determinate particular nor a body
nor a form in a body” {389}. According to Themistius and himself, Averroes
writes, the material intellect and the agent intellect have something in
common—namely, the theoretical intellect manifested in the individual human
being {447}. For Themistius this theoretical intellect is nothing more than the
very contact and conjoining of the agent intellect with the material intellect
{444—446, 448, 406}. And the understanding which comes about for us thanks
to a “conjoining with the intentions of the imagination” {452} is in fact learn-
ing as recollection. It is by our will and effort that the intelligibles of the theo-
retical intellect come to exist for us as we use intentions of the imagination
(intelligibles in potency) to prompt the actualization of the material intellect
with intelligibles in act by “the agent intellect insofar as it is form for the mate-
rial intellect, and this is the theoretical intellect according to him” {445}. On
this account of the thought of Themistius, the intelligibles in act are under-
stood to exist first in the agent intellect and then in the material intellect, with
recollection and learning being their realization in the material intellect
through abstraction founded on sensory experience. This is why it can be said
that they “are in [the material intellect] in a disposition diverse from their be-

Arabic text of the Paraphrase was far from clear, and in some passages it was up to Aver-
roes to determine both what Themistius meant and what value it had for the issue at
stake. In the important case of the nature of the agent intellect and its relation to the
material intellect, the views of Themistius himself are complex, and the Arabic text re-
quired thoughtful interpretation by Averroes. The Arabic Paraphrase is extant in only
one faulty manuscript, which has significant omissions and also displays some confu-
sion in the understanding of the text. While it is clear that Averroes had more of the text
than is now extant, it is not clear precisely how well the doctrines of Themistius were
conveyed throughout. Note that in the Middle Commentary, as discussed above, Averroes
embraced the view of Themistius that there are a plurality of individual material intel-
lects deriving from the single separate agent intellect, though Averroes did not accept
the plurality of agent intellects or actual intellects in individual human beings.
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ing in the agent intellect” {452}. Averroes, however, rejects this particular sort
of Platonic approach to the issue and holds instead for a genuine abstraction
of the intelligible content of human understanding from experience of the
world thanks to the enabling activity of the unique agent intellect and the
receptive nature of the unique material intellect. For Averroes intelligibles in
act do not preexist in the agent intellect.

The Themistian assertion of the separate material intellect was an important
source of philosophical inspiration for Averroes, even if Themistius had asserted
it tobe many. For Averroes it contributed valuably to his reflections on the nature
of theoretical intelligibles. He agreed with Alexander that the agent intellect
was form for the generation of theoretical intelligibles in the material intellect
but disagreed on the perishable nature of the material intellect. He agreed with
Themistius on the separate nature of the material intellect but disagreed with
him on the intellect in a positive disposition (the theoretical intellect) as consti-
tuted by recollection. Rather, as indicated above, for Averroes intelligibles in act
are truly generated from intentions of the imagination derived from the world.
The intellect in act is generated by the agent intellect’s abstractive “light”; the
intelligible is “transferred in its being from one order into another” {439} by the
power of the agent intellect without the agent intellect itself giving forms as
the content of understanding from its own nature. The only forms from the
agent intellect are the first principles of reason, the primary natural intelligibles,
which yield voluntary intelligibles—that is, intelligibles brought about by our
will—when used with the abstractive power of the agent intellect and intentions
of the imagination {496—497}. These theoretical intelligibles for Averroes have
two subjects, the material intellect as their subject for existence and the human
general imaginative power as their subject of truth. They are in the individual
human theoretical intellect, where they are perishable, as is their subject, and
they are in the material intellect, where they are eternal and imperishable, as is
their subject, as explained above. Yet in spite of differences, Averroes does find
in Themistius support for the Alexandrian notion that the agent intellect is form
for the material intellect and in virtue of that it is “form for us” {445}.

al-Farabi

The work of al-Farabi (870~950 CE) on the intellect is foundational for later dis-
cussions of soul and intellect in Arabic philosophy, and Averroes drew on it
for terminology and philosophical issues.™™ In the Long Commentary Averroes cites
al-Féarabi’s lost Commentary on Aristotle’s On Generation and Corruption {493} and

159. Regarding terminology, see Book 3, nn. 32 and go. The language of “intelligibles
in potency” and “intelligibles in act” found throughout the Long Commentary is also
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his lost Sophistic Refutations {444},'®° makes extensive use of al-Farabi’s On Intellect
and the Intelligible—that is, Letter on the Intellect {420, 483, 486, 491, 493}—and con-
tends strongly against the reported doctrine of the lost Commentary on the Nicoma-
chean Ethics {433, 481, 485, 502}. The chief philosophical concern of Averroes regard-
ing al-Farabi’s account of intellect has to do with a notion central to Averroes’
reading of Alexander and Themistius: the relation of the agent intellect to the
intellect in us and the characterization of the agent intellect as “form for us.”

Averroes understands al-Farabi to follow Alexander in holding the receptive
material intellect to be a power of the perishable human soul which “abstracts
the intentions of things which are outside the soul” {420}. This abstraction of
intelligibles in potency brings about distinctly existing intelligibles in act in
what al-Farabi called the acquired intellect only thanks to the assisting activ-
ity of the separate agent intellect which “is nothing but a cause acting upon us
only” {485}. Through this a human being by the perfection of the acquired
intellect approaches nearer to the agent intellect, no longer needing the body,
and in this intellectual fulfillment attains its ultimate happiness.}®! Yet this is
problematic in multiple ways, according to Averroes.

First, on this account of understanding, something generated and perishable

derived from al-Farabi. See, for example, al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 15-17;
(1973), 215-216; (1974), 97-98. Al-Farabi found this language in the De Intellectu of Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias: vontd yivetar dvra dvvdper onnd; Alexander, De Intellectu (1887),
108.3—4; “potentially objects of thought become such [i.e., in actuality]”; ibid. (1990);
U ydan byidly colS 3 fnallhddyine pas;ibid. (1971), 34.5; (1956), 185.1-2. On al-Farabi's
doctrine of intellect, see Davidson (1992), 44—73; Lucchetta in al-Farabi, Letter on the
Intellect (1974), 18ff.; and Geoffroy (2002). Geoffroy argues that the teachings of al-Farabi
are based on Alexander rather than a direct study of Aristotle’s De Anima.

160. Al-Farabi, Book of Sophistic Refutations (1983), is not the work to which Averroes
refers here.

161. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 31; (1973), 219—220; (1974), 104-105. Al-
Farabf’s teaching in this work is that the extrinsic agent intellect by efficient causality
provides to the human soul the power required for the abstraction of intelligibles,
thereby actualizing potential intellect into actual intellect: “The agent intellect which
Aristotle mentioned in the third treatise of the De Anima is a separate form which never
existed in matter nor ever will exist in it, and it is in a certain manner an intellect in
actuality close in likeness to the acquired intellect. The agent intellect is that principle
which makes ( x> jaala) that essence which was an intellectin potentiality, an intellect
in actuality and which makes ( f= ja4la) the intelligibles which are intelligibles in
potentiality, intelligibles in actuality.” Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 24-25; (1973),
218; (1974), 102. Translation slightly modified. In The Political Regime al-Farabi writes that
the agent intellect “makes ( J.,-.’.__' yajalu) the things which are not in their essences
intelligible to be intelligible.” It raises (Lgx3,; yarfau-hd) things which are not per se
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(the human material intellect) will come to be something eternal, if knowing
is a noetic identity. That is, “it will happen that something generated receives
something eternal and is made like it, and in this way what is generated will
become eternal, which is impossible” {485}. Second, the nature of the intelli-
gibles in the acquired intellect is problematic since they are not the very intel-
ligibles in act but rather are distinct from the intelligibles in act in the agent
intellect. Another intellect will be needed to abstract from the intelligibles in
the acquired intellect more intelligibles, and so forth to infinity, unless some-
how the intelligibles in the acquired intellect are the very intelligibles in act in
the agent intellect {493}. Third, if the human perfection or end is merely the
perfection involved in the reception of theoretical intelligibles in a perishable
substance and not a true conjoining with the separate agent intellect as intrin-
sic to the soul, then the agent intellect’s “relation to a human being will be only
the relation of the agent to the human being, not a relation of form” {502}. Ac-
cording to Averroes the result of this will be that the abstractive process of
understanding intelligibles in act will belong not to human beings but to the
separate agent intellect alone, and humans will only be recipients of its agent
causality. That is, the agent intellect will be what provides forms through its
own abstractive power to human beings, and “there will be no difference be-
tween relating it to a human being and relating it to all beings except in virtue
of the diversity of its activity in them” {502}. Such a relationship of an extrinsic
efficient cause (the agent intellect) giving forms intelligible in act to distinct
human material intellects (resulting in acquired intellects) may by implication
raise the question of whether human beings are per se rational or are de-
nominated so only thanks to what they receive from the agent intellect.

As Averroes sees it, these issues arise if the relationship of the agent intel-
lect is that of external efficient cause and not that of formal cause—precisely
what Averroes reports regarding al-Farabi’s teachings in his lost Commentary
on the Nicomachean Ethics. “For in his Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics he
seems to deny that there is conjoining with the separate intelligences.62 He
says that this is the opinion of Alexander and that it should not be held that
the human end is anything but theoretical perfection” {433}. If the fulfillment

intelligibles to a rank of existence higher than they possessed naturally so that they are
intelligibles for the human intellect in act. In this way the agent intellect causes them
to become intelligibles in act for the human rational power, assisting it to reach the rank
of the agent intellect, which is the end of human beings in their perfection and happi-
ness. al-Farabi, Political Regime (1964), 34—35.

162. See Pines (1978), (1979), and (1990), and Davidson (1992), 70—73. For the source
of this in Ibn Bajjah, see Harvey (1992a) 225, n. 56. My thanks to Joshua Parens for as-
sistance with references.
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of the perishable theoretical intellect is the only perfection possible, this is
because conjoining is not possible. And that conjoining in noetic identity of
the acquired intellect with the agent intellect is not possible because it makes
no sense to think that what is generated and corruptible can become eternal
and incorruptible. But the problem lies in al-Farabi’s failing to conceive of the
agent intellect as formal cause. “In this way its relation to a human being will
be only the relation of the agent to the human being, not a relation of form,
and the question of al-Farabi which he voiced in his Commentary on the Nico-
machean Ethics arises. For assurance of the possibility of the conjoining of the
intellect with us lies in explaining that its relation to a human being is a rela-
tion of form and agent, not a relation of agent alone” {502}. That is, al-Farabi
did not understand that the agent intellect must have its activity as genuinely
in our souls as formal cause in the abstractive process of understanding {438}.
What is more, for Averroes the material intellect too must be in our souls {406},
such that there are not two sets of intelligibles and a consequent generation of
an infinite regress of abstractions. Rather, there must be one set of unique intel-
ligibles in act realized in the separate material intellect, which is also some-
how present in our souls as the theoretical intelligibles in us.

Ibn Bijjah

The works of Ibn Bajjah'® (ca. 1085/90-1138 CE) cited by Averroes in the Long
Commentary are his Book on the Soul,'%* Treatise on Conjoining with the Intellect,
and Letter of Farewell. In these works Ibn Béjjah was intensely concerned with
the issue of the nature of the receptive human intellectual power, the material
intellect, so much so that Averroes writes, “This question did not leave his
mind nor over time did he take his eye off it. . . . For this topic is extremely
difficult, and since such was the case for Ibn Bajjah in regard to this question,
how much more [can be expected] of any one else?!” {487].

As indicated above concerning Averroes’ Short Commentary on the De Anima,
Ibn Béjjah’s teaching on the material intellect as a disposition having the forms
of the imagination as its subject was adopted by Averroes in that work. The
Middle Commentary rejected that approach in part because it entailed that the
material intellect be body or a power in a body, an objection the Long Com-
mentary repeats. There Averroes explains that Ibn B4jjah had thought locating

163. Ibn Bajjah is referred to as Avempace in Books 2 and 3 except for two references
to him as Abubacher (thatis, Ab(i Bakr) at {397}. Interestingly enough, Albertus Magnus
thought Ab#i Bakr referred to the physician Ab& Bakr Muhammad Ibn Zakariyah al-
Raézi (d. 925), known in Latin as Rhazes. See Bach (1881), 122-129.

164. Ibn Béjjah, Book on the Soul (1960), (1961). This work is incomplete in manuscript,
ending abruptly shortly after the beginning of the section on the rational power.
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the material intellect as a power in the imagination would enable him “to avoid
the impossible results [reached] by Alexander, namely, that the subject receiv-
ing the intelligible forms is a body made from the elements or a power in a
body” {397). Averroes also objects that Ibn Bajjah considers that “the disposition
for intelligibles which is in the imaginative power is similar to the dispositions
which are in the other powers of the soul” {405} because common to both these
dispositions is that they are generable and corruptible. That is, for each the
disposition is “generated through the generation of an individual, corrupted
through its corruption, and generally numbered through its numbering. They
differ in this: one is a disposition in a mover insofar as it is a mover, namely,
the disposition which is in the intentions {406} imagined;! the other is a dis-
position in the recipient and is a disposition which is in the first actualities of
the other parts of the soul” The disposition in the imagination is one which
actively provides intelligibles in potency for abstraction, while the disposition
which is the material intellect is receptive in nature. Yet, as Averroes says,
“these two dispositions differ as [much as] the earth from the heavens. For one
is the disposition in the mover insofar as it is a mover and the other is a dis-
position in the moved insofar as it is moved and receptive” {406}. That is, there
is an equivocation on the term “disposition” here: the material intellect is
posited as a disposition receptive of immaterial non-particular intelligibles in
act that is completely different from the disposition of the imagination, which
provides only particular, individual intentions intelligible in potency. This
criticism of Ibn Bajjah corresponds with the stage which the Middle Commentary
represents in its argument that receptive material intellect is a remote disposi-
tion caused by the agent intellect and belonging individually to each human
being as a power associated with that human being’s soul but not present in
the human soul as in a subject. This immaterial power, provided at birth by the
agent intellect, is capable of being fully actualized when mature, again by the
power of the agent intellect. That approach took into account the difference
between the disposition of imagination and that of material intellect.

Ibn Bajjah’s assertion of a plurality of individual human receptive material
intellects actualized as theoretical intellects posed a serious challenge to Aver-
roes’ doctrine of a single, shared, immaterial intellect for all human beings.
Ibn Bajjah had already spelled out objections to it.!% If it is the case that all
intelligibles are one in number for each human being, individual talent or ef-

165. “The imaginative form is the first mover in man.” Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Con-
joining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 12; Spanish, 29; (1968), 159; (1981), 185.

166. “Generally it is thought that the impossible things which result for this position
result for our position because the intellect which is in a positive disposition is one in
number. Ibn Béjjah already listed most of these in his short work which he called The
Conjoining of the Intellect with Human Beings” {404}.
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fort would be in vain since each human being would have those intelligibles
insofar as that human is a member of the species. And if those intelligibles are
not one in number for all, the distinct intelligibles in two different persons
would require a third intelligible in act as what is common to those two, with
a resultant infinite regress, which cannot be the case if there is actual under-
standing of intelligibles in act. Furthermore, if intelligibles are apprehended
by individuals in their own material intellects, since an individual’s intelligi-
bles arise from sensory experience of particulars, then those intelligibles are
tied to the experience of particulars or a set of particulars which gave rise to
them. Anyone who has not, for example, had the sensory experience of a gi-
raffe cannot possess the intelligible form of a giraffe. And if the intelligibles
are related in this way to the individual, when the individual perishes, so too
would the intelligibles. The solution for Ibn Bajjah is that the forms existing in
individual human material intellects are spiritual forms or intentions, and it
is by way of these that human beings are conjoined to the intelligible forms.!¢”
And for Ibn B3jjah the proximate end is the unity of all human intellects in the
agent intellect, and the ultimate end is unity of all intellects in complete con-
joining, described as the attainment of divinity, as indicated above.

Averroes saw another challenge from the accounts of Ibn Bjjjah to his teach-
ing on the unity of the material intellect concerning the model for the material
intellect and its relation to individual human beings in the Middle Commentary—
namely, the relationship of the celestial bodies and their associated intellectual
souls. In that work the material intellect was understood to be related to the
human soul as the celestial intellectual soul is related to the celestial body—
that is, as associated with but not present in the soul or celestial body as in a
subject. There it was argued that each human soul has its own associated
material intellect. In light of that, how could Averroes’ final teaching on the
unique and shared separate material intellect hold that there was one intellect
for many human souls? In the case of the separate celestial bodies, which are
unique in species, there is also only one intellect for each, and it would be
superfluous to have more than one intellectual mover, since the celestial body
is moved by one intention, for which one intellect suffices. Similarly, one sailor
does not pilot more than one ship at a time, nor does one artisan need and
employ more than one tool of a kind at a time. Hence, it seems each soul should
have its own intellect and that one intellect with the same intention shared by
all would be useless. Indeed, if the latter were the case, there should be only
one theoretical intellect, not many {403—404}. But there is a plurality of theo-
retical intellects, so why should there not be a plurality of material intellects?

167. Ibn Béjjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 14-16; Spanish,
32-35; (1968), 162—164; (1981), 187-188.
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These challenges from his analysis of the thought of Ibn Bajjah were dealt
with directly and at length by Averroes. One task was to explain how there could
be a plurality of individual theoretical intellects without the generation of an
infinite regress of intelligibles. Another was to explain how there could be a
unity of intelligibles such that what was in one theoretical intellect as an intel-
ligible in act was also in another theoretical intellect as the same intelligible in
act. As explained above, Averroes’ ultimate solution was the assertion of the
unique material intellect as existing in human souls as shared by all human
beings. It was to locate both the material intellect and the agent intellect as pow-
ers in the soul, thanks to his positing of the unique shared material intellect and
of the special nature of the agent intellect as intrinsic form for us. Averroes’ re-
sponse to Ibn Bajjah is twofold. First, he accuses Ibn Béjjah of equivocation on
the term “intellect” when used in reference to the agent intellect and the theo-
retical intellect. “This name, however, namely, ‘intellect,’ is said equivocally of
the theoretical and the agent [intellects]” {412}. If the theoretical intellect is truly
to be intellect and its theoretical intelligibles truly to be intelligibles in act, then
it must be intellect in the same sense as the agent intellect, which contains the
intelligibles in act. But this is not so, since it is only the agent intellect, which
contains the ultimate intelligibles in act for Ibn Bjjah. The theoretical intellects
in individuals do not contain the intelligibles in act for Ibn Béjjah but rather only
spiritual forms or intentions related to and representative of the true intelligibles
in act properly located in the agent intellect. In this sense, then, intellect is not
predicated in the same way of the agent intellect and the theoretical intellect
{412—413). For Averroes this challenge can be fully met only if the theoretical
intelligibles are both present in the separate material intellect as eternal in accord
with their subject and at the same time present in the theoretical intellects of the
perishable subjects that human beings are. Again, this is to locate the material
intellect and its actualization by the agent intellect as i the soul.

Second, on Averroes’ view, Ibn Bjjah’s difficulties resulted from a failure to
understand that both the material intellect and the agent intellect must some-
how be located in the soul for it to be the case that human beings have intel-
lectual understanding of things of the world. Ibn Bajjah’s argument for the
theoretical intellect as coming to have the intelligibles in act—if there is no
equivocation on the term “intellect”—necessarily entailed that the agent intel-
lect must be the form of the theoretical intellect. To say otherwise is to say either
that (a) the intelligibles in the theoretical intellect are not the same intelligibles
in the agent intellect and so are not intelligibles in act, or (b) the theoretical
intellect is not intellect. With the agent intellect as form of the theoretical intel-
lect, the activity of abstraction of intelligibles is our activity by our will. More-
over, when the agent intellect by its power of abstraction transfers what is intel-
ligible in potency into a new mode of being as intelligible in act {439}, it has
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two activities, abstraction or separation of the intention from its material con-
ditions and the enabling of the realization of the intelligible in act in the mate-
rial intellect. Since it is the individual person who goes from not understand-
ing the intelligible to understanding the intelligible, these activities take place
in us. Such a thing can only happen by our will if the power of such abstraction
and reception is truly ours—that is, only if the agent intellect is in us as form
for us and the theoretical intelligibles of the material intellect are also in us.
Simply put, the potentiality for the presence of the material intellect and the
agent intellect intimately involved in human understanding must be part of
the definition of human beings as rational animals, even if their presence does
not manifest itself equally in every member of the species.18

Other Sources for Averroes:
Plato, Galen, Avicenna, Nicolaus of Damascus,
the De Aspectibus, and Abil al-Faraj Ibn al-Tayyib

Averroes’ understanding of Plato (427-347 BC) in the Long Commentary is for the
most part dependent on the works of Aristotle, Galen’s Compendium of the Timaeus,
and the Paraphrase of the De Anima by Themistius, though Averroes did himself
know the Republic, on which he wrote a paraphrasing commentary toward the
end of his life.!®® Attributing to Plato the use of the method of division in the
study of the soul {9}, Averroes recounts Aristotle’s criticism that Plato’s views
concerned every soul, not just the human soul {12}. According to Averroes, on
Plato’s account in the Timaeus the powers of the soul correspond to distinct parts
of the body {120-121}, understanding to the brain, the concupiscible to the heart,
and the nutritive to the liver {10}, such that the bodily subject for knowing and
understanding is not the same as for other powers {380}. Averroes portrays the
Platonic doctrine of forms as intelligibles existing in themselves outside the soul
{12, 409} as eternal {452} “universal things” {12} which are not apprehended by
way of sensibles {425}. Rather, knowing and learning consist in the recollection
of those universals {218, 412, 452}. Averroes also mentions Plato’s understanding
of flavors, relying on the account of the Timageus in Galen {322} that the soul has
three parts: the rational, the emotional, and the desiderative {509).

Averroes makes critical reference to Galen (129—ca. 210 CE) in regard to three
distinct issues: respiration, flavor, and the bodily nature of the rational power.1”°
Averroes mentions that he does not have access to the discussion of respiration
in Aristotle’s On Youth, Old Age, Life and Death, and Respiration and that what

168. See above, p. xlvii.

169. See On Plato’s Republic (1974).

170. Averroes was well acquainted with the thought of Galen and commented on a
number of his treatises. See Commentaria Averrois in Galenum (1984), (1998), and Medical
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Galen had said on respiration is not adequate.”! He goes on to say that for Ar-
istotle breathing takes place for the sake of cooling the heart by inhaling cool air
into the lungs and exhaling for the sake of the lungs, which are cooled by this
exhalation of warm air {266-267}. Apparently Averroes understood Galen, who
rejected Aristotle’s explanation that respiration was primarily for cooling the
heart,'”? to attribute the movement only to the chest, while Averroes thought the
accumulated warmed air in the lungs also to be a cause. Galen is also incorrect
in holding the association of flavors and temperature, believing that the acrid is
cold and the pungent warm, says Averroes, since bitterness is found in warm
and cold things {291-293}. Galen was correct in following Plato in asserting a role
for texture in flavor, remarks Averroes {322}. Yet Galen was incorrectin asserting
that the rational power was a bodily power identical to the cogitative power. In
this, says Averroes, Galen made a logical mistake with the second figure of the
syllogism. From the facts that human beings have a rational power and that they
have a cogitative power located in the brain, it does not follow with necessity
that the rational power is the same as the cogitative power {415-417}.

Averroes gives scant explicit attention to the teachings of Avicenna (980~
1037 CE) in the Long Commentary, though he is aware of important Avicennian
teachings. In explaining that universal propositions in judgments concern
things potentially infinite in number, Averroes asserts that the particular pow-
ers of the soul can judge only finite or particular intentions. Hence, what judges
regarding universal or infinite propositions should itself not be a power of the
soul mixed with the body and finite in nature. That is, it should be a power
unmixed with the body. From this Averroes concludes that “judgment and
discernment in us are ascribed only to the material intellect” and asserts that
this is a proposition Avicenna held {442}.1”® Certainly this is correct since Avi-

Manuscripts of Averroes (1986). On Galen in Arabic, see the account of Anawati and
Ghalioungui in Medical Manuscripts of Averroes (1986), 16-36; Biirgel (1967); Sezgin (2000);
and Walzer (1965).

171. In his well-known medical compendium, Kitdb al-Kulliyit, he also makes the
remark that this is an issue which requires more study. See Kitdb al-Kulliyat (2000), 88.

172. See Siegel (1968), 162.

173. Gutas (1988), 61, calls attention to Avicenna’s Letter to Kiyd, where Avicenna as-
serts that a key principle for Aristotle is found in the latter’s discussion of Democritus,
which presupposes that intelligibles can exist only in immaterial subjects. In his own
context Averroes is asserting that universal judgments concerning intelligibles can take
place only in immaterial subjects. Hence, the cogitative power located in the brain can-
not be the rational power by which human beings make universal judgments. Regard-
ing the issue of the material intellect with which Averroes was much obsessed, David-
son (1992), 258, remarks: “Avicenna took up the nature of the human material intellect
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cenna understood the human soul, insofar as it was rational, to be separable
and distinct in its own right from the body {441—442}. Yet Avicenna, writes
Averroes, “followed Aristotle only in dialectics, but in other things he erred,
and chiefly in the case of metaphysics . . . because he began, as it were, from
his own perspective”{470}. Although these are the only remarks on Avicenna
in the Long Commentary, Averroes was well aware of the teachings of Avicenna
on the soul. For example, Averroes’ remarks in his Long Commentary on the
Metaphysics and elsewhere make it clear that he was familiar with Avicenna’s
doctrine of the separate agent intellect. There he refers to Avicenna’s doctrine
of substantial change taking place only by way of the agent intellect as Giver
of Forms (5.2}l caly wihib al-suwar, dator formarum).\* He was also aware of
Avicenna’s teachings on the internal sense powers and rejected Avicenna’s
account of wahm, the estimative faculty which apprehends and judges non-
sensible intentions. What is more, Averroes declines to follow Avicenna’s
distinction of the retentive imagination and the compositive imagination, in-
stead absorbing the functions of the latter into the cogitative power. Still,
Avicenna’s teachings on the inner senses and the powers of the brain were an
important influence on the development of Averroes’ thought, even if he re-
vised it in accord with his own interpretation of the texts of Aristotle.
Averroes makes brief references to a summary of Aristotle’s Movement of
Animals by Nicolaus of Damascus (ca. 64— BC) in the context of a discussion of
appetite as the form of the body of an animal in motion {524} and remarks that
Nicolaus is among the reliable interpreters of Aristotle {432}. He also makes two
references to a work called De Aspectibus (On Perspectives) for the notions that
light travels in a straight line and that a bright sphere is so owing to its being a
“body . .. luminous from all its parts” {253-254). These are likely references to
the Optics of Ibn al-Haytham (ca. 965-1039 CE), which was widely known, though
in context the issue concerns the geometry of light, something taken up by al-
Kind? (ca. 801-873 cE) in On the Causes of Differences of Perspective and On the
Geometrical Demonstrations for Them, which was also known in Latin as De As-

only indirectly, in the course of treating a different issue that preempted the question
of the material intellect’s nature. He maintained that the human soul, and not merely
the intellect, is ‘an incorporeal substance,’ which is brought into existence together with
the generation of each human body.”

174. See Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 882, 1496, 1498; (1962), 181rA, 3041A—
vG; (1984), 107-109; and Davidson (1992), 245. Hasse (2000), 188, remarks regarding Avi-
cenna’s use of the description “giver of forms” (wihib al-suwar, dator formarum) that
“Avicenna himself never seems to explicitly identify the giver of forms and the active
intellect.” He adds that “Averroes writes that Avicenna identifies the active intellect and
the giver of forms, but he clearly refers to substantial and not to intelligible forms.”
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pectibus. One reference is also made to a contemporary rival of Avicenna, the
Nestorian physician, theologian, and philosopher Ab( al-Faraj Ibn al-Tayyib,
whom Averroes criticizes for holding that the cogitative power is the rational
power in Ibn al-Tayyib’s lost Commentary on Sense and Sensibilia {416}.77>

The Influence of the Long Commentary on the De Anima

In the Arabic tradition the Long Commentary is not known to have had any
substantive influence. Puig (1992) has found references to some ten disciples
of Averroes in Arabic sources, but few are philosophers and none is known to
have pursued issues concerning the nature of the intellect with the exception
of his son, Abti Muhammad ‘Abdallah Ibn Rushd. A physician and scholar
who wrote on medical matters, he is also the author of a treatise apparently
written during the lifetime of Averroes, On Whether the Active Intellect Unites
with the Material Intellect Whilst It Is Clothed with the Body, which has been ed-
ited in its Arabic, Hebrew, and Latin versions and translated into English by
Charles Burnett and Mauro Zonta.”® The historical evidence indicates that the
suppression of philosophy in Andalusia which took place toward the end of
Averroes’ life sorely affected the study and transmission of his thought in the
Arabic tradition.”” Present knowledge for the most part supports the view that
while many works survived in Arabic, his philosophical writings played no
detectable part in the development of philosophical tradition in Arabic until a
revival of interest came about following the appearance of Renan’s Averroes et
l'averroisme in 1852.178 As von Kiigelgen has explained, there was a rediscovery
of Averroes in the nineteenth century, followed by much use of his work and
name for the furthering of various political causes espoused by nineteenth- and
twentieth-century thinkers of Egypt and elsewhere.'” Yet there is little evi-

175. This commentary is not extant, but Peters (1968), 46, remarks that it is men-
tioned by the biographer Hajji Khalifah and cited by a disciple of Avicenna. On Ibn
al-Tayyib, see Vernet (1971), 955a; Yousif (1997), 137-142, and (2003), 227-234; and
Gyekye (1979), 20.

176. Burnettand Zonta (2000). Note that this treatise is precisely concerned with the
issue of De Anima 3.7, 431b17-19, that of whether it is possible to have knowledge while
in the body.

177. See Puig (1992), 251-255.

178. Renan (1852). Burnett (1999) provides references to a few studies indicating some
knowledge of Averroes’ work among Western Muslims and also argues that some
credence might be given to the traditional story of the sons of Averroes at the court of
Emperor Frederick.

179. Von Kiigelgen (1994), (1996).
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dence of the Arabic Long Commentary being studied or even surviving among
Arab thinkers, aside from the extant Arabic fragments.1%

In the Jewish tradition the translated works of Averroes were powerfully
influential up to the middle of the sixteenth century, but his works translated
into Hebrew were mostly different from those translated into Latin.'¥! While the
thirteenth-century Latin West had Averroes’ mature Long Commentaries on the
De Anima, Physics, De Caelo, and Metaphysics, it had few of his Middle Commentar-
ies and nothing of his dialectical and religious writings.’®2 In contrast, the Deci-
sive Treatise; the Incoherence of the Incoherence; many Short Commentaries; the
Middle Commentaries on the Physics, De Caelo, De Anima, and Metaphysics; and the
Long Commentaries on the Posterior Analytics and Physics came to be available in
Hebrew and were extensively used, even more than the works of Aristotle. As
Steven Harvey puts it, “At the heart of this translation movement was not, as one
might have expected, the works of Aristotle, the philosopher, but rather the many
commentaries of Averroes on the Aristotelian corpus."183 However, the mature
Long Commentary on the De Anima is not known to have been translated from
Arabic into Hebrew, and its influence on Jewish thinkers came via Latin think-
ers such as Thomas Aquinas. At least portions of an early version of the Long
Commentary were available in Jewish schools, as evidenced in the extant frag-
ments, some of which have been studied in depth by Geoffroy and Sirat in re-
search preliminary to the future publication of fragments only in part published
by Ben Chehida.'® The Long Commentary was translated into Hebrew by Ibn
Yaish (Abraham di Benevento) in the late fifteenth century from the Latin. The
alternate versions of Book 3, Comments 5 and 36, by Jacob Mantino, found in
the Giunta editions may be from this Hebrew-from-Latin translation.!®

In contrast with the Arabic tradition, the works of Averroes translated into

180. Long Commentary Fragments (1985), (2005). These are found as marginal notes
to the Middle Commentary on the De Anima in the Arabic in Hebrew script manuscript,
Modena, aj.6.23, one of the two primary manuscripts used in Middle Commentary (2002).
For more information, see Geoffroy and Sirat in Long Commentary Fragments (2005).

181. See Ivry (1983) and Harvey (2005).

182. See n. 1 for bibliographies of his works, particularly Anawati (1978), which has
a foldout chart of works and translations, and Wirmer, Thomas Institut (2006).

183. Harvey (2003), 268. On the role of Maimonides in the determination of the im-
portance of Averroes in the Jewish tradition, see Harvey (1992b) and (2003).

184. See Long Commentary Fragments (2005) and (1985) respectively.

185. See Davidson (1992), 263, n. 24, on the various possible sources for these Latin
texts. Also see Wolfson (1963), appendices I and II, 445-454 in the 1973 reprint. Zonta
(1994) provides a list of extant Hebrew manuscripts of the Long Commentary and a
discussion of Mantino’s translations of Book 3, Comments 5 and 36. Tamani and Zonta

(1997) contains lists of Hebrew manuscripts in Italian libraries and two important essays
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Latin from Arabic mostly in the thirteenth century (and from Hebrew in Renais-
sance times) were ubiquitously present wherever the study of Aristotle and the
interpretation of his philosophical doctrines took place through the time of the
Renaissance and beyond.'® The term “Averroism” (sometimes relabeled “het-
erodox Aristotelianism”) is generally applied to selected writings of philosophers
supportive of one or more of three characteristic notions: the world had no begin-
ning, happiness can be attained naturally in the present life, and the single uni-
tary material intellect is shared by all human knowers—all genuine doctrines of
the mature Averroes.'¥ Siger of Brabant (ca.1240-after 1282) of the Arts Faculty
at Paris, the most well-known proponent of a philosophical psychology conceived
under the influence of Averroes’ Long Commentary in the mid-thirteenth cen-
tury,88 was in all likelihood the unnamed target of the vehement attack on
Averroism and the doctrine of the material intellect in Averroes by Thomas
Aquinas in his On the Unity of the Intellect against the Averroists.' The Condemna-
tion of 1270 and, most important, the Condemnation of 1277 had a substantial
effect on the study and use of the thought of Averroes in the Latin West, but the
study of Averroes on intellect by no means ceased." Siger was later followed by
John of Jandun (ca. 1285-1328), who, like Siger, died while in some form of exile
and condemnation.!®! For the Latin tradition, the Long Commentary on the De

in Italian, one on “Aristotle and Aristotelianism in Medieval Judaism,” by Zonta, and
“Diffusion, Conservation and Study of ‘Aristotelian’ Manuscripts,” by Tamani. For brief
accounts of Jewish Averroism, see Harvey (2003) and (2005) and Leaman (1996) and
(1998b). Also see Zonta (1996) and the classic Steinschneider (1956).

186. See Wolfson (1961) and Schmitt (1979) and (1983).

187. For a brief account of Averroism, see Ebbesen (1998).

188. See Bazan (2003) for a brief account of Siger’s work and the progressive develop-
ment of his views on the nature of the intellect from his early embrace of Averroes’ view
of the unity of the separate, shared material intellect to “the traditional anthropological
dualism that was pervasive during the first half of the thirteenth century” (638). For a list
of important recent primary and secondary sources for the study of the thought of Siger,
see Bazan (2003), 639—640. Fernand Van Steenberghen (1977) provides a comprehensive
account of the scholarship up to 1977 in his Maitre Siger de Brabant. Also see Wippel (1998).
The famous work of Pierre Mandonnet (1899) prompted modern interest in Siger.

189. See Thomas Aquinas, De unitate (1976). For an analysis of Aquinas’ various
critiques of Averroes, see Mahoney (1994). For a different approach to the issue, see
Taylor (1999b). For an account of positive contributions of Averroes’ thought to that
of Aquinas, see Wéber (1978). Albert the Great also wrote a De unitate intellectus contra
Averroistas. See Albertus Magnus De unitate (1975). Also see Wéber (1994).

190. See Wippel (1977), (1998), and (2003).

191. For a brief account of John of Jandun and his thought, see South (2003). For a
comprehensive study of his Averroist noetics, see Brenet (2003).

INTRODUCTION XCix

Anima was deeply important and widely studied by so many of the important
philosophical and theological figures of the later Middle Ages and Renaissance
after its translation around 1220 that it is far beyond the parameters of this intro-
duction to recount the issues and developments.'> Nevertheless, some important
clarifications must be made regarding the present-day understanding of the
reception of the Long Commentary and its teachings in the thirteenth century.

Averroes’ teachings on the nature of the soul in the Long Commentary were
initially welcomed in the Latin West, in part as a corrective of the views on the
soul set forth in the De Anima treatise by Avicenna, which was available in
Latin well prior to the Long Commentary. In his De Anima Avicenna taught that
the agent intellect was a distinct immaterial and separate substance function-
ing as a giver of forms both to the physical world and to the individual recep-
tive rational souls of human knowers. According to Avicenna in this work,
sense perception and imagination prepared the immaterial rational soul for
the reception of intelligibles from the agent intellect.’®® While this account may
have some affinity to Augustinian illuminationist views, it still has the untow-
ard consequence that it separates the abstractive power of intellect from the
individual human being in whom the powers of knowing, willing, and acting
were held naturally to reside. Hence, when Averroes writes that the agent intel-
lect is “in the soul,”™ that the agent intellect, the material intellect, and the
theoretical intellect are “in the soul,”* and that universals are “in the soul,”%
he provides what appears to be a welcome correction based on a proper read-
ing of Aristotle’s own text of the De Anima.””

In 1937 Dominique Salman introduced the notion that the influence of Aver-

192. See Nardi (1945) and (1958), Van Steenberghen (1966), Kuksewicz (1968), Schmitt
(1979), Kessler (1988), and Poppi (1991), as well as the more recent studies listed in Bazan
(2003).

193. Sed causa dandi formam intelligibilem non est nisi intelligentia in effectu, penes quam
sunt principia formarum intelligibilium abstractarum. Ibn Sin4, Kitdb al-Nafs (1968), 126-127;
(1959) 234. Restat ergo ut ultima pars sit vera, et ut discere non sit nisi inquirere perfectam
aptitudinem coniungendi se intelligentiae agenti, quousque fiat ex ea intellectus qui est simplex,
a quo emanent formae ordinatae in anima mediante cogitatione. Ibid. (1968), 148-149; (1959),
246-247. This traditional understanding of Avicenna has recently been challenged. See
Gutas (2001) and Hasse (2001).

194. See {390}, {438}.

195. See {406}, {437}.

196. See {220—221}.

197. The importance to the theological and philosophical tradition in the Latin West
that the agent intellect be an individual power of each human soul is stressed by Bazan
(2001), 179, when he writes in reference to the Condemnation of 1277, “It is of great

philosophical interest to see this doctrine receive official sanction by the ecclesiastical
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roes in the Latin West, particularly with respect to his teachings on the soul,
took place in two distinct steps.!®® The first encounter with Averroes was a
positive one in which the perceived teachings of Averroes on the presence of
the powers of the agent and material intellects in the soul were much welcomed,
while the teaching on the separately existing material intellect went unde-
tected.’® Later, when the full import of Averroes’ doctrines on the intellects
came to be understood, a very different and adversarial approach was taken
by the likes of Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas.

René Antoine Gauthier further refines this thesis in a series of articles and
in the introduction to the critical edition of the Commentary on the De Anima by
Thomas Aquinas.?®® According to Gauthier, the psychological doctrines of First
Averroism correspond precisely to the genuine teaching of Averroes, while the
later Second Averroism, which gave rise to the famous conflict on the unity of
the intellect in the thirteenth century and beyond, was in fact an invention
on the part of Christian theologians. He notes that the doctrine that came to be
considered most characteristic of the philosophical psychology of Averroes and
of thirteenth-century Latin Averroism, the unity of the possible or receptive
human intellect (which Averroes called the material intellect), was first distinctly
condemned by Robert Kilwardby and Bonaventure around 1252.%! Gauthier
then goes on to state that “One admits actually more and more today that Aver-
roes was not an averroist,” citing the work of Salvador Gémez Nogales.?"

authorities of Paris because of its direct impact on the nature, object and scope of hu-
man knowledge. In the final analysis, it is the agent intellect, as an active faculty of the
intellective soul, that determines what we, as human beings, can or cannot understand
scientifically, including Metaphysics.”

198. Salman (1937).

199. “Breaking from the tradition of ‘all the philosophers’ (Alfarabi, Avicenna, Al-
gazel, Isaac [Israeli]) and of the ‘theologians,’ this averroism according to the first way
makes acceptable to the young Albert the Great a conception of the agent intellect to
which he will always remain faithful, and which he will transmit to his disciple Thomas
Aquinas. Later undoubtedly, Albert will correct his historical interpretation of Averroes
and then will rely only on the sole authority of Aristotle.” Salman (1937), 211-212. Bazén
(1989), 10, points out that Salman’s notion “that the first Latins who used Averroes at-
tributed to the Arab master the theory of the multiplicity of agent and possible intellects,
and opposed this doctrine to Avicenna’s separate Agent Intellect . . . was repeated by
G. de Mattos in 1940, Miller in 1954 and by F. Van Steenberghen in 1966.”

200. See Gauthier (1982b) and his preface in Thomas Aquinas, Sententia libri De anima
(1984), 221%-222%. Also see Gauthier (1982a), (1983), and (1984).

201. Thomas Aquinas, Sententia libri De anima (1984), 221%-222*.

202. Ibid. Cf. Leaman (1994) for a quite different approach to the issue of Averroes
and Averroism.

INTRODUCTION ci

In 1976 Gémez Nogales published a short article entitled “Saint Thomas,
Averroes et I'averroisme,” in which he argued that Averroes did not profess
the unity of the human intellect but rather held for individual immortality of
the soul, as well as the individual material intellect.?® This G6mez Nogales
sees supported by the fact that Averroes writes of individual personal moral
responsibility and reward and punishment in the next life in his theological
writings. In point of fact, however, what has happened in this case is that
Go6mez Nogales, editor of one of the two editions of the Short Commentary on
the De Anima, has imposed upon the teachings of the Long Commentary some-
thing of the doctrine of the Short Commentary, together with a partial under-
standing of the religious writings of Averroes.?** On his view the Long Com-
mentary is replete with aporiai on the issue of the material intellect, and the
proper understanding of Averroes requires that he be read as teaching a doc-
trine of intellect distinct from that of the Latin averroists: “Averroes is not an
averroist. If it is true that there were some averroists who admitted the unity
of the human intellect, this is not the case for Averroes, who admits the indi-
vidual immortality of the human soul, even in the material intellect.”2%

It is Gauthier’s reliance on this incorrect interpretation of the doctrine of
intellect in Averroes’ Long Commentary that led him to assert that the genuine
understanding of Averroes in the Long Commentary is that of the pre-1250
“First Averroism” account, according to which the agent and material intellects
are multiplied and exist solely “in the soul.”2% Hence, contrary to the view of

203. Gémez Nogales (1976). Much of his account presumes what he argued in Gémez
Nogales (1967).

204. “As a good Muslim, Averroes accepts in his theological writings the dogmas
proper to human responsibility. He is Sunni in what concerns otherworldly sanctions,
which supposes additionally the individual immortality of each human being, and
even with a material aspect, because he supposed that all human beings after death
take on bodies adapted to the degree of spirituality to which they will have arrived
during earthly life.” Gémez Nogales (1976), 177. I have argued against this sort of un-
derstanding of certain of Averroes’ statements in the Incoherence of the Incoherence in
Taylor (1998¢). Regarding the meaning of religious statements in Averroes, see Taylor
(1998b), (2000b), (2003), and (2007).

205. Gémez Nogales (1976), 177. Also see Gémez Nogales (1978a), where this view is
repeated.

206. Another curious example of misunderstanding Averroes is found in Roger
Arnaldez’s Averroés. Un rationaliste en Islam. Arnaldez devotes only a few pages to Aver-
roes’ doctrine of the intellect, seemingly ignoring the account of the Long Commentary
on the De Anima. At the end of his chapter on Averroes as philosopher and theologian,

he cites Mahmoud Kassem’s reported discovery of a text of Averroes in which the agent
and receptive intellect are said to be in one and the same entity. Arnaldez (1998), 173;
(2000), 117-118. This text was reported by Kassem in his thése de lettres at the Sorbonne




cii INTRODUCTION

Gauthier, so-called First Averroism does not in fact well represent the views
of Averroes on the intellect. Ironically, it is Second Averroism, as described by
Bonaventure, Kilwardby, Aquinas, and others, which rightly represents the
actual views of Averroes on the intellect.

Gauthier’s thesis that the doctrine of the unicity of the material intellect in
Averroes was a product of a misreading of the text of Averroes by the theologians
was refuted on the basis of study of the Latin text of the Long Commentary by
Bernardo C. Bazan, who nevertheless accepted the view of two stages in the
understanding of Averroes.?”” In accord with the account of the material intellect
I have given above, Bazan argues that the post-1250 view of the theologians is
in fact well founded in the philosophical principles and text of Averroes. He
rightly holds that First Averroism “might be the fruit of a naive approachand . . .
insufficient comprehension” on the part of Latin thinkers of that era.?% That the
earliest Latin readers of Averroes’ Long Commentary would find it difficult to
understand his teaching on the unitary, separate, and shared nature of the ma-
terial intellect is hardly surprising since, as Averroes himself well knew, this
was a novel proposal in solution of very difficult issues of Aristotelian noetics.?’

(Paris, 1945), later published in Arabic in 1964 (two of its three sections) and in French
(complete) in 1978. See Qasim (1964) and Kassem (1978). In fact, this text is nothing but
the Middle Commentary on the De Anima in Paris, hébreu 1009, Bibliothéque Nationale,
one of the manuscripts used by Ivry for his edition.

207. See Bazéan (1985) and (1989). Also see Bazén (1972) for his account of the views
of Averroes on intellect. There he writes, “Averroes has sought to be strictly faithful to
the principles that Aristotle had held with respect to the immaterial separate substances.
It led him to a consequence of unexpected scope: the affirmation of the separate and
unique character of the two intellective principles.” Bazan (1972), 48.

208. Bazan (1985), 530.

209. See above pp. Ixxx-1xxxi. At {409—410} he calls the material intellect “a fourth
kind of being” insofar as it is immaterial separate intellect and yet has a sort of potency.
This is essential for his solution of epistemological issues and also for his metaphysical
account of separate intellects and God, though it is novel in the tradition. At {399} Aver-
roes writes, “Since there are all those things [which can be raised regarding the mate-
rial intellect], for this reason it seemed [best] to me to write what seemed to me to be
the case on this topic. If what appears to me is not complete, it will be a start for a com-
plete account. So I ask my brothers seeing this exposition to write down their doubts
and perhaps in that way what is true regarding this will be found out, if I have not yet
found [it]. If T have found [it], as I suppose, then it will be clarified through those ques-
tions. For truth, as Aristotle says, is fitting and gives testimony to itself in every way.”
Another interesting issue is that of just how the agent and material intellects were un-

derstood by the Latin translator. On his different choices of intelligentia agens and intel-
lectus agens to translate Jxill | &) al-agl al-fa“4l, see Book 2, n. 138, and Book 3, n. 43.
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According to Bazan, however, what led to the First Averroism account was the
preconceived understanding of human nature on the part of early Latin readers
of the Long Commentary. He writes, “A dualistic conception of human beings
explains, in my opinion, why the readers of Averroes were so receptive to his
writings and why it took them so long to discover that there was more than what
met the eye in the Long Commentary.”*0

In an article published in 2002 Bazén persuasively argues for the complete
rejection of the conception of the existence of a First Averroism. On the basis
of his analyses of early works on philosophical psychology, he concludes that
Latin thinkers of what he calls “the eclectic period” often approached the
consideration of the soul and its powers with the conviction that the soul was
itself an individual substance in its own right, a hoc aliquid,*'! and also related
to the body as its form. As he sees it, this led to the employment of words and
arguments from Averroes in a supplementary way to form a novel understand-
ing of the agent intellect as “a faculty of the soul that is the form of the body.”
In another article Bazan points out the basis for this as follows:

The theoretical foundation of this thesis is the double consideration of the
soul as forma et hoc aliquid. Being a substance, the soul must be composed
of potential and actual co-principles, to which the Latins linked the recep-
tive and agent intellects. The textual foundation of this doctrine was De
anima 430a10-14, although some Latin Masters, for dialectical reasons, also
appealed to Averroes in its support, quoting him out of context, evenif they
were aware of the true meaning of his own views. The doctrineis basically
an eclectic neoplatonic Aristotelianism. To call it “First Averroism” obscures
not only its historical originality, but also its doctrinal meaning.?"?

In his analysis of thirteenth-century commentaries on the De Anima, Bazan
finds three major categories of classification: the eclectic period; the period
of the genuine Averroistic reading, to some degree found in the work of
Siger of Brabant; and the period of the post-1250 theologians and the syn-
thesis of Thomas Aquinas. The middle of these periods he characterizes as
one in which a genuine attempt was made to provide a consistent account
of Aristotle’s philosophical psychology of intellect using the work of Aver-

210. Bazéan (1989), 20.

211. Bazén (2002), 125ff. Surely this was founded in part if not wholly on religious
presuppositions about the nature of human beings as morally responsible agents and
as possessing immortal souls. Note that this usage of hoc aliquid or aliquid hoc as sub-
stance in its own right is different from what Averroes appeals to. For Averroes the
material intellect is a unique immaterial substance and not a determinate particular as
a member of a species. As immaterial, it cannot be multiplied in number.

212. Bazén (2000), 53.




civ INTRODUCTION

roes.”® The final period was one of critique of the genuine Averroes and the
analyses the Long Commentary inspired, culminating in what Bazan calls

the personal synthesis of Thomas Aquinas, who tried to avoid the dangers
of anthropological and metaphysical dualism by providing an interpreta-
tion that could satisfy at the same time the concerns of the “Eclectic”
commentators regarding the incorruptibility of the human soul, and the
concerns of the “Averroists” regarding consistency with the principles of
hylemorphism. Thomas’ interpretation is based on the conception of the
human soul as a subsistent-substantial-form, a notion that secures both
the unity of the human composite and the incorruptibility of the intel-
lectual soul, and that evolves from the Aristotelian notion of form as ac-
tuality, brought to the limits of its ontological possibilities.?*

As the foregoing makes clear, the historical account of the reception of Aver-
roes’ doctrine of the intellect in the thirteenth century is still in the process of
being written and rewritten in spite of the many valuable works by scholars
of the twentieth century.?’®> The same is true for the importance of Averroes

213. Bazén (2002), 122.

214. Ibid. For a broader account of the role of Averroist thought in the thirteenth
century, see Van Steenberghen (1966), 357ff., and (1970), 198ff. Baz4n’s recent essay,
“Radical Aristotelianism in the Faculties of Arts. The Case of Siger of Brabant” (2005),
and some of his articles cited above are prompting a rethinking among present-day
scholars of the part played by the thought of Averroes in the development of philosophy
in the thirteenth-century Latin West. Whether there was such a thing as Latin Averro-
ism and just what that term might be meant to denominate is a matter of considerable
discussion among some experts in the field. These and related issues are likely to ap-
pear as topics in periodicals, conference proceedings, and books in coming years.

215. For example, in 1994 Kuksewicz, a leading scholar in Latin Averroist studies,
reasoned that he must revise his view that some authors of late thirteenth-century
commentaries should be considered “undercover Averroists.” (Cf. Kuksewicz [1968],
98.) He writes, “It seems to me that the interest in Averroes’ philosophy, testified in
different degrees by several commentaries at the end of the thirteenth century allows
me to speak about an initial phase of the Averroistic reborn in Paris. This initial phase
gave way to different manifestations: Not-Averroistic texts with some positive interest
in Averroes’ heterodox solutions and nearly clear Averroistic works were among these
manifestations as well. Texts of this category were, however, the representation of only
two extreme limits of the new current: its main body consists of works of ambivalent
character, and I think these texts present no clear solutions, remaining hesitant between
orthodox and heterodox theses. This interpretation, which seems historically acceptable,
lets me explain and understand the contradictions and the doctrinal inconsistency
proper to these works.” Kuksewicz (1994) 109. The starting point for understanding the
Latin Averroists and their various “Averroisms,” however, has to be a sound under-
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and his doctrine of the intellect among Renaissance thinkers. Katherine Park
writes, “Many of the most important disputed questions in Latin psychology
in fact had their roots in the parts of Averroes’ Commentarium magnum in Ar-
istotelis De anima libros where he pointed out issues on which he thought Aris-
totle had been incomplete or unclear.”? This was certainly the case for the
doctrine on the intellect in Aristotle, which Averroes in the Long Commentary
set forth as a philosophical account devoid of explicit religious presupposi-
tions.2” Renaissance philosophical psychology has been held to take its start
at the end of the fourteenth century in Italy, following Pietro d’Abano’s move
to Padua. According to Eckhard Kessler, “The period’s main characteristic was
the attempt to synthesize ‘radical’ naturalistic Aristotelianism, based on Aver-
roes and imported from Paris to Padua by Pietro d’Abano, with the Oxford
tradition of logical and mathematical analysis developed by Ockham and
his followers. This attempt was accompanied by the humanist polemic against
both the ‘Averroist dogs’ and the barbari Britanni, and, as time went on, was
more and more censured, until finally suppressed by the church.”8

This was a renewal of life for Averroist philosophical psychology, though
Averroes’ Long Commentary was continuously discussed and consulted through
the entire later medieval period.?® All the major figures of Renaissance philo-
sophical psychology found in Averroes an approach worthy of consideration
and, for many, adoption in one or another form or part. In many cases, the
questions and issues as framed by Averroes provided the context for discus-
sion. Paul of Venice (1369/72—1429), Cajetan (1480~-1547), and Nicoletto Vernia
(d. 1499) drew deeply upon Averroes’ doctrine of intellect, adopting parts and
rejecting others, while Alessandro Achillini (1463-1512) accepted much of
Averroes on intellect. Agostino Nifo (ca. 1470-1538) initially drew upon the
work of Siger of Brabant and John of Jandun in the Averroist account he was
later to abandon. Pietro Pomponazzi (1462-1525), who was trained in the Aver-
roist tradition, determined that both Aristotle and Averroes had to be rejected
as Aquinas had rejected Averroes, since their positions did not allow suffi-

standing of Averroes’ thought in relation to that of Aristotle, as de Libera (1994), 76,
remarks: “To take a more exact measure of the true philosophical significance of the
averroist noetic, it would be opportune to start by reinstalling Ibn Rushd in the long
duration of Aristotelianism. It is a task which largely remains to be achieved.”

216. Park (1988), 474.

217. “Averroes’ theory of the unicity of the intellect, or, more precisely, the unicity
of the material intellect, was the most controversial thesis of Arabic philosophy in the

Renaissance.” Hasse (2004), 131.
218. Kessler (1988), 486.
219. See Wolfson (1961).
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ciently for the rational nature of human beings.??® Pomponazzi also rejected
the account of Aquinas that the soul could be shown to be immortal on philo-
sophical grounds insofar as that required the soul be created by God. His own
view was close to that of Alexander. “Pomponazzi—referring to the principle
that the intellectual soul cannot operate without imagination and is therefore
dependent on matter ut obiecto (as its object) even if it is independent from it ut
subiecto (as its subject) in terms of natural philosophy—chose the material
solution and maintained that the human soul was the highest material form,
attaining in its most elevated operations something beyond materiality.”??! In
the end, however, he determined that the issue of the immortality of the human
soul was not one which could be settled by analysis on the part of human
natural reasoning.

The philosophy of Averroes continued to be read in the Renaissance volumes
of the works of Aristotle in which the commentaries of Averroes were also
printed.??> And the Long Commentary continued to be consulted, studied, com-
mended, and condemned for its teachings on the intellect by famous scholars
such as Elijjah Delmedigo (ca. 1460-1493), Jacopo Zabarella (1533-1589), Francisco
Suarez (1548-1617), and many more too numerous to mention here. In light of
the diverse uses of Averroes by these many thinkers, it perhaps becomes ques-
tionable whether the label “Averroism” continues to have descriptive value
sufficiently specific to allow for the diverse ways the thought of Averroes was
employed in the Renaissance period. When we speak of Renaissance philosophy,
just as it is helpful to speak of “Aristotelianisms” rather than to assume a single
shared reading of Aristotle,”” so too the same can be said of the thought of
Averroes and the “Averroisms” of varying degrees and sorts it generated.??*

The Present Translation

This first complete translation of the Long Commentary on the De Anima into a
modern Western language is preceded by two incomplete French translations
of Book 3?% and a modern Arabic translation of the entire work.226 All these

220. Kessler (1988).

221. Kessler (1988), 503.

222. See Cranz (1976) and Schmitt (1979).

223. Mahoney and South (1998).

224. My thanks to James South for suggesting the term “Averroisms.”

225. See Long Commentary. Book 3 (1980—1981, 1982-1983) and Long Commentary. Book
3 (1998).

226. Long Commentary Modern Arabic Trans. (1997). Selections from the Long Com-
mentary are also translated into Spanish in Martinez Lorca (2004) and in Puig (2005).
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are based on the 1953 edition of Crawford, who provided an austere edition
based solely on the evidence of the Latin manuscripts.?” While Crawford
identifies the Text sections of Aristotle with the corresponding Bekker num-
bers, the edition contains no notes on any of the sources mentioned by Averroes;
no indications of any corresponding teachings in related works extant in Ara-
bic, Latin, or Hebrew; no explanations of complicated phraseology or technical
terms; no explanations of doctrines; no consideration of differences between
the Text of Aristotle embedded in the Long Commentary in relation to the Greek
of Aristotle as known today; and no consideration of modern literature on
Averroes and his philosophical psychology. The present translation in its notes
and introduction provides much of what is missing in Crawford. The notes
contain the following: (1) identification of Averroes’ source references; (2) the
extant Arabic fragments as currently available corresponding to the Latin, with
English translations where the texts differ substantially; (3) the Arabic of Aver-
roes’ citations of his alternate text of the De Anima, again with English transla-
tions where the texts differ substantially; (4) remarks on significant variations
of Averroes’ Text of the De Anima from the Greek; (5) identification of the pas-
sages of the Arabic Middle Commentary which are identical to what is found in
the Long Commentary; and (6) brief explanations of phraseology, technical terms,
and complex argumentation. Since I have not undertaken a comprehensive
study of the Latin manuscripts, Lhave seldom strayed from the text of Crawford,
though where I have felt compelled to read the text differently, I have done so
with indication in the notes. Consideration of the extraordinary influence of
the Long Commentary in the Latin tradition, as indicated above in this introduc-
tion, is beyond the constraints of this book.??®

This is a translation of Crawford’s edition of the medieval Latin text pre-
sumed to have been rendered from Arabic into Latin by Michael Scot perhaps
around 1220.2% First evidence of Michael’s activity as a translator is with
his rendering of al-BitrGji’s De motibus caelorum, dated 1217 at Toledo, where
Michael was likely in the company of Archbishop Rodrigo, whom he had

227. Long Commentary (1953). I leave out of consideration various very brief extracts
of the Long Commentary that have been published in English and other languages.

228. Alain de Libera provides impressive analyses and insightful discussions of the
arguments of the Long Commentary and their influence in his introduction and the
substantial notes to his translation of Book 3, Texts and Comments 1-39, in Long Com-
mentary. Book 3 (1998). In Long Commentary Modern Arabic Trans. (1997) Gharbi provides
only a short introduction and a table of terms, no notes. In Long Commentary. Book 3
(1980-1981, 1982-1983) Griffaton provides only notes, with corresponding modern French
translations of some of the texts of Aristotle.

229. See the remarks of Gauthier in Thomas Aquinas Sententia libri De anima (1984),
at *221a, on the evidence that the Long Commentary was in Paris in 1225.
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accompanied to the Fourth Lateran Council at Rome in 1215.2% At Toledo Mi-
chael was part of a school of verbum de verbo translators partronized by the
archbishops of Toledo for well over fifty years.?*! Michael was in Bologna in
1220, and in the following years enjoyed the support of Popes Honorius IIl and
Gregory IX regarding various benefices in England and elsewhere, though he
declined elevation to archbishop at Cashel.*2 This favor apparently continued
until 1227, when Michael seems to have taken a place at the court of Frederick I,
who would remain his patron until Michael’s death sometime shortly before
1236.2% It may be that Michael is the translator of a number of the Long Com-
mentaries of Averroes on Aristotle, though only the Long Commentary on the De
Caelo is thought with some certainty to be his.?** While no sufficiently compre-
hensive study of the translation work of Michael has been completed to enable
researchers to identify his work by internal criteria,?® similarities among the
Latin versions of the Long Commentaries on the De Caelo, De Anima, Metaphysics,
and Physics may generally support the view that they may have been translated
by the same person or group. The Long Commentary on the De Anima has but one
unequivocal attribution to Michael from among the fifty-seven manuscripts
used by Crawford.?%

Since this is a modern translation of a medieval translation and not a direct
rendering from the Arabic, I have chosen a somewhat literal style of transla-
tion, reflecting more closely what is supposed to have been written by the
Latin translator or team of translators. The Long Commentary is a dense, com-
plicated, and highly technical work not meant by Averroes for common con-
sumption by the public but rather one focused on all the technical details of
Aristotle’s De Anima in their deepest meaning and importance. As such, it is
far from easy to read and understand in the extant fragments in Arabic and
all the more challenging in its Latin translation. Yet its translator or translators
and many thinkers of the Latin West did extraordinarily well in grasping the
meaning of Averroes’ text and in grasping his complex and subtle arguments

230. Burnett (1994), 102. On Michael and Archbishop Rodrigo, see Pick (1998) and
(2004). For a brief account of Michael Scot, see Minio-Paluello (1974).

231. Burnett (1997), 66; (1994), 103.

232. Haskins (1927), 274-275.

233. Haskins (1927), 275-276; Thorndike (1965), 32-39.

234. “"We infer from the similarity of style and the time of appearance of several of
Averroes’s commentaries on Aristotle’s natural science that they were all translated
by one person and that person was Michael Scot. But only one commentary—that on
the De caelo—has Michael’s name as translator firmly attached to it.” Burnett (1997), 67.
For alist of Latin translations and their possible translators, see Burnett (2005).

235. But see van Oppenraay (1990), Burnett (1997), and Schmieja (1999).

236. See Crawford’s remarks in Long Commentary (1953), Prolegomena, xi.
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only by intensively poring over the precise language of his Long Commentary.
The present translation seeks to preserve his arguments as found in the Latin
text in their precision and their complexity of phraseology and meaning,
though explanatory notes are provided to assist readers. For example, I have
frequently chosen to render the Latin intentio (for the most part correspond-
ing to Arabic R ma'nd) as “intention” rather than “notion,” “idea,” “form,”
“meaning,” and other possible renderings because of its technical usage in
Arabic and Latin philosophy. This is appropriate since the very text of the Long
Commentary communicated in an important way to the Latin West the multiple
meanings of the Arabic as involving at once the senses of form, notion, idea,
purpose, and end by the use of intentio. This is a technical term whose mean-
ing in English has been split into the usage of two words, “intention” and
“intension,” both of which derive from the same Latin. The use of “intention”
in the present translation, which may appear awkward to the untrained mod-
ern ear, even if historically appropriate in English, has the advantage of high-
lighting what Latin readers and also Averroes understood as a sophisticated
and complex philosophical usage.




