Book 2

{129} 1. This, then, is what we have received from the ancients concerning
the soul. Now, however, we will begin in another way to determine what
the soul is with a definition which is more comprehensively inclusive. (2.1,
412a3—6)

After he had responded to the opinions of the ancients, he began now to
inquire concerning [the soul’s] substance. He said: This, then, is what we have
received, etc. That is, this, then, we said in response to the opinions which we
have received concerning the soul. Next he related that we must begin by
knowing its substance and [that we must] contemplate this until we know a
definition which is more universal and more comprehensively inclusive of all
the parts of the soul. He said: Now, however, let us begin, etc. That is, now,
however, let us begin to speak about the soul as does someone who finds
nothing useful about the soul in the ancients. First we ought to find a defini-
tion which is more universal for all its parts. For universal knowledge ought
to precede knowledge which is proper [to a specific kind of soul]. His account
is [something which can be] understood in its own right.

2. Let us say, then, that substance is one of the [various] genera of beings.
Of substances, one kind is substance as matter, which is not a determinate
particular! per se. Another is form, by which it is said {130} of a thing that
it is a determinate particular. And there is a third, which is what is com-
posed from both of these. Matter is that which is in potency, while form is
actuality. Form exists in two ways,? one is like knowing and the other is like
theoretical understanding.® (412a6-11)

Since he wished to know a universal definition for all the parts of the soul,
and it was, as it were, clear that it is located in the genus of substance, he began

1. That is, a determinate particular entity. See Book 1, n. 25.

2. The translator rendering the text from Greek into Arabic apparently took kol
10070 S1YA¢, “and actuality is of two kinds” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]), with T0070 to
refer to form, while the Greek referent seems rather to be £évieAéygr0, as in ibid. The
alternate Arabic translation has the ambiguity of the Greek: (g e &3y (ibid.
[1954]); “and that is so in two ways.”

3. 8 0G0 Bempei; ,Sals’ J,-S\j, (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]). At 412223 10 Gewpeily
corresponds to the Latin aspicere, “pondering,” and at 412a26 1§ 6cwpeiv corresponds
to the Latin scire, “knowing.” In the alternate Arabic translation the text at 412a23 is
corrupt, while at 412a26 the Greek is rendered by J..(A;Jl (ibid.)
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to distinguish in how many ways substance is said and in what way it is soul.
He said that substance is one of the [various] genera of beings, that is, of the
beings having priority in being, of which soul is one. For to assert that the soul
is an accident is unacceptable in view of what primary natural knowledge*
provides us. For we hold the opinion that substance is more noble than accident
and that the soul is more noble than all the accidents existing here. After he
had related that substance must in general be asserted as the genus of beings
such as those, he began to distinguish its kinds. He said: Of substances one
kind is substance, etc. That is, all the things of which substance is said exist
in three ways, one of which is as prime matter, which per se is unformed and
not something in act per se, as was said in the first book of the Physics.® The
second is form, by which an individual becomes a determinate particular.
Third is what comes to be from both of those. That form exists and is substance
is clear, for it is [known to exist] because it is apprehended by sensation, and
it is substance because it is part of the [entire] substance and, likewise, when
part of this substance is destroyed, the [entire] substance is destroyed. Likewise,
prime {131} matter is substance because it is one of the parts which is such that
when it is destroyed, the [entire] substance is destroyed, namely, the individual.
Next he began to describe substance which exists as matter and [substance]
which exists as form. He said: Matter is that which is in potency, etc. That is,
matter is substance which is potentially, while form is substance by which this
substance which is form potentially is actualized. That form is found in two
ways. One is insofar as it is in act, [although] nevertheless there does not arise
from it an action which is naturally constituted to arise from it, just as [no ac-
tion arises] from a knower who does not make use of his knowledge. The
second is insofar as that action arises from it just as it is in the case of a knower
when he knows. The first form is called the first actuality, while the second is
called the final [actuality].

3. Bodies are the things which are properly called substances, and chiefly
natural bodies, for they are the principles of the other bodies. Among natu-

4. Prima cognitio naturalis. It seems likely that Averroes is following Themistius, who
remarks that there has already been sufficient discussion of these matters in the accounts
on the principles of nature generally. Themistius, De Anima Paraprhase (1899), 39.5-6;
(1996), 56. In the Arabic it is remarked that this is La ,wly iac el eoolin 3 2d Lo s
(ibid. [1973], 43.1-2); “according to what has been summarized in regard to the principles
of nature generally.” If that is correct, he is here stating that the principles of natural
philosophy or physics assumed in this science of psychology (which is a subdivision
of natural philosophy) include the doctrine of substance and accident and preclude
consideration of the soul as an accident.

5. Physics 1.7, 191a8~12.
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ral bodies some have life and some do not. To speak of life is to speak of
being nourished,’ growing, and suffering diminution. Hence, every natural
body which shares in life must be a substance and it is a substance insofar
as it is composite. (412a11-16)

After he had shown us the number of substances, he began to explain to us
which of these deserves more to have this name. He said: Bodies L. . .] which
are properly called, etc. That is, composite bodies have {132} this name sub-
stance more properly insofar as it is more commonly used [of them] and chiefly
[for] natural bodies, for they are the principles of artificial bodies. Next he said:
Hence, every natural body which shares in life must, etc. That is, a natural
body mustbe a substance; indeed it deserves more to have this name substance.
Next he expounded [the meaning of] this name life. He said: To speak of life
is to speak of being nourished, etc. That is, I understand by life the principle
which is common to everything alive, namely, to be nourished, to grow, and
to suffer diminution in an essential way. This is what is characteristic of plants.
For this name, life, was said in the Greek language of everything which is
nourished and grows.” Animal, however, is said of every body which is nour-
ished and has sensation. In Arabic they seem to signify the same thing, yet
only an animal which lacks the principle of nutrition and sensation at the same
time, not just the principle of sensation and motion alone, is called dead. He
said in an essential way® because we do find in addition to what is living
something which is similar to growth and diminution and [which nevertheless]
isnotliving.? After he had explained that it is necessary for every body having
life to be a substance, he explained what sort of substance. He said: and it is a
substance insofar as it is composite. That is, a living body must be a compos-
ite substance, and it is this individual.

6. v 8U avtod tpodnv. See n. 8 below.

7. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 39.30-31; (1973), 44.13—14; (1996), 57.

8. Essentialiter. There is nothing in the Latin of the Text of Aristotle corresponding
to this word. In the Middle Commentary (2002), at 43.17-18, however, Averroes says, “and
I mean by ‘life’ that which has nutrition, growth, and diminution, and that essentially—
that is, by means of an internal principle.” ¢35 ,aiiy ofy Jas Lo sl Lgdy el
a8 T st « ©lddL. The corresponding Greek text has, “by life we mean self-nutrition
(tv 8t avtod Tpodnv) and growth and decay—that is, by means of an internal prin-
ciple.” My translation. Essentialiter may indicate the presence of the Greek 8t 010D as
454, in Averroes’ Text as he possessed it, while the Latin translator’s Arabic manu-
script may have been faulty, dropping this from the Text but retaining it in the Com-
ment.

9. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 41.30—42.2; (1973), 49.7—50.1; (1996), 59.
There natural growth in living things is contrasted with ‘growth’ in the side of a stone
by addition.
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4. Because the living body is a body and is of a certain sort, it is impos-
sible for the soul to be a body. For a body is not one of the things which are
in a subject. Rather, {133} it is as subject and matter. Hence, the soul must be
substance insofar as it is the form of a natural body having life potentially.
(412a16—21)

After he had explained that the living body is a substance insofar as it is a
composite of substance as matter and substance as form, he began to inquire
concerning the soul whether it is a substance which is composite, namely, a
body, or [whether it is substance] as form. For to say that the soul is matter is
unacceptable, and this is self-evident. He said: Because the living body, etc.
That is, the soul is not substance as composite. For a composite body having life
is not a living body insofar as it is just body, but insofar as it is a body of a cer-
tain sort. It is, then, living by something existing in a subject, not by something
not existing in a subject. But the body is substance insofar as it is a subject.
After he had provided the propositions from which it follows that the soul is
not a substance insofar as it is body but insofar as it is form, he said: Hence,
soul must be substance insofar as it is the form of a natural body having life
potentially, etc. That it is not a substance as body will be shown in the second
figure!” through those two propositions mentioned earlier, namely, that the soul
is in a subject and the body is not in a subject. For that [the soul] is substance
as form is clear from the fact that it is a substance in a subject. For this is char-
acteristic of form, namely, that it is a substance in a subject. It differs from ac-
cident, since an accident is not part of this composite substance, while form is
part of this composite substance. Moreover, it is said in an equivocal way that
form is in a subject and accident is in a subject. For the subject of an accident
{134} is a body composed of matter and form and it is something existing in act
and does not require the accident for its being. But the subject of form does not
have being in act, insofar as it is subject, except through form, and it requires
form in order to exist in act. This is chiefly the case for the first subject, which
is not altogether free of form.” Because of the similarity of those,? several of

10. That is, the second figure of the syllogism.

11. That is, the corporeal form. “In medieval Arabic and Jewish philosophy three
views were held concerning the nature of this corporeal form. Avicenna was of the
opinion that the corporeal form is identical with the predisposition for receiving cor-
poreal dimensions, but not with the dimensions themselves. Algazali agreed with
Avicenna that the corporeal form is not identical with the dimensions, but he identified
it with cohesion. Averroes, disagreeing with both, maintained that the corporeal form
is identical with the indeterminate three dimensions.” Arthur Hyman in Averroes’ De
Substantia Orbis (1986), 41, n. 7. Also see Hyman (1965).

12. Namely, of substantial form and accidental form.
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the theologians erred and said that the form is an accident. On the basis of this
it will be explained fully that the soul is not substance as matter. For matter is
substance insofar as it is a subject, while soul [is substance] insofar as it is in a
subject. He said: having life potentially, etc. That is, the soul must be substance
insofar as it is the form of a natural body having life to the extent that it is said
to have that form potentially, so that it carries out the actions of life through
that form.

5. That substance is actuality; it is, then, actuality of such a body. Because
actuality is said in two ways, one as knowing and the other as pondering,’
it is clear that this actuality is like knowing, since the being of the soul is
present in that." Wakefulness is similar to [the exercise of knowledge in]
study, while sleep is similar to the disposition of a thing when it can act but
is not acting. (412a21-26)

After he had explained that the soul is substance as form and [that] forms
are the actualities of things having forms and [that] they are of two sorts, he
began to show that actuality is in the definition of soul as a genus. He said:
That substance is actuality, etc. That is, because substance which exists as
form {135} is an actuality of the body having form—and it was already ex-
plained that the soul is form—it is necessary that soul be the actuality of such
a body, that is, the actuality of a natural body having life potentially, insofar
as it is made actual by the soul. After he had explained that the soul is an ac-
tuality, he explained in how many ways actuality is said. He said: actuality is
in two ways, etc. That is, because actuality is in two ways, one as knowledge

13. Note that scire corresponds to émotun and aspicere to 1 8ewpely, which are
translated respectively as “knowledge” and “reflecting” in Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

14. Quoniam apud ipsum est esse anime is a corrupt text which corresponds to the
Greek &v yap ¢ Ordpyxetv thy yoyfiv kal Brvog kol £ypiiyopoic €otwy, “for both sleeping
and waking presuppose the existence of soul.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate
translation has mention of sleep and waking but is also faulty in its own way and ap-
pears to omit the underlined text (omitted apparently by homeoteleuton either in the
Greek tradition or on the part of the translator from Greek): attn 8¢ Aéyeton duxdg, 1
pEV @ Emothun, 118 oG 10 Bewpeiv. davepdv oDV b1 dg Emetiun” &v yap @ VndpyeLy Ty
yoxfv kol dnvog kot Eypryopoig €otv. “Now there are two kinds of actuality corre-
sponding to knowledge and reflecting. It is obvious that the soul is an actuality like knowl-
edge; for both sleeping and waking presuppose the existence of soul.” Ibid.; emphasis
added. > 5>y OU_,_{__» W alea iy Q.J\ OV ¢ 4o (,.M Loadst @ onzga ‘51-9 L:JDUG—N\J
U~ (ibid. [1954]); “Actuality is of two sorts, one like knowing with existence because
sleep and wakefulness are only with the existence of the soul.” Aristotle, De Anima (1954).
The Middle Commentary (2002), at 44.10-12, may be dependent on Themistius. Averroes’
quotation in the Comment below indicates the problem was in his Arabic Text.
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existing in the knower when he does not use his knowledge and another as
knowledge existing in a knower when he is using it. Next he began to show in
which of those two ways it is said that the soul is an actuality. He said: it is
clear that this actuality is as knowledge. That is, because it was already ex-
plained that the soul is the actuality of a natural body, and actuality is said in
two ways, then it is clear that the actuality by which it is alive and by which
[the body] differs from a body which is not alive is existing in it as knowledge
[exists] in the knower. Next he provided the reason for this. He said: since the
being of the soul is present in that. That is, since the soul is found in the be-
ing of that actuality in the thing which is alive, not in the being of the other
actuality.!® After he had shown that the actuality taken in the definition of soul,
which is the substance of the soul, is that which is just as knowledge existing
in a knower when he does not use it, he provided an example of this. He said:
Wakefulness is similar to, etc. That is, when an animal is sleeping, the soul
will then be in it as the first actuality. This is like the being of knowledge in
the knower at a time at which he does not exercise it in study and not like the
being of ignorance in one who does not know. For it is clear that in sleep an
animal has a sensitive soul but is not using sensation, just as one who knows
has knowledge but is not using {136} it. The disposition of the soul during
wakefulness in animals is like the knowledge in the knower when he uses it.
This is in the sensitive soul. The nutritive soul, however, is never found in
animals except as a final actuality, unless someone asserts that there is some
kind of animal which is not nourished at some time, namely, at a time at which
it remains in stones, such as large frogs, which store nothing and remain in
stones for the whole winter, and likewise for several [kinds of] snakes.1® Ac-
cordingly, this will be common to the sensible and nutritive soul with the
same intention. If not, then the actuality taken in these will be by equivoca-
tion. Whatever way it may be, when one understands there to be difference
between the being of both of those, then there will be no harm in taking this
in an indefinite way in this definition, since it is impossible to do otherwise.
He said: and sleep is similar to the disposition of a thing, etc. That is, the
disposition of the soul in sleep in animals is similar to the disposition of a
thing at the time at which it can act but does not act. This is a description of
the first actuality and from this we can understand the description of a final
actuality. [This final actuality] is the disposition of a thing by which a being
acts or is acted upon at the time at which it acts or is acted upon.

6. In the same person knowledge is prior in being [to its exercise]. For this
reason the soul is the first actuality of a natural body having life potentially.

15. That is, the second actuality.
16. Averroes here refers to various species of hibernating animals.
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And [this] is insofar as [the body] is something having organs. The parts of
plants are also organs, but they are very simple, for example, the leaves are
coverings and garments for the fruits, while the roots are similar to amouth,
for food is absorbed in those two ways. (412a26-b4) {137}

After he had explained that the soul’s genus is [that of] actuality which is
like knowledge existing in a knower when he is not using it, he began to relate
that this actuality precedes the second actuality in being and that because of
this one ought to add in the definition that the soul is the first actuality of a
natural body having life potentially. He said: In the same person knowledge,
etc. That is, in the individual the actuality which is like knowledge precedes
in being the actuality which is like [the exercise of knowledge in] study. After
he had related this, he began to relate that because of this we ought to state
this intention in the definition, so that by this it may be distinguished from
the final actuality. He said: For this reason the soul is the first actuality, etc.
That is, for this reason it should be stated in the definition of the soul, etc.
Next he said: And [this] is insofar as [the body] is something having organs.
(Here there is a blank space in the manuscript.)'” It is a body insofar as it is
something having organs, and a body having life potentially is first and fore-
most a body having organs. After he had related that every living body is
something having organs, which was clear in animals but not immediately
evident in plants, he began to show that organs also exist in plants. He said:
The parts of plants are also organs, etc. His account concerning this is clear.
What he said concerning plants is clear, for the leaves are for plants like the
hide in animals and the roots are like the mouth, since each takes in food. He
meant this when he said: for food is absorbed in those two ways, namely, the
roots and mouth and other openings which pass through to those. {138}

7. If, then, something universal should be said in regard to every soul,
we will say that it is the first actuality of a natural body having organs. For
this reason we should not investigate whether the soul and the body are
the same, just as we should not investigate this in regard to the wax and the
shape nor the iron and the shape’® nor generally in regard to the matter of
anything and in regard to what has that matter. For since one and being are

17. Ita cedidit in scriptura locus albus. Since there is no problem in the Text on which
Averroes comments, this seems to be a remark on the part of the Latin translator.

18. Neque in ferro et figura has no corresponding Greek text. The alternate Arabic
translation has >y £, b axa b ‘-}_\l OlS,, “the wax and its shape are one thing,”
where Badawi corrects the manuscript’s ygz=:.o 9 ¢5iJl apparently with aza.bog o I8
to agree with the Greek. This addition in the Text of Averroes, however, may be related
to the manuscript text which Badawi corrects in his edition of the alternate text. See
Aristotle, De Anima (1954).
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said in many ways, the actuality is that of which this is said in the primary
intention. (412bg—9)

If, then, something universal, etc. That is, if, then, it is possible to define the
soul by a universal definition, no definition is more universal than that one nor
is any more appropriate for the substance of the soul. It is that the soul is the
first actuality of a natural body having organs. He put forth this account in the
form of a difficulty, when he said: If, then, [.. .] it should be said, etc., to excuse
himself from the difficulty which occurs in regard to the parts of that definition.
For actuality in the rational soul and in the other powers of the soul is said in
an almost purely equivocal way, as will be explained later.’® For this reason one
can raise questions and say that the soul does not have a universal definition.
For this reason he said: If, then, etc. As if he is saying: if, then, it is conceded to
us that it is possible to find a universal account which includes all the parts of
the soul, this will be that account. Next he said: For this reason we should not
investigate, etc. That is, it had been explained that the soul is the first actuality
of a natural body and that something which is alive has this being only from
the fact that it has soul. Hence, we should not raise questions {139} as to how
the soul and body, although they are two, become [one and] the same, just as
we should not raise questions about this in the case of the wax and the iron
with the shape existing in them, and generally in regard to the matter of any-
thing whatsoever and a thing which exists in that matter. For, although these
names, one and being, may be said in many ways, nevertheless the first actual-
ity in all those, namely, the form, deserves more to have this name, one and
being, than what is compounded of matter and form. For a compound is called
one only by the unity existing in the form, for matter is not a determinate par-
ticular except through form. If matter and form were existing in act in the
composite, then the composite would be said to be one only in the way in which
that is said for things which are one by contact and by being bound together.
Now, because matter differs from form in the composite only potentially and
the composite is not a being in act except through form, then the composite is
said to be one only because its form is one. By this he hinted in a way at the
question which follows for those who say that the soul is a body, [the question
of] how it is that what is compounded from soul and body becomes one.

8. We already said, therefore, what the soul is universally. It is a substance
in this intention, namely, insofar as this body is what it is.? For, if some tool

19. See below {405} and {397}.

20. The corresponding Greek, ovcia yap 1 kot tOv Adyov. 1od1o 8¢ 10 i fiv €lvar
0 101931 cwuatl, is rendered, “It is substance in the sense which corresponds to the
account of a thing. That means that it is what it is to be for a body of the character
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were a natural body, such as an axe, then the sharpness of the axe?! would
be its substance and soul in this intention. For this reason, when that
[sharpness] has been taken away, it {140} will not be an axe later on except
equivocally. Now [the axe] will be an axe later on, for the soul is not the
quiddity and intention of a body such as that, but it is of a natural body
which is such that it has [in it] a principle of motion and rest. (412b10-17)

Since he had earlier said that the soul is a substance, [and then] next explained
that it is form and actuality, he began here to set out the way in which one can
be certain that natural forms are substances. This is necessary in this passage.
He said: We already said, therefore, etc. That is, it was therefore explained from
what we said what the soul is universally. According to what we said in this
definition, the soul is substance in the intention in which we say the thing by
which this natural body exists is substance, not in another way. Next he provided
an example from artificial bodies and spelled out the difference between natu-
ral and artificial bodies in this. For the beings of artificial things are accidental.
For this reason some thought that it was so concerning natural bodies. He said:
For, if some tool, etc. That is, the forms and beings of natural bodies are sub-
stances. Since for if some tool were a natural body, such as an axe (that is, if we
imagine it to be a natural being), then the axe’s sharpness would be its substance.
Next he provided the reason? for this. He said: Likewise when that [substance]
is taken away,? etc. That is, it is necessary in the case of the axe, if it were a
natural being, that its sharpness be its substance. For the only thing called an
axe is what is compounded from {141} matter, namely, iron, and form, which is
the sharpness. If the sharpness is removed and the axe were a natural body, then

just assigned” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); e 254 Lely jwidi Lo L3 45 o )
\JSJ\JSWQ.:.-LESAJBL @T@;gulﬁb&p‘}gﬂl}ﬁ&bc .\J-lL;s\.o
(ibid. [1954]); “For we already said what the soul is universally and that it is the substance
according to what is in the definition. The definition is the indication of what the thing
is in its being. Then <we said> that it is in a body whose nature is such and such.” The
Middle Commentary (2002), at 45.1~4, has, “This discourse has now clarified the fact that
the soul is substance qua the perfection which is the form. For in that it is the soul by
virtue of which the body is what it is—that is, the soul is predicated of the body as
quiddity, and that which is so predicated is substance, so the soul is substance.”

21. The Text here provides an interpretation of the corresponding Greek text, which
merely has 10 neAékel elvar, “being an axe.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). This may be
based on Themistius (De Anima Paraphrase [1899)], 42.22; [1973], 51.5; [1996], 60), as Ivry
indicates. See Middle Commentary (2002), 171, . 11.

22. Rationem.

23. Et similiter ista cum abstracta est corresponds to the Text’s Et ideo, cum istud est
abstractum but takes the subject to be substantia, not acumen (sharpness).
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the axe would not exist because the matter and form would not exist, unless it
were called an axe equivocally. The substance is what is such that its removal
results in the destruction of this substance for it is part of it. But part of the
substance is substance. Next he said: Now [the axe] will be an axe later on. That
is, now, however, because the axe is an artificial body, even though sharpness
has been taken from it, nevertheless later on it will be called an axe because of
its shape, for the shape proper to it is the same in it both with and without sharp-
ness.? What he said will be evident from what I say. For it is self-evident that
this name axe, whether it be natural or artificial, is said of that compound from
that which is, as it were, a form in it and from that which is, as it were, matter
[in it]. Furthermore, it is clear in itself that axe is said of one of the individuals
possessing substance. In this way this name which is said of it insofar as it is an
individual possessing substance must be said of it according to matter and form
at once. Hence, each must be substance, for the parts of substance are substance.
In this way, when form has been taken away, this name must be removed from
it, namely, the name which indicates it insofar as it is an individual. Or might
we say that this name is said of it only as matter alone, for instance, insofar as
it is an iron body? Then the form will be an accident in it, and then, if the form
is removed, it will be necessary for this name, which is said of it insofar as it is
called an individual substance, to remain. But because the matters are removed
and no being remains except equivocally when the forms of natural things are
removed, {142} then, when we assert the axe to be a natural body and the sharp-
ness which is in it as form is removed, the matter must be removed and no being
must remain. When, therefore, the form is removed according to this intention,
immediately this name axe is removed, which indicates it insofar as it is an in-
dividual possessing substance. For by the removal of the form the matter is
removed; and when the matter and form are removed, nothing remains of these
which are indicated by this name insofar as it indicates one of the individuals
possessing substance, unless it be a different individual, and then it is called an
axe only equivocally. Natural forms, therefore, are substances because, when
they are removed, the name which indicates the being insofar as it is an indi-
vidual possessing substance is removed. Likewise the definition which is ac-
cording to that name [is removed], for the genus and difference of which one
indicates the matter and the other the form are removed. For instance, when
sensation is removed from flesh, the flesh remains only in an equivocal way, as
the flesh of something dead. Because when an artificial form is removed, the
matter is not removed but remains in name and definition (since when the shape

24. The corresponding text of the Middle Commentary seems to presuppose an ex-
planation such as is found here in the Long Commentary. See Middle Commentary (2002),
45.8-10.
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of the axe is removed, it remains the same iron as before in name and definition),
then it is necessary and right that its name remain, namely, axe, which indicates
this instrument insofar as it is an individual possessing substance, although
sharpness is removed. This was because the name is said in natural things first
from form and second from the compound. In artificial things, it is to the con-
trary, namely, because [it is] first [said] from matter and second from the com-
pound. In artificial things, then, it indicates the individual possessing substance
according to its first signification because it signifies matter. In individual natu-
ral things possessing substance it indicates it according to its first signification
since {143} it signifies form. For this individual is a determinate particular only
through its form, not through its matter.

For matter has no being in act in natural bodies insofar as it is matter, and
being is not in act except as having form. This is quite clear in the forms of
simple things, since when the form is removed, nothing remains. In artificial
things nothing is a determinate particular except by its matter, not by its form.
In this way the difference between natural and artificial things will be ex-
plained to you and you will understand what Aristotle says, and the difficulty
which induces the belief that forms are accidents is removed. Next he said: For
the soul is not, etc. That is, concerning the soul it is the contrary of what is the
case for sharpness, for its name is removed from something alive by the re-
moval of the soul, and [the name] remains in the axe, although the sharpness
is removed. For the soul does not belong to the same sort of body as that in
which the sharpness exists, namely, to a body of an artificial instrument but
to a natural one.”> He meant this when he said such. What he called a prin-
ciple of motion and rest is the disposition of a natural body.

9. One should consider what is said concerning this in regard to the mem-
bers [of the body] also. For if the eye were an animal, then vision would be
its soul. For that is the eye’s substance, what it is according to its intention.
The body of the eye is the matter of vision, which, when [vision] fails, is
called an eye only in an equivocal way, just as is said regarding a stone eye.?

25. Anima enim non est talis corporis in quo est acuitas, scilicet corporis artificialis organici,
sed naturalis. While there are no significant variants for this entire sentence indicated
by the editor, the thought would seem to require that organici be taken with naturalis,
yielding a contrast between an artificial body and a natural organic body. The problem,
however, is more satisfactorily resolved by reading organi with manuscript C in lieu of
organici. In the Middle Commentary (2002), at 45.4—5, Averroes explains that the axe is “an
artificial instrument,” i elio YWY oo T

26. The Greek adds kol 6 yeypoppévog: “the eye of a statue or of a painted figure.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation retains the Greek as 5 3,y.2» 9
JasL (ibid. [1954]); “or painted on the surface.” Note that Averroes evidences knowledge
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What is said concerning the part should be taken in regard to the whole body,
for the relation of part to part is just as [that] of the whole sensory power to
the whole of that which is able to have sensation. (412b17-25) {144}

After he had explained that the soul is with respect to the body just as form
in matter (for in natural bodies form more appropriately has this name sub-
stance than does matter) and that the individual is an individual only through
form (because it is an individual only insofar as it is a being in act, and it is a
being in act through its form, not through its matter), and had explained this
with argument, he now wants to show this by way of example. He said: One
should consider what was said [. . .] in regard to the members [of the body].
That is, what was said in regard to the soul, that it is substance because when
it is removed, the name is removed from the thing which is alive, is confirmed
in the members [of the body] to which the particular powers of the sensitive
soul properly belong. Next he provided the eye as an example of this. He said:
For if the eye were an animal, etc. That is, since the relation of vision to the eye
is just as the relation of the soul to the body, if we imagined the eye to be an
animal, vision would necessarily be its soul. For vision, then, would be the
substance of the soul with respect to what it is?” and the eye would be the mat-
ter of that soul. Next he said: which, when it fails, etc. That is, [this is] because
it is clear in the case of vision that when it fails, the eye does not remain [in
existence] afterwards except in an equivocal way, just as the eye made of stone
or fashioned on a wall, which does not have any of the intention of the eye
except for the shape alone. And because vision is the substance of the eye, it is
clear that the soul ought to have such a disposition with the body, namely,
that, when it is removed, the name is removed from the thing which was alive
and it does not remain alive except in an equivocal way. For instance, when
animality is removed from some individual, the animal does not remain an
animal except in an equivocal sense; hence soul is substance. Because he had
already asserted first {145} that it is so for the part just as for the whole and
that it is possible for us to have certainty concerning the whole by considering

of the correct text when he paraphrases this passage in his Comment: “just as the eye
made of stone or fashioned on a wall.” Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 43.2;
(1973), 52.8; (1996), 60-61.

27. Secundum illud quod est—that is, with respect to form. This passage is very close
to what is found in the Middle Commentary: OSJ Uy <ol o8 cnadl OF &5 Jlie
o olSdy o L (o8 el g U L g o W OSUy ¢ LS5y L poa
()\ﬁ}-\ (REY sz gun o a3 853; “The eye, for example, were it an animal, would have
sight as its soul and form, for [sight] is [the eye’s] substance through which the eye is
what it is. Accordingly, the subject of the faculty of sight would be the matter of this
animal.” Middle Commentary (2002), 45.14~15.
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this in regard to the parts, he began to show in this passage the way in which
judgment about the whole and [judgment] about the part are the same. He said:
for the comparison of part to part, etc. That is, it must be for the whole just as
it is for the part in regard to this intention, since the relation of some member
according to its particular sensitive form in being the substance of that mem-
ber is the relation of the whole of the sensory power to the whole sensitive
body. What he said is clear. For the relation of vision, which is part of sensation
to the eye, is just as the relation of the whole of the sensory power to the whole
body. Because the relation is the same, and vision is [the eye’s] substance, the
soul will therefore be substance.

10. What has the potency to live is not that from which the soul has been
removed, but that which has soul. But seed and fruit are body of such a sort
potentially. For just as cutting and seeing are actualities, so too is being
awake. Just as vision is a power belonging to an instrument, so too is soul.
The body, however, is that which is in potency. Just as the eye is vision and
a member [of the bodyl,?® so too the animal is soul and body. (412b25-
413a3)

Because in the definition of soul he had included potency, which is said in
an equivocal way, he began to explain what intention he means and to com-
plete the explanation of that and of the first and the second intention by this
same sort of explanation from which he began, namely, by way of example. He
said: What has the potency to live, etc. That is, when we say of the body, {146}
that it is what has the potency to live, we do not mean by this just what we say
in regard to what does not have a positive disposition and form by which it is
able to act and be acted upon (as we say that the seed and the fruit have the
potency to live and that the menstrual blood has the potency to have sensa-
tion or to be moved). Rather, we say this in regard to what has in act a soul by
which it acts or is acted upon, but at that [particular] time neither is acting nor
is being acted upon, such as a sleeping animal. After he had shown this con-
cerning the potency which is the first actuality, he provided the difference
between that and the potency which is not the soul in its own being. He also
began to show by example the difference between the first and the second ac-
tuality in things having forms. He said: And just as cutting and seeing, etc.
That is, just as cutting in the axe and seeing in the eye are final actualities of
those things, so too wakefulness is the final actuality of a sensitive animal. He

28. 1 képm, “the pupil,” is given in the Greek and reflected in the alternate transla-
tion: el g candl o2 Bud OF LeSy (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]). Note that while the
Greek says “the pupil plus the power of sight constitutes the eye” (ibid. [1984]), the Ara-
bic has “the pupil is the eye and the power of vision.”
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said this because it is clear that the relation of cutting to the instrument when
it cuts and of vision to the eye when it sees is just as the relation of the action
of the senses to the animal while awake. For wakefulness is the use of the
senses. Just as that disposition is the final actuality of the eye, so too wakeful-
ness is the final actuality of an animal. Next he said: Just as vision is a power
belonging to an instrument, so too is soul. That is, just as vision, when an
animal does not make use of it, is said to be a potency by which the eye sees,
so too we say that the soul is the potency by which an animal lives, when the
animal is not acting by those actions of the soul. Next he said: The body, how-
ever, is that which is in potency. That is, the body of the animal, however, is
that which receives that potency or that which is said to have that power. It is
called potency because {147} sometimes it acts and sometimes it does not; it
is [also] called potency at the time in which it is not acting. Next he said: Just
as the eye is a member [of the body] and vision, so too the animal is soul
and body. That is, just as this name eye is said of that member which is a
composite body and of the power of vision which is in it, so animal is said of
soul and body. His account in this chapter is clear.

11. It is not unapparent that neither the soul nor a part of it, if it is naturally
constituted so as to be divided, is separate from the body. For it is the actual-
ity of certain parts.” But nothing prevents it from being the case in regard to
certain parts, because they are not actualities of some thing [which is] part of
the body. Besides, it was not explained whether the soul is related to the body
as the pilot to the ship.® This, then, is how we should reach this [definition]
concerning the soul, according to example and description.?! (413a4-10)

After he had included in the universal definition of the soul that it is the
actuality of a natural body, he began to explain how much is apparent from

29. The Greek is much clearer: “From this it is clear that the soul is inseparable from
its body, or at any rate that certain parts of it are (if it has parts)—for the actuality of
some of them is the actuality of the parts themselves.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

30. Gubernator. The Greek has TAwtnp, “sailor.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Alexan-
der has xvBepvritng, “pilot,” at Alexander, De Anima (1887), 20.28ff.; (1979), 29, as does
Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 43.29; (1996), 60—61. The Arabic version of
Themistius has 0L} al-rubbin, indicating one in control. The alternate Arabic transla-
tion has i sl S (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]), indicating the one in charge of the
ship. The Middle Commentary has C)A.U, “sailor.” Middle Commentary (2002), 46.18. The
Middle Commentary divides the Text here. See ibid., 46.21.

31. TORQ Pev ovv TavTn Stwpicdw kal vroyeypddBw nept yuyhc. “This must suf-
fice as our sketch or outline of the nature of soul” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); 0.(.3}
Jerto) Loy JUH 0y el Lo i) OF Jases (ibid. [1954]); “However, it is main-

tained that the soul exists analogously in this disposition by way of example.”
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this definition concerning separation or non-separation [from the body]. He
said: That the soul, etc. That is, it is evident that it is not unapparent from what
was said in the definition of the soul that it is impossible for the soul to be
separate from the body either according to all [its] parts or through some part
of it, if it is naturally constituted to be divided. For it is apparent that certain
of its powers are actualities of parts of the body insofar as natural forms are
made actual through matter. But it is impossible for such a thing to be separate
from that through which it is made actual. {148} Next he said: But nevertheless
nothing prevents, etc. That is, but this is not clear in regard to all its parts since
it is possible for someone to say that a certain part of it is not the actuality of
some member of the body or to say that although it is an actuality, nevertheless
some actualities can be separate, as the actuality of the ship by the pilot. Because
of these two [considerations)], then, it does not seem clear from this definition
that separation is impossible for all of the parts of the soul. Alexander says that
from this definition it is apparent that none of the parts of the soul are sepa-
rate.32 We will speak about this when we speak of the rational power.3* Next
he said: In this way, then, etc. That is, just so much knowledge, then, has been
provided by such definitions which have been brought forth by way of ex-
ample and in accord with universal accounts, as we have done here. That is,
they do not make the thing known in a perfect way such that all the charac-
teristics which follow for that thing are apparent from that [definition]. For this
reason, after we have investigated each of the parts of the soul according to
the definition proper to each, this intention and the rest of the intentions which
should be sought concerning the soul will then be apparent.

12. Because what is clear—which is more near in account to what should
be understood—arises from things which are [in themselves] obscure but
more apparent [to the senses], we should also seek to follow that course in
regard to the soul. For it is necessary not only that a defining account show
what the thing is,* but also that the cause be found and [made] clear in [the
account]. Now, however, the intentions of definitions are like conclusions,
for instance, squaring {149} is finding an equilateral surface consisting of
right angles equal to a rectangle. This definition is the intention of the

32. Cf. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 29.22-30.6; (1979), 44—45, where Alexander argues
that the soul’s higher powers, which are actualities of the soul, cannot exist separate
from prior powers; and (1887), 20.26—21.33; (1979), 29—31, where he rejects the analogy of
the soul and the pilot as an argument for the separability of the soul as actuality from
the body of which it is the actuality.

33. See {393—394} and {396-397}.

34. For “what the thing is” (quid est res) the corresponding Greek text has 10 011,
“the mere fact.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The original translation may have been
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conclusion. But one who says that squaring is finding a mean in a thing has
given an account of the cause. (2.2, 413a11—20)

The knowledge acquired from this definition is not sufficient for knowledge
of the substance of each and every part of the soul. This definition is universal
for all the parts of the soul and [is] said of them in many ways. Such definitions
are not sufficient for knowledge of the thing in a perfect way when they are
universal univocally, much less when they are universals [predicated] in many
[differing] ways. For we should seek afterwards to know by an appropriate
knowledge each and every one of the parts which are gathered under that
definition, since the definition is not said of them in a univocal way. Hence, he
therefore began here to show the way to knowledge of definitions which are
appropriate to each of the parts of the things not known and [to show] the
reason why definitions are not sufficient in regard to such things. He said:
Because what is clear—which is more near, etc. That is, because the natural
way for knowing the proximate causes for things is to go from things obscure
by nature [though] apparent to us, which is to go from things which are pos-
terior to things which are prior in being, as was said in the Posterior Analytics,>®
it is necessary for us to proceed in that way in knowing the definitions proper
to each of the parts of the soul. There is no way to know such definitions,
namely, those which are composed from proximate causes proper to the thing,
since they are unknown, except from posterior things [here] with us. Next he
said: For it is necessary not only that a defining account show, etc. That is,
the reason {150} why such universal definitions are not sufficient for knowing
a thing is because it is necessary that the account which defines perfectly not
only show the genus of the thing, as many definitions do, but a defining ac-
count ought to show the thing’s own proximate cause existing in it in act,
namely, the form, not the genus. After he had made this known, he related
what sort of definition is the definition which he seeks in regard to every part
of the soul and of what sort of definition is the definition mentioned earlier.
He said: Now, however, the intentions of the definitions are like conclusions.
That is, that definition which we now seek is similar to definitions which are
like a principle of demonstration. But the universal definition mentioned ear-
lier is similar to definitions which are like a conclusion of a demonstration.
After he had explained this, he provided an example concerning definitions

quod est res. The Text here also omits donep ol mAgioTol BV Opwv Aéyovoiv, “as most

now do.” Ibid. The alternate translation has &7 s 0¥ 4,5 3,55 Y 0f dseld sy 4l

adde e om OF 09> bods ;g.':dl (ibid. [1954]); “For the definition requires that there not

be in it an indication of the being of the thing alone without making its cause evident.”
35. Posterior Analytics 1.2, 71b33-72a5.
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which are like a conclusion, if they are not known to be in the thing defined
or it is the cause sought in regard to them, and concerning definitions which
are not like a conclusion of a demonstration, but are, if they are self-evident, a
principle of demonstration. And if they are not known, then it is impossible
for them to be explained to be in the thing defined except by an argument. He
said: For instance, squaring, etc. That is, an example of universal definitions
which are like a conclusion of a demonstration is to respond to one asking what
something squared [is] that it is a surface possessing right angles and [lines
of] equal lengths [and] which is equal to a rectangle. Next he provided an
example of a definition which is like a principle of demonstration. He said: But
one who says that squaring, etc. That is, but one who defines something
squared as something which is a surface possessing right angles [made up of
lines] of equal length, made on the line mediate in relation to the sides of the
rectangle which will be made equal to it, [this person] defines something
squared by a definition which is like a principle {151} of demonstration, since
he defines it by a proximate cause. When he said: Now, however, the intentions
of the definitions are like conclusions, he did not mean that this definition
brought forth for the soul is a conclusion of a demonstration, but he meant that
it is of the genus of those definitions, insofar as such definitions are universal.
For this reason he said: are like conclusions. For those definitions either are
conclusions or are similar to definitions which are conclusions. Moreover, he
did not mean that the definition sought here in regard to each of the parts of
the soul is from among the definitions which are like a principle of demonstra-
tion, such that they are self-evident, because they are not known from our
viewpoint and the method for coming to know them is from things posterior,
as he said. But he meant that it is of the genus of those definitions. For such
definitions either are a principle of demonstration or are similar to definitions
which are like a principle of demonstration. For this reason his account ought
to be read in this way: but the cause be found and [made] clear in [the ac-
count]. That is, the account defining the soul in a perfect way ought to be such
that the proximate cause is evident in [the definition]. That definition is from
among the definitions which are similar to definitions which are principles of
demonstration, inasmuch as it is a proper definition.? However, the definition
which we provided now for the soul is from among the definitions which are
similar to definitions which are conclusions of a demonstration, insofar as it
is general for all the parts of the soul and in it the proximate cause was not
brought forth.

13. Let us, then, begin the inquiry and say that what is alive is distin-
guished from what is not alive by living. And, {152} because to live is said

36. That is, the definition is specific, not generic.
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in many ways, we will say that a thing lives if any one alone of these is
found in it, for instance, understanding, sensation, motion and rest in place,
to take nourishment and to suffer diminution, and to grow. (413a20-25)

Earlier he had made known the definition of the soul in a universal way
and he had made known how much knowledge of a thing such definitions
give and that they cause knowledge in a diminished way, not perfectly, since
they are universal and like a conclusion of a demonstration. [He had also
made it known)] that the definition which should be sought in regard to each
of the parts of the soul is similar to proper definitions which are like the prin-
ciples of demonstration. In the case of such definitions, since they are not
clearly existing in what is defined, as happens in the case of the parts of the
soul, it is necessary to proceed to the knowledge of these from posterior things
which are more known to us, namely, composites. He said: Let us, then, begin
the inquiry, etc. That is, let us say, then, that because it is known to us that
what is alive differs from what is not alive only by life, but living is said in
many ways, that is, on the basis of many actions which are in it, it is clear that
everything of which one of those intentions or one of those actions or more
than one is said is alive. He meant this when he said: if [. . .] any of these is
found in it, etc. Next he enumerated the actions ascribed to life. He said: For
instance, to understand, to have sensation, to move itself and to rest in place,
to take nourishment and to suffer diminution, and to grow. That is, those
actions ascribed to life are of four kinds, one is to understand, the second to
have sensation, the third to be self-moving and to be at rest in place, the fourth
to take nourishment, to grow, and to suffer diminution. {153}

14. For this reason all plants are thought to live, for there exists in them
a potency, a power, and a principle through which they receive growth and
suffer diminution in two contrary places. For they do not grow and suffer
diminution®” upward and not downward, but rather upward and downward
alike. Everything which is nourished necessarily lives and lives only so
long as it can take nourishment. (413a25-31)

Because life is more implicit in the motion of nutrition and growth and
diminution than in the other actions which he enumerated, he began to ex-
plain that this action is ascribed to the soul because it is impossible for it to be
ascribed to the powers of the elements from which the bodies which carry out
the actions of nutrition and growth are composed. He said: For this reason all
plants, etc. That is, because the motion of nutrition and growth and diminu-
tion was enumerated by us in the actions of a thing which is alive, we hold the

37. Et diminuuntur has no corresponding Greek. The alternate translation accords
with the Greek. See Aristotle, De Anima (1954).
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opinion that all plants are living in which we see existing a principle by which
they carry out the motion of diminution and growth in two contrary places,
namely, upward and downward. For a body simple or composed is moved to-
ward one direction. For if it is simple, it will be moved either upward or down-
ward; if composed, it will be moved in accord with the dominant element.
Because a body which can grow seems to be moved in both directions by the
same principle, namely, branches and roots, this principle must be neither [a
simple nor a composite body], neither heavy nor light, and such a thing is called
soul. Because growth is an actuality of the action of nutrition, it was necessary
that the principle {154} which carries out nutrition be of the genus of that which
carries out growth. Therefore, the principle of nutrition is necessarily the soul.
For this reason every animal is said to be living so long as it is nourished.

15. It is possible for this to be separate, but it is impossible for the others
to be separate from this in mortal things. This is apparent in plants, for in
them there is not even one power different from this one among the powers
of the soul. (413a31-b1)

After he had enumerated the genera of the powers of the soul, he began to
show the ordering of those powers to one another. He said: It is possible for
this to be separate from other things. That is, it is possible for this principle
which exists in what is alive to be separate from the other principles of the
soul which we enumerated, namely, from sensation, motion, and understand-
ing. Next he said: and it is impossible for the others to be separate from this
in mortal things. That is, and it is impossible in things which are naturally
constituted to die for this principle, the nutritive, to be separate from the other
principles of the soul, that is, from sensation, motion, and understanding. He
said this because heavenly bodies clearly seem to have understanding and to be
self-moving, but not to take nourishment or to have sensation. For this reason
he said: in mortal things, since it has been explained that these are not mortal.
Next he said: This is apparent in plants, etc. That is, it is apparent that this
principle which is nutrition and growth is separate from the other powers of the
soul on the basis of what is sensibly seen® in plants. For in those there seems to
be none of the powers of the soul {155} except that one. He directed the response
against those imagining that plants have sleep and wakefulness.

16. To live, then, is said of every living thing in virtue of this principle;
animal, however, [is said]* in virtue of sensation. For [even] all the things

38. Iread sensibiliter with manuscript C.

39. The Greek mpartag, “for the first time” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]), is omitted here.
The alternate translation has avw> Jof o LVl 00 8 S asls Ol gl Lafg (ibid.
[1954]); “Among living things the animal precedes the rest by its sensation.”
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which do not move themselves and do not change place but only have sen-
sation are called animals, and we are not content to call them just living.
(413b1—4)

He wants to show the difference between this power and the power of sen-
sation in virtue of the terms asserted by them. He said: To live, then, etc. That
is, when one says that something is living in this language, namely, Greek, it
is said only of things which live in virtue of this principle, i.e, nutrition and
growth, and [is] not [said] in virtue of another [principle]. Next he said: ani-
mal, however, etc. That is, this name animal, however, is said only of every-
thing which has the principle of sensation, inasmuch as it has this principle
alone, although it may not have the principle of motion in place. The sea
sponge and many of the things possessing shells which have sensation and
yet are not self-moving are evidence of this. They are called animals, not just
living things.40

17. The first sense existing in all these is touch. And just as the nutritive
can be separate from touch and every sense, so too touch can be separate
from the other senses. I understand by nutritive the part of the soul in
which plants also share. All animals seem to have the sense of touch.
(413b4-9) {156}

The first power of sensation which is by nature prior in being to the other
powers of sensation is the sense of touch. For as the power of nutrition can ex-
ist in plants separate from touch and from every [other] power of sensation, so
can touch exist separate from the other senses. That is, when it is found, it is
not necessary that other senses be found [with it], but when the other senses
are found, [the sense of touch] is necessarily found. It is therefore by nature
prior to the other senses, as nutrition is naturally prior to the sense of touch.
Next he said: All animals seem to have the sense of touch. That is, of all the
types of senses that sense is more necessary for all animals. For every animal
has the sense of touch, but not the sense of sight or some other [sense], al-
though a perfect animal [does have all the senses]. His account is clear.

18. The reason why each of those two occurs should be said later.*! Here,
however, it should only be said that the soul is the principle of those things
which we mentioned, namely, of the nutritive, sensitive, discerning, and
moving [powers]. (413bg-13)

The reason why the nutritive power seems to be separate from the other
powers and to precede them by nature, and likewise touch with the other

40. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 44.28-29; (1973), 56.7~9; (1996), 62.
41. De Anima 3.12.
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powers of sensation, should be said later, namely, the final cause. He did this
at the end of this book.*2 Next he said: Here, however, etc. That is, here it was
only explained that the soul is divided into these four genera and that its sub-
stance {157} is in those principles. Later he will be investigating other things
which should be sought out.

19. Is each of those, then, a soul or a part of soul? If it is a part of soul, is
it a part insofar as it is separate in intention alone or [insofar as it is sepa-
rate] in place also? That some of these things are so is not difficult to know,
but in regard to some others there is difficulty. (413b13-16)

After he had explained that the powers of the soul are more than one and
had asserted this position as self-evident, he said: Is each of those, then, etc.
That is, is then each of those principles existing in an animal a soul or not; and
if it is soul, is it a soul per se or [is it] a part of soul; and if it is a part of soul, is
ita part and [also] something different in being and in place from the body in
what is alive? [These are questions which] ought to be investigated. He means
by his having said, Is [each . . .] a soul or a part of soul?, is it possible for one
of those to be in an animal without the soul or is it impossible for it to be in an
animal without something else of which it is a part? After he had related this,
he began to show their different dispositions in each kind of animals. He
said: That some of these things are so is not difficult, etc. That is, that those
powers in certain animals are the same in subject and different in definition
isnot difficult. Inregard to certain others, however, it is difficult and involves
difficulty. Likewise, whether every one {158} of those principles is in the soul
or not, in regard to certain [ones] is clear and in regard to certain others,
obscure.

20. For just as there is something in plants which, if divided, lives and is
separated from the other parts, as the soul which is in it is the same in spe-
cies in all plants*® but potentially many, this occurs in another way for the
soul of annelidan animals*! when they are divided, for each part has sensa-

42. See De Anima 3.12-13, 434a22ff. Cf. below {532}.

43 In figura in omnibus vegetabilibus. The corresponding Greek text has Tfig &v
avT0lg Yuyfic Eviedexeiq pev mag &v exdotm GuTd, “in their case the soul of each
individual plant was actually one.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The problem seems to
have arisen in the translation of the Greek évteAeyeiq into Arabic. The problem is not
found in the alternate translation, which accurately renders the Greek: o O o e
Lot i o LeadlaiV oad ¢ sy i Lgllpat ® = In his Comment
Averroes has no difficulty with the text and understands it in accord with the original
Greek, perhaps thanks to the alternate translation.

44. For example, earthworms.
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tion and locomotion. Everything having sensation has desire and imagina-
tion, for where sensation is found pleasure® is also found. And where those
are found, appetite® is necessarily found. (413b16-24)

After he had related that it is not difficult in the case of most animals to
explain that those powers are the same in subject but many in intention, he
began to show this. He said: For as there is something belonging to plants
which, if cut, etc. That is, we see that certain plants live as parts with a life
proper to plants although divided, after [the parts] are separated from one
another, so that the soul in that plant is as it were one in form in act in that
plant and potentially many. That is, it may be divided into souls which are the
same in form as the soul existing in it. And so the same is likewise the case for
a certain kind of animal, namely, the annelid, because after they are divided,
the parts perform those actions of life which that animal used to. After he had
stated that after {159} that kind [of animal] is divided, the parts have all the
actions which the whole had, he began to relate how this is apparent in them
all. For someone might say that a part does not have any of the actions of the
whole in the case of this animal which you have mentioned, with the sole ex-
ception of sensation and motion, not the other parts of the soul, namely, imag-
ination and desire. He said: Since each part has, etc. That is, we said that all
the powers of the soul in this animal are seen to be the same in subject be-
cause we perceive that after [the animal] is divided, each part has sensation
and locomotion. Everything having sensation and motion necessarily has
desire and imagination.*’ For, where sensation exists, there necessarily exist
pleasure and sorrow in the apprehension of a sensible thing. And where there
is pleasure and sorrow,* there will necessarily be motion toward what is
pleasurable and motion away from what causes sorrow. But the object toward
which there is motion is not actually causing delight or sorrow. Hence, [the
object] must be imagined and desired. In every part of that animal, therefore,
there exists a sensitive, desiring, and imaginative soul causing locomotion.
For when locomotion is due to pleasure and sorrow, the two powers will nec-
essarily be there. But, nevertheless, you ought to know that in certain animals
the power of imagination is always joined with sensation except when the ob-
ject of sensation is absent. Such an animal is maimed. However, in those which
are sound [imagination] is [also] found in the absence of sensible objects.

45. The Greek text has xai A0nn te kol Ndovr, “pleasure and pain.” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). The alternate translation also omits mention of “pain,” which is added by
the editor from the Greek: 3.1J ¢ 5 oIf> g (ibid. [1954]).

46. Appetitus: EmOULPIO: §4g5. Aristotle, De Anima (1954).

47. Cf. 428a9—11. Also see Averroes’ Comment on this passage.

48. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 45.38; (1973), 59.9; (1996), 64.
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21. Nothing, however, has yet been explained about the intellect and the
theoretical power. But, nevertheless, it seems {160} that this is another kind
of soul and that it alone can be separated, as the eternal is separated from
the corruptible. (413b24-27)

After he had said that for every one of those principles we should inquire
whether or not it is soul, he began to explain a power which does not seem to
be soul, but in its case it is more clear that it is not soul. He said: The intellect
and the theoretical power, etc. That is, regarding the intellect in act, as well
as the power which is made actual by intellect in act, it was still not explained
whether or not it is soul, as was explained concerning the other principles,
since this power does not seem to use a bodily instrument in its action as do
the other powers of soul. For this reason it was not clear from the earlier ac-
count whether or not it is an actuality. For everything [which is such that] it is
evident or will be evident in regard to it that it is made actual insofar as forms
are made actual by matters is necessarily soul. After he had explained that
this is obscure in the case of the intellect, he began to show, in regard to this
intention under investigation, which of those two contradictory parts is more
clear in the opinion of people and how it seems, [at least] until this is explained
by demonstrative argument later.*” He said: But, nevertheless, it seems to be
anotherkind of soul, etc. That is, but, nevertheless, it is better to say, and seems
more to be true after investigation, that this is another kind of soul and, if it is
called a soul, it will be so equivocally. If the disposition of intellect is such as
this, then it must be possible for that alone of all the powers of soul to be
separated from the body and not to be corrupted by [the body’s] {161} corrup-
tion, just as the eternal is separated. This will be the case since sometimes [the
intellect] is not united with [the body] and sometimes it is united with it.

22. It is clear that the other parts of the soul are not separate as some say,
but that they are different in intention. For the being of something in sen-
sation is different from its being in cogitation. For sensing is different from
cogitating.”® And [it is] likewise for each of the other [parts] mentioned
earlier. (413b27-32)

49. Averroes’ position is that the theoretical intellect is an actuality of knowing as
a consequence of the presentation of the potentially intelligible intentions of imagina-
tion, cogitation, and memory to the agent intellect and the subsequent reception of the
actual intelligibles in the material intellect due to the activity of the agent intellect. He
holds the theoretical intellect or theoretical intelligibles are perishable insofar as they
are present in perishable human individuals but eternal insofar as they are present in
the material intellect. See below, Book 3, {389-390, 399—402, 407}.

50. The Greek text has aioOnTk® ydp elvor xai Sofactik® étepov, inep kol w0
atoBdvesBar 10D Sodlew. “If opining is distinct from perceiving, to be capable of
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After he had explained that it is not clear in the case of the intellect whether
or not it is separate, although it is more clear [in its case] that it is separate in-
sofar as it is not [identical with] soul, he began to spell out that the contrary is
the case in regard to the other parts of the soul and that they do not seem to
be separate. He said: It is clear that the other parts of the soul, etc. That is, it
is clear from the accounts mentioned earlier concerning the definition of the
soul that the other parts of the soul are not separate. For it was explained in
the cases of each of them that itis the actuality of a natural body having organs.
For actuality is the end and completion of what is perfected; but the end is not
separate from that of which it is the end; hence, those parts of the soul must
not be separate. After he had explained that for some of these powers there is
difficulty as to whether or not they are separate and that for some it is clear
that they are not separate, he began to show what that is which seems to exist
in a clear way in all [these powers], i.e., that these four kinds®! {162} are differ-
ent in intention. He said: But nevertheless it is clear that they are different in
intention, etc. That is, but nevertheless it is self-evident that all those powers
are different in sense and intention and that the being of the power which is
constituted by sensation is different from the being of the power which is
constituted by contemplation since the action of any of those is different from
the action of what corresponds to it [in the other]. For sensing, which is the
action of the power of sensation, is different from understanding, which is the
action of the power of intellect.?? Next he said: And [it is] likewise for each of
the other [parts] mentioned earlier. That is, and it likewise is apparent in the
diversity in intention and definition belonging to the other powers mentioned
earlier, because they also differ in actions.

opining and to be capable of perceiving must be distinct.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
Averroes’ alternate translation differs from the Greek as well: Lo Lgaay 0T E3y
A e a5 LSl SIS ¢ o oo o Bpally ¢ 5 Lgaamy g ¢ (ibid.
[1954]); “For some of them are sensitive and some are capable of reflection. The differ-
ence between these is evident. And likewise for the rest of what is mentioned with
them: one is different from the other.”

51. That is, “the nutritive, sensitive, understanding, and moving [powers].” Book 2,
Text and Comment 18, 413b13 {156-157).

52. Averroes’ meaning here is that sensing and thinking are different intentional
actions, as is also the case in the Middle Commentary, where he writes, Of Y Of M3y
Lezny Ldde ‘_;:J‘ Ls_,.ﬁ.ﬂjj\...v glos LsJJ':j\ wJ\Sj ¢S of LF“MJ*‘ OL...J?\ R
2= Ivry renders this as “The intention that a person senses is other than that which
he thinks; and there is a similar difference in the other faculties, each of which we have
enumerated.” Middle Commentary (2002), 50.12-13. I understand part of this passage of
the Middle Commentary somewhat differently: “The intention of a person’s sensing is
other than the intention of a person’s reflecting.”
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23. Since certain animals have all those and certain have only one,” both
that this causes difference between animals and why should be investigated
later.>* Something similar to this also happens in the case of the senses. For
certain [animals] have all the senses, certain certain [of them], and certain
one. And [that one] is that which is without qualification necessary, namely,
touch. (413b32—414a3)

Since certain animals have those four powers, certain have certain of those
powers, and certain have only one, what kinds of animals they are, the fact
that this brings about difference between animals, and why these occur in
animals {163} should be said later. For what happens to animals in regard to
the four powers of the soul which we have enumerated similarly happens to
animals in regard to the powers of sensation alone. For certain animals have
the five powers of sensation, certain only [have] certain, such as the mole, and
certain [only have] one, namely, touch, such as the sea sponge. His account in
this chapter is clear by itself.

24. Because that by which we live and perceive is said in two ways, we also
speak likewise in regard to the thing by which something is known, of which
one is knowledge and the other the soul, for by each of those we say that we
know. Similarly we say in regard to the thing by which one is healthy that
one is health and the other is some member of the body or the whole body.
Of these knowledge and health are a certain form and an intention in act for
those two recipients. For one receives knowledge and the other receives
health. For it is thought that the action of the agents is only in what receives
the affection and disposition. And the soul is that by which we primarily
live, perceive, and discern. It is, therefore, necessary that it be an intention
and a form, not, as it were, matter and subject. (414a4-14)

Now he has returned to explain that the soul is substance as form, not as
matter, and not as a composite of these, namely, a body. He said: Because that
by which we live and perceive, etc.%® That is, because it is self-evident that the

53. The Greek text adds here Tiol 8¢ TIvO ToVTWV, “some certain of them only.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Averroes’ alternate translation is also imperfect: Of P SE e
Ol oo a5 5 Lgin darlpll Ay ¢ Ol J2my 3 Lpmar A U3 UT (s (ibid.
[1954]); “We must know that we may find all of them in some animals and one of them
ina group of animals.” Note, however, that Averroes’ Comment appears to follow what
we find in the Greek, perhaps because just a few lines below, at 414a3, the triple division
is again stated.

54. De Anima 3.12-13.

55. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 24.18-19: 43 s} ¢ cadl Of 3]G o~
(L>dg > (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 38). )
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actions of nutrition, sensation, knowledge, and the other {164} powers of the
soul are ascribed to us for two reasons, of which one is by reason of the power
itself and the other by reason of having that power. For instance, sensation is
ascribed to us by reason of the sensation and by reason of the very thing which
has sensation, for sometimes we say that we see by reason of vision and some-
times by reason of the eye. Likewise, in regard to knowledge sometimes we
say that we know by knowledge and sometimes by the soul, which is the power
possessing knowledge. It is likewise for all the powers belonging to what is
alive. For instance, we sometimes say that we are healthy by health and some-
times by a healthy body or by a healthy member [of the body]. After he had
asserted this proposition as self-evident and by induction, he began to assert
another proposition. He said: Of these knowledge, etc. That is, it is apparent
that one of those two, which is like knowledge with respect to the soul and
health with respect to the body, is form and the other is matter. For form is
among these and it is an intention which is found in the two things receiving
them, namely, in the one knowing knowledge and in the one receiving health.
Hence, it is necessary that every action [be] ascribed to some being owing to
some two things existing in it, so that one of them be matter and the other
form. But he leaves out this conclusion because it appeared well [enough] on
the basis of the things which he asserted. Next he said: For it is thought that
the action of the agents, etc. That is, we said that one of the two is form and
it is that which is like knowledge and health because health, knowledge, and
the like are actions of an agent, namely, of something giving and bestowing
health, and the action of the agent is that which exists in the recipient, and it
is form. Hence it is necessary that knowledge be something existing as form
and soul as matter.> He had explained that for every action ascribed to some
being {165} owing to two things it is necessary that one of them be matter and
the other form and [that] it is clear that the action is ascribed to the being in a
primary way on account of form and that the actions of the soul” seem to be
ascribed to the body and soul but first to the soul and second to the body. Now
it is concluded in a clear way from this that the soul is form and the body is

56. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 24.42, 46-48: Jd O ke by 1 J
W>J.JLAJ\L;5 Aoy uu;qu.l a)rdtﬁéu\yw\g}go\w «@\...J_;w\
Sz (o sy B (e (s o o5 o5 o (bl (B sy L 0 L 0,55, 0
352l (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 38). “He said: ‘It seems that the act of the
agent ... etc.” He means that the act of the agent which is the form belonging to the
thing exists in the recipient. <So it is necessary that knowledge exist in the soul only>
by way of a thing which is analogous to matter and a thing which is analogous to
form.”

57. Iread anime with Latin manuscripts B, D, and G and the Arabic fragment’s i)
in lieu of Crawford’s animati. For the Arabic, see the following note.
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matter.5® He said: And the soul is that by which we [. . .] live, etc. But he made
manifest only some of those propositions and left out some because they were
clear. The syllogism is composed in this way: the actions of something alive
are ascribed to the body and to the soul together; every action which is ascribed
to some being owing to two things must be such that one of them is matter
and the other form; therefore, one of those two, namely, body and soul, is form
and the other is matter. And after we have joined to this that an action is as-
cribed to a being primarily owing to form and that this is convertible and we
have joined [this] to its converse that the action is ascribed to what is alive
through soul primarily, then it is concluded from this that the soul is form and
the body matter.”

25. Since substance is said in three ways, as we said, namely, matter,
form, and the composite of these, and of these matter is potency and form
actuality and what comes to be from these is alive, then body is not the ac-
tuality of soul, but rather soul is the actuality of some body. (414a14-19)

This is an explanation different from the one mentioned earlier, that soul is
substance as form, not as matter. But because this explanation gives the cause
and the being,®® but the first {166} gives only the being, he brought this forth
as the cause of the account mentioned earlier. He said: we already said earlier
that substance is said in three ways, matter, form, and the composite of these,
and the being of matter is potentially while the being of form is in actuality
and in act, and what is composed of soul and body is alive, so that by one of
these there is something alive potentially and by another [something alive] in
act. Hence, it is clear that soul is the actuality of body, not body of soul. For it
is alive in act by soul and what is in act ought to be the actuality of what is in
potency, and not the contrary. [It is] as if he meant, when he said: what is from
these is alive, that is, because what is among these is alive in act by soul and

58. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 24.48-55! ey Jad JS O (15 LS
iy (5 OV, als O™ (L ) 8y5me 30N B3le Lamdms cn e o3 e dlg 3gmge
o Aggnn Ll Lapal a glay ded) JLadt Olg 3yt oa Sl des 3ol I fnddl
PSR SL S RO SERRVF ESUUS-EL Y B JUURTEL R O L 3 UOUS JUNU RS PR PR WO e EX1
Wl g 04Ny 3,50l (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 38).

59. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 24.58-68: O} : 1iSa ol Gl
Sprpe (Mg KB iy Jad S5 ¢ bes Ol il I s il JLaST
80 Load >t Jﬁ_L.J\j V.M.J:—‘ ol C’"""’ SJHPN‘J 3ale Loadlo ¢ ot J.J o .Li-‘j
¢t A gl I il sy 8y me i) O da I G BB asLe Y
J@\Mwﬁd\@\ww!olwg\%ﬂﬁjwéh()\)
U g kg 3) 50l & o OV s e il Jof Ao (Long Commentary Frag-
ments [1985], 38).

60. That is, the fact.
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in potency by body, body must not be the actuality of soul, but soul [the actu-
ality] of body.

26. On account of this those who say that the soul is neither outside the
body nor a body thought soundly. It is not body, but through body, and on
account of this it is in the body and in a body of a certain sort, not as the
ancients held asserting [the soul] to be in body without determination of
that body, [i.e.,] what body it is and of what sort, and this [they asserted]
although it is not the case that any given [body] receives any given [soul].®!

(414a19-25)

Owing to the fact that it appeared concerning the soul that it is the actuality
of a natural body, those holding the opinion {167} that the soul does not exist
outside the body and is not body spoke rightly. For actuality is so, namely, it
is in a body and it is not body. For body is not made actual by body, since body
is not constituted by nature to be in a subject. He meant this when he said It is
not body, but in body, etc. That it is body, insofar as it is actuality, is not pos-
sible, but it does exist in body. Next he said: On account of this it is in the
body, etc. That is, on the basis of this way [of understanding], which we pro-
vided in regard to the substance of soul,*? it is possible to give the reason why
the soul exists in body and the body receiving it is of such a sort. This is not
in the way which the ancients provided in regard to the substance of the soul,
since they said that it is body and that it enters another body. They did not
determine what nature is the nature of that body and why it had the charac-
teristic of being alive while other bodies are not and [they did not determine]
in what way there was similarity between these two bodies, namely, that one
receives the other, since it is not the case that anything can receive anything,
For it is necessary for those people to give the reason why this body receives
that body which is soul. It is necessary for them to say why this body which
is soul exists properly in this body and not in others. He meant this when he
said: without determination of that body, what body it is, namely, what is

61. Averroes’ Text omits 414a26-28, “It comes about as reason requires: the actuality
of any given thing can only be realized in what is already potentially that thing, i.e. in
a matter of its own appropriate to it. From all this it is plain that the soul is an actuality
or account of something that possesses a potentiality of being such.” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). This is preserved in the alternate translation: :ps Aoy | LodMail OY
il s Son 50 0L ¢ LtV 5 o) 35 e 4 U Y 0,8 Y clLiY)
IS 5 S Bty Bymaosll 55800 15 ¢ 20 OF JyglsWl ods e Olizasd s — Lt o) ¢ 5gS)
8dg Loi el o (ibid. [1954]). Averroes evidences no awareness of this omission here
in his Long Commentary or in his Middle Commentary (2002), at 51-52. Note that what is
a general principle in the Greek is in the Latin applied to the case of body and soul.

62. That is, the explanation of form as perfection and actuality.
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received,®® and of what sort, namely, the recipient. He said this because de-
monstrative definitions are naturally constituted to give the causes of all the
things which are seen in what is defined, and if the definition will not be so,
it will not be a definition.

27. Those powers of the soul which we mentioned are all found in certain
animals, {168} as we said, and in certain others [only] certain [are found],
and in [certain] distinctive kinds [only] one is found. We name the powers
nutritive, sensitive, desiderative, locomotive, and discerning.®* Of those the
nutritive alone is in plants, while in others there is that and the sensitive
and desiderative, for the desiderative is appetite, anger, and will.%> All ani-
mals have at least one sense, namely, touch. Everything having sensation
has pleasure and sorrow. And everything having those has appetite, for ap-
petite is a desire for the pleasurable. (2.3, 414a29-b6)

Since he wanted to begin to speak concerning every one of the powers of
the soul, he began first to enumerate which they are and [to indicate] that cer-
tain animals properly have certain of them, as the craftsman asserts the exis-
tence of the subject of his craft. For the craftsman must assert the existence of
the subject of which he speaks and he divides its genera as if they were clearly
existing. For the craftsman cannot demonstrate the subject of his craft nor the
species of that subject. What he said in this chapter is clear. When he said in
[some] distinctive kinds, he meant: in a few. That is, in a few animals [only]
one power of the senses exists, namely, touch. Next he said: We name the
powers, etc. That is, when we mention powers, the nutritive and sensitive
powers should be understood. He means by nutritive all the principles which
are active in nutrition, which are three, namely, the nutritive, that of growth,
and that of diminution. He means by desiderative the appetite for food. For
this reason he distinguished {169} it from locomotion and asserted it to be a

63. Receptum. One expects “what receives” here. Perhaps the translator mistook an
active participle for a passive one in this context.

64. Distinguentem here corresponds to the Greek drovontikdv in Aristotle’s text
and to j-c-*-“ B J_i.é.ﬂ, “cogitation and discernment,” at Middle Commentary (2002), 52.12.
The alternate Arabic translation renders this with Sj_i_é.\i (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]);
“the cogitative power.”

65. Desiderium enim est appetitus et ira et voluntas. The corresponding Greek is
opetig uev yap émbupia kol Bupog kai BoOANGCLG (414b2), “for appetite is the genus
of which desire, passion, and wish are the species.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The
Middle Commentary (2002), at 52.14, has 83,) 4509 b ding 9g-io ain ¢ B5-2dl9, “desire,
which .. . includes passion, anger and will.” The alternate Arabic translation renders
this Ssljyb —andly segadl oa Al OF S5y ¢ 8465 848 4id (Aristotle, De Anima

[1954]); “The appetitive power is in it, for sensation is appetite, anger and will.”
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genus per se, since that power is found in animals which do not move them-
selves. He understands by discerning understanding. Next he said: Of those
[. . Jin plants, etc. That is, in plants the nutritive alone is found, while in ani-
mals sensation, which is touch, and desire, which is desire for nutrition, and
this is common® to all [animals]. Next he said: for the desiderative is appetite,
anger, and will. That is, we mean by desire appetite, for desire is said of ap-
petite and of anger, and will and universally of several [of these]. He wanted
to explain that appetite exists in every animal having sensation because this
was not clear to sense. He said: Everything having sensation has pleasure.
His account in this chapter is clear. -

28. Moreover, it has sensation of food since the [activity of] discerning
food belongs to sensation. For every living thing is nourished only by what
is dry [or] moist, warm [or] cold, and touch senses those things. But sensing
other sensible things is accidental in the case of nourishment, since no
contribution is made to nourishment by sound, color, or smell, while flavor
is one of the tangibles. Hunger and thirst are each appetite, hunger for the
warm and dry, thirst for the cold and moist. But flavor is, as it were, the
cause of those. (414b6-14) {170}

After he had asserted that every animal has the sense of touch and desire
for nourishment, and [since] in explaining this induction is not sufficient, he
began to explain this by argument. He said: Moreover, it has sensation of
nourishment. That is, moreover, every animal must have a sense by which it
apprehends what is fit and unfit among nourishments, so that it may spit out
what is injurious and take in what is beneficial.’ This was because what is
nourishment for it does not exist potentially in many things as is the case for
plants (and for this reason plants do not need sensation to discern food). That
passage requires a great deal of contemplation. After he explained that every
animal must have a sense for discerning food, he began to explain which
sense is necessary for discerning food. He said: For every living thing is
nourished, etc. That is, because every living thing is nourished only by dry
[or] moist, warm [or] cold, since what nourishes takes the place of what is dis-
solved from the elements of which it is composed, the sense directed toward
what is nutritious must be the sense which is naturally constituted to discern
these qualities and that is the sense of touch. [It is] as if he says: because ev-
erything living is nourished only by dry [or] moist, warm [or] cold, and the
sense of touch is what senses those, then touch must be the sentient power

66. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase: kOwvotdng (1899), 47.18; Lesef (1973), 62.11;
“most widely shared” (1996), 66.
67. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 47.26; (1973), 62.18—63.2; (1996), 66.
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which discerns what is food. Therefore, an animal necessarily has touch. Next
he said: But what senses other sensible things, etc. That is, but the senses
which apprehend other sensible things sense food in an accidental way, that
is, they are not necessary for discerning what is food insofar as it is food, since
they perceive food accidentally. For things which can be sensed by these® {171}
are not in food insofar as it is food. He meant this when he said: since there
should not be in food, etc., that is, insofar as it is food. Next he said: while
flavor is one of the tangibles. That is, while flavor, if it exists in food insofar
as it is food, is one of the kinds of things which are tangible and the sense of
taste is a certain kind of touch.®® Because of what he said one should hold the
opinion that this sense also exists in every animal, just as the sense of touch,
since it is, as it were, one of its species. Later it will be explained how it is in
reality. After he had recounted that cold, warm, moist, and dry exist in food
insofar as it is food and that flavor exists in it insofar as it is food, he began to
explain the way in which any of those exists in food. He said: Hunger and
thirst are, etc. That is, but if flavor exists in food inasmuch as it is food, never-
theless the primary qualities exist in it first and in an essential way. The indi-
cation of this is that when an animal desires food, it desires only warm [or]
cold, moist [or] dry. For hunger is an appetite for the warm and dry and thirst
[is an appetite] for cold and moist. It does not desire sweet or sour. Flavor,
however, is joined with those qualities. This is what he meant when he said:
But flavor is [. . .] the cause of those, that is, the cause for the animal knowing
which of those is fit and unfit. He did not mean here by cause the cause in
being, for the primary qualities are the cause of flavor. Perhaps he understands
that flavor is the cause on the basis of which an animal uses food owing to the
delight joined with it.” {172}

29. This should be explained later. Here, however, we are content with
this determination, which is that every living thing having [the sense of]
touch has desire. The case of the imagination is obscure and should be
the object of inquiry later. Let us place with this having locomotion as
well. And [let us also say this] in regard to other things [which possess]
the ability to discern and [which possess] intellect, as in the cases of hu-
man beings and other things if the latter are of such a sort and better.

(414b14-19)

68. Sensibilia enim eorum—that is, the sensibles belonging to or appropriate to these
other senses.

69. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 53.4.

70. The Middle Commentary (2002), at 53.7-8, states shiald debs 45 4513 (..x.]a.n Ay} Lefy
aJglid wg; “The apprehension of flavor, however, is like an appetizer to the food,
and a reason for taking it.”
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Because he wants to assert here the number of those powers insofar as the
craftsman asserts the subjects of his craft, he wants to assert only what is self-
evident and he leaves aside other things which are not evident, until there will
be investigation concerning them. For this reason he said: This should be
explained later. Here, however, we are content with this determination, that
is, what is clear in itself or nearly so, namely, that every animal lacking touch
lacks desire.”! For this is clear in itself. Next he recounted that this is obscure
in the case of imagination. He said: The case of the imagination is obscure,
that is, whether or not imagination exists in everything which has the sense
of touch. Next he said: Let us place with this having locomotion. That is, let
us assert as clear that everything which has locomotion is something which
has imagination. It can be understood [in this way]: and let us assert the power
of locomotion [to be] among the number of those powers which are seen to be
evident and differ in definition and being. He means the concupiscible power.
Next he said: And [let us also say this] in regard to other things [which pos-
sess] the ability to discern and [which possess] intellect. That is, let us also
assert [it] as clear that the cogitative power” and the intellect exist in other
kinds of animals which {173} are not human beings and that they are properly
in some genus, as in [that of] human beings, or in a different genus, if a dem-
onstration arises that there exist different things of this sort. This will be the
case if there are things equal to or better than human beings.

30. Let us therefore say that it is clear that by way of this example the
definition of soul and the definition of figure will be the same. For according
to that there is no actuality aside from the powers mentioned,” but it is also
possible in the case of figures that there be a universal definition fitting
for all figures and [that] it not be proper to any one of them. And similarly
so in the cases of all the things mentioned above. For this reason it would
be right that he be laughed at who seeks in their case and in the cases of
others a universal account which is proper to none of them all and is not in

71. Carens tactu caret desiderio is surprising here since the corresponding Text has
habens tactum habet desiderium. An account corresponding with the latter, not the former,
is what is found in the Middle Commentary (2002), at 53.9—10.

72. Virtus cogitativa. The corresponding term in the Middle Commentary (2002), at
53.12, is ;0| which Ivry translates “the faculty of discernment.”

73. The Text seems to omit the following: oUte Ydp €xel oyfjua Tapd 10 Tpiywvov
£omt kol 10, £¢e&fic. “For, as in that case there is no figure apart from triangle and those
that follow in order.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Averroes’ alternate translation follows
the full Greek text: Laday Ly 22zl ‘,_,S_:A gov: ‘.___§_:\ Sla ud &5Y (ibid. [1954]). The
problem in the Text here, however, seems not to affect adversely Averroes’ understand-
ing as expressed in the Comment.
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this properly characteristic way something which is not divided, and [who]
then dismisses such an account.” (414b20-28)

Since the genera taken in definitions are either univocal, as animal in the
definition of a human being, or said in many ways, as being, potency, and act,
he began to explain of what sort is the genus taken in the definition of the soul,
and he said that it is neither equivocal nor univocal. He said: Let us therefore
say that it is clear, etc. That is, let us say that it is clear from the example that
what the universal definition of the soul provides from the intention common
to all the parts of the soul is similar to what the universal definition of figure
provides for all figures. For it is self-evident that, just as there is no actuality
fitting for some part of the soul in addition to the universal actuality which
{174} we include in the definition of all the powers, even if those powers are
different in the intention proper to each of them, so too here there is no figure
in addition to the definition of universal figure, although figures differ from
one another in proper terms (for one is round, another straight, and another
composed of both). This example is very similar to the definition of soul. For
it is not from among the definitions of equivocal names (since, if it were so,
then Geometry would be Sophistics), nor also from the genera [of things] which
are said in a univocal way. This is because if it were so, then one of two things
would necessarily be the case: either there would be a power one in definition
and in name, in which all the powers which we enumerated share, just as the
kinds of animals share in the definition of simple animality; or all the powers
of the soul would be the same in definition and being. After he had explained
by example that the definition of soul is similar to the definition of figure, he
began to give the nature of the similarity. He said: but it is also possible in
the case of figures, etc. That is, that definition is not univocal but [still] it is
possible for all figures, although they differ, that they have a broad universal
definition fitting for them all, although they differ a great deal in definition
and in being. Likewise, it is possible for those different powers to have one
universal definition fitting for them all, just as the definition of figure fits all
figures and is specifically proper to none. Next he said: For this reason it would

74. The Text again suffers corruption. The Greek has 810 YeAoiov {nteiv TOv KOLvov
AoYoV KOl Tl ToVTWV KOl €6 £TE€pY, Og 0VSEVOG EGToL TV GvTmy 18106 AdYog, 0V8E
K0T 10 oikelov kal dropov €180¢, dpévtag 1OV To100T0v. “Hence it is absurd in this
and similar cases to look for a common definition which will not express the peculiar
nature of anything that is and will not apply to the appropriate indivisible species,
while at the same time omitting to look for an account which will.” Aristotle, De Anima
(1984). yaide wd Jgd sagla b Bgodn 3 c‘,\_.'z._!\ Jyadl lia L3 s 0} 215 Jrf e
Ll e ¢ 03, 8ygu0 e Vs 'c AW sbinn oy 3y Lo Ao Y — sl 3W e g 2
Lo Tigd Dt LS — c?L;:,J\ A, LS e e (ibid. [1954]).
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be right that he be laughed at who seeks, etc. That is, because of what we
said, it would be right that he be laughed at who seeks in the case of the soul
{175} and in those of other similar things one universal definition which is not
specifically proper to any of them all and which is not such as the definition
which we provided for soul, but rather is like the universality of the definition
of simple animality fitting for the species of animal and is not also one, that
is, a definition which is of one nature and which is not divisible in species. He
who has dismissed such a definition as we provided [should rightly be
laughed at], since those two kinds of definition are not found in such natures
and only that kind of definition which we use is found in their case. For one
who works at giving the first kind of definition in the case of the soul is seek-
ing the impossible in what he works at, just as he who dismisses this defini-
tion in dismissing what is possible. For to dismiss what is possible is similar
in expression to seeking what is impossible.

31. The disposition in the case of the soul is similar to the disposition in
the case of figures. For what is prior is always found potentially in what
follows in the case of figures and living things, for instance, the triangle in
the quadrilateral and the nutritive in what is sensitive. It is necessary,
therefore, to seek in any given thing what it is according to its definition.
For instance, what is the soul of a plant and what is the soul of a beast.”
One should indeed seek out why they are of such a disposition with respect
to those which follow, since what has the capacity for sensation does not
exist without the nutritive, but what has the capacity for sensation is sepa-
rate in reference to plants. Also, none of the other senses exists without
touch but touch does exist without the other senses. For many living things
do not have sight or hearing or smell or another sense. (414b28—415a6) {176}

After he had explained that the definition of the soul is similar to the defini-
tion of figure, he began to explain the kind of similarity and to show what
kind of definition it involves. He said: The disposition in the case of the soul
is similar, etc. That is, the disposition in things which are contained in the
definition of the soul is like the disposition in things which are contained in
the definition of figure. For just as prior and posterior are found in figures,
and the prior exists potentially in the posterior, so too is it the case for the
powers of the soul. For instance, in figures, the triangle is prior to the quadri-
lateral and the triangle exists potentially in the quadrilateral. For this reason,

75. The Greek has olov tig ¢vt0D kai Tig GvOpdimov A Onpiov, “of a plant, man,
beast” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]), with which the alternate translation is in accord: L
Al s Lag ¢ ()L..A.J?\ o Leg Sl wis (ibid. [1954]). Averroes” Comment is
also in accord with these. See below.
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if a quadrilateral exists, a triangle exists, and not the converse. And likewise
in the case of the powers of the soul, for the nutritive is prior to the power of
sensation and exists in it potentially. And if the power of sensation exists, the
nutritive exists, and not the converse. After he had explained the nature of that
definition and how much knowledge it gives, he said: It is necessary, therefore,
to seek in any given thing what, etc. That is, it had been explained that this
definition of the soul is of the genus of the definition of figure and, just as
knowledge of figure alone is not sufficient with respect to knowledge of a
figure possessing straight lines and of a circular figure, so too is it the case for
the definition of universal soul. Now one should therefore seek after knowledge
of that universal definition, the definition proper to each power of the soul,
namely, what is the soul of plants and what is the soul of a human being which
is proper to [a human being] and what [is the soul proper] to a beast. Next he
said: It is necessary to seek out why they are of such a disposition. That is,” it
is necessary that one investigate also why the prior and consequent are found
in the powers of the soul. For it is impossible for the power of sensation to exist
without the nutritive, but the nutritive can exist without the power of sensation
and this is [the case] in {177} plants. It also appears that it is impossible that
any of the four senses exist without touch, but touch can exist without the other
senses. For several animals lack vision, hearing, smell, or taste (he meant this
when he said: or another sense.)

That passage requires consideration. For it is thought that taste is one of the
kinds of touch, as he said above. But if some animal is nourished by things lack-
ing flavor, then the [sense of] taste of that animal will be only with respect to
warm [or] cold, moist [or] dry. Or he means, when he said: or another sense, that
is, that another sense is not distinguished ultimately, that is, in the end, from the
sense of touch as it is found in perfect animals. Universally the opinion should
be held that if something has the sense of touch and is nourished by its roots, as
plants are nourished, as is said regarding the sea sponge, that animal has the
sense of touch without taste. Perhaps he indicates kinds of animals such as those,
for every animal having a mouth has some [capability for] taste.

32. Among those that have sensation it is the case that some have locomo-
tion and some do not. However, the completion and end is that which has
cogitation and discernment.”” For every one of the corruptible things having

76. Crawford has Idest italicized, but this appears to be a printing error.
77. Crawford declined to follow manuscript G, which is more fully in accord with

the Comment of Averroes. I follow the correct reading in G, which is cogitationem,
not cognitionem, throughout this entire passage of the De Anima. This is confirmed
by examination of the Greek text and the edition of the Hebrew by Bos (Aristotle, De
Anima [1994]): 415a8: Aoyiopdv MWNNN; ag: Aoyioudg NIWNK; a1o: Aoyiopdg nawnn. The
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cogitation has all the others.” However, what has one of them does not
necessarily have cogitation, and some do not have imagination and some
live only through those” alone. [As for] the theoretical and cogitative intel-
lect,® the account with respect to it is different. Therefore it was explained
that the account with respect to each of those powers is the account more
fitting with respect to the soul. (415a6—13) {178}

It is apprehended by sense that some animals have locomotion (this is the
perfect kind) and some do not. The completion and end of animals which was
intended in generation, which nature has achieved when it has been able to
succeed, is the kind of animals having the theoretical and cogitative power,
that is, the intelligible [power]. Next he said: For every one of the corruptible
things, etc. That is, it appears that everything among generable and corrupt-
ible things having the cogitative power necessarily has the other powers of the
soul. He said this because he did not want to include the celestial bodies. For
it was explained that those have only the impulse of desire and intellect from
among the powers of the soul. Next he said: what has one of those, etc. That
is, what has one of the powers which are prior by nature to the intellect does
not necessarily have cogitation or intellect, but some do not have imagination,
much less do they have cogitation, and some live through those which are be-
low imagination, powers which are prior to [imagination]. He meant this
when he said: Some live through those alone. Next he said: the account con-
cerning the theoretical intellect, etc. That is, the account concerning it is such
that it is outside that nature, for it is thought that it is neither soul nor a part of
the soul. He indicated its nobility and its difference from the other parts, for
one must hold that it is from a nature superior to that of the soul. Next he said:
For it was explained, etc. That is, for it was explained from what was said ear-
lier that the first thing which was intended concerning the knowledge of the

alternate Arabic text has J_{\é.}i, j_i_é, and J_<_U\ (ibid. [1954]). On the contaminated ver-
sion of the Arabic text of the De Anima used by Averroes, see the discussion of cogita-
tion (cogitatiojg.’s/ navnn) in the introduction, pp. Ixxvii-Ixxix, and in Taylor (1999a).

78. That is, all the other powers.

79. Per ista. In the Greek, ta 8¢ oot povny {dov, the referent is to the singular
davtacia, while here it is to the neuter plural omnia alia. In the alternate translation the
referent is spelled out as imagination: o>y s-» o db Sl ime L) L omyg (Aristotle,
De Anima [1954]). Latin manuscript B retains the reading istam, but Averroes’ Comment
indicates that the problem already existed in the Arabic text.

80. The alternate translation renders the Greek niepi 8¢ 100 fewpnmikod vodas 3
el &l faal (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “concerning the intellect as investiga-
tive and theoretical.” Cogitativus, “cogitative,” is added here.
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soul, which is more appropriate to an account in regard to the soul, is to speak
of the [sort of] soul fitting for every one of those powers. {179}

33. One who wishes to investigate those will necessarily need to know
what each one of those is; then later there will be investigation of the things
consequent upon those. And if it is necessary to say what each one of those
is, for instance, what the intellect is, what the sensitive part is, and what the
nutritive part is, then it is necessary to say first what understanding is.®! For
actions and operations precede the powers in the intellect.® If it is so, and
consideration of other things opposed to those®® ought to precede consider-
ation of those, [then] for that reason we must first direct our efforts toward
defining those, for instance, food, what is sensed, and what is understood.

(2.4, 415a14-22)

After he had explained that the universal definition of the soul mentioned
earlier is not sufficient for knowledge of its substance, he began to say what
must be known concerning the soul after that definition. He said: One who
wishes to investigate those will necessarily need, etc. That is, he who wants
to acquire perfect knowledge of the soul must necessarily investigate each of
the powers of the soul per se to the extent that he knows by demonstration
what each of them is and what nature it has. For instance, what the intellect is
and what sense is must be investigated. Next after this there must be investi-
gation of each with respect to things which universally and properly follow
upon each of those powers, for instance, whether or not the intelligible power
can be separated. After he had explained what we must investigate concern-
ing the soul, he began to show {180} the way to this knowledge and that it is
among the things which are more known from our perspective and posterior
in being to things which are more known by nature and prior in being. He
said: And if it is necessary to say what each one of those, etc. That is, if it is
necessary, as we explained, to know what each of those powers is, it is neces-
sary to know first what are the actions proper to each of those powers, for in-
stance, what it is to understand through understanding and to sense through
sensing and to take nourishment through taking nourishment. For knowledge

81. The Greek has ti 10 vontikov 7 10 aio@ntikdv, “thinking or perceiving,” Aris-
totle, De Anima (1984). Averroes’ alternate translation renders the Greek more precisely:
e G Lag ¢ ¢z sl e (ibid. [1954]).

82. Or: in understanding. In intellectu corresponds to the Greek katd 10v Adyov,
“in definition.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation captures the sense
of the Greek: 4 (ibid. [1954]); “in definition.”

83. Oppositis istis. The Greek ¢ dvikeipeva is “their correlative objects.” Aris-
totle, De Anima (1984). Averroes’ explicit remark on this in the Comment makes it clear
that he understands this more in accord with the sense of the Greek.
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of the actions of those powers is prior from our perspective in our first knowl-
edge to knowledge of those powers. After he had recounted that knowledge
of the actions ought to precede knowledge of the powers, he also recounted
that the knowledge of the things undergoing those actions ought to precede
the knowledge of those actions, for the same reason that knowledge of the
actions ought to precede knowledge of the powers. He said: If it is so, etc. That
is, if it is so, namely, that we ought always to go from these things which are
more known from our perspective to those things which are more known by
nature and that consideration of things opposite to those powers (i.e.,, things
which are passive in relation to them) ought to precede consideration of the
actions and the powers, then it is necessary to know first what food is, which
is the passive object of the nutritive power, what the thing sensed is, and what
the thing understood is, before one may know what being nourished and
sensing are. He called these opposites, for the passive and the active seem to
be in some way opposites. {181}

34. Therefore it is necessary first to speak of nourishment and generation.
For the nutritive soul is prior in all living things and is more universal with
respect to the powers of soul by which [powers] what is living lives. Its ac-
tions are to generate and to take nourishment. For the action which is more
fitting for the nature of every living thing from among those which are
perfect, do not have defect, and are not generated per se by chance is to
produce another of the same kind. Therefore an animal produces an animal
and a plant a plant so that it may have a share of the eternal and divine in-
sofar as it is able. For all things desire this and [each] does what it does by
nature for the sake of this. (415a22-b2)

He had explained which of all the definitions of the soul is more universal
and how much knowledge it yields and that it is not sufficient for knowing the
definition of the substance of the soul in a perfect way and that one must
know first any [given one] of the powers of the soul by its own definition and
in how many ways those powers are different and how they are united. [Now]
he began to recount that one must first begin with the knowledge of those
powers, starting with the one which is clearly prior, namely, the nutritive
[power], and that first one must consider the affections and actions of those
powers. He said: Therefore it is necessary first to speak of nourishment and
generation, etc. That is, since it was explained that it is first necessary to con-
sider the actions and affections before the powers themselves, of all those ac-
tions we must first speak about food and generation, which are affection and
action belonging to that soul. We must {182} first speak of the nutritive soul
because it is naturally prior to the other things by virtue of which something
is called living; for this reason it is the more universal among the other pow-
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ers of the soul. He indicated that it must be placed first in consideration owing
toits priority and universality, for the universal is more known to us than what
is proper, as was said elsewhere.?* After he had explained this, he began to list
the actions ascribed to [the nutritive] since we ought to know that it is before
[we know] what it is. He said: Its actions are, etc. That is, the actions of that
power are to take nourishment, to generate, and to make use of food. We say
that to generate is an action of that power since the action which most belongs
to the nature of what is called living by virtue of this power is to generate
something like itself in species. This comes about with three conditions: one
is that it reaches the time in which it has this power, since it is not in act in
every [moment of] time; a second is that with this it does not have a defect, for
that impedes this action, although it may reach the time in which that action
arises from [that being]; [and] the third is that this living thing is not from
these things which come to be per se. Therefore, when these three are brought
together in aliving thing, then it will generate [something like itself in species].
He meant this when he said: Since the action which is more fitting, etc. Next
he provided the final cause for the sake of which that power exists in animals
and plants. He said: so that it may have a share of the eternal. That is, that
power exists in something living so that what is generable and corruptible may
have something in common with the eternal according to its ability. For since
divine solicitude could not make it last forever individually, it showed pity in
giving it the power {183} by which it can last forever in species. In this there is
no doubt, namely, that it is better in its being that it has that power than that
it not have [it]. Next he said: For all things desire this, etc. That is, this was so
because all things desire everlasting permanence and are moved toward it
insofar as their nature is naturally constituted to receive [it]. For the sake of
this end all beings do what they do naturally.

35. For the sake of which is said in two ways, one is [that] in regard to
which it is and the other [that] of which it is.8° Therefore, because it was
impossible for it to share in eternity with the everlasting divine, because
it is impossible for something corruptible to remain forever the same in
number, for this reason it shares something with itinsofar as it can, in some
cases more, in others less. Thus it is not that same thing which remains
forever but its like and not [something] one in number but one in form.

(415b2-7)

84. See {14} and {149}.

85. Unus est in quo est, et alius cuius est. The Greek has 10 p&v 00, 10 8¢ @, “the
end to achieve which, or the being in whose interest, the act is done.” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). The Arabic in Averroes’ alternate translation is 4,5 (5,535 ¢ 4J Loalu>]
(ibid. [1954]); “one of the two is for it and the other is in it.”
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After he had provided the final cause for the sake of which the generative
power exists universally in what is living (and it is the assimilation of the cor-
ruptible with the eternal, insofar as it has the nature of what must be assimi-
lated), and that all beings carry out actions toward that end, he explained ac-
cording to how many ways that end is said. He said: For the sake of which is
said in two ways, one is that which is the end itself and the other that in
which the end is. For instance, on this account, all beings act for the sake of
{184} everlasting permanence and for this reason in some we find everlasting
permanence or some disposition for everlasting permanence. After he had
explained this, he began to explain how generable and corruptible things can
have something in common with eternal things and the reason why they are
removed from everlasting permanence. He said: Therefore, because it is im-
possible, etc. He means by everlasting divine the heavenly body, for those
heavenly bodies last forever as individuals. And when he said: in some cases
more, in others less, he meant the generative and the non-generative. For both
last forever according to species, but the generative has this always and the
non-generative most of the time and in several subjects.36

36. The soul, therefore, is the cause and principle of the living body in three
determinate ways.?” For it is that from which motion comes to be and that for
the sake of which the body existed, and the soul is also the cause insofar as
it is substance, which is the cause of being for all things.® (415b8-13)

After it had appeared from the universal definition of the soul that the soul
is the cause of the body according to form and it had appeared here that the
generative power is the cause making [it] alive, he began to explain that the
soul is cause not only according to form, but also a cause according to the three
ways in which it is called cause, and this is in three ways. This is necessary,
namely, to know this before speaking about {185} each of the parts of the soul,

86. Sed generativum habet hoc semper, et non generativum in maiori parte temporis et in
pluribus subiectis. Averroes may here be referring to animals continuous in species by
generation and to animals resulting from spontaneous generation, though this is by no
means evident.

87. Averroes’ Text here omits a line of the Greek: aitio k0l dpy#. T00T0 8E TOAAOYX RS
Aéyetan, opolmg & 1) youxn. “The soul is the cause or source of the living body. The
terms cause and source have many senses. But the soul is the cause of its body alike in all three
senses which we explicitly recognize.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); emphasis of the rel-
evant text added. Averroes’ alternate text renders the whole Greek text with the excep-
tion of dpyn. See ibid. (1954).

88. 3fjAov may have been dropped from the Greek of the Arabic translator’s manu-
script in this passage. It is in the alternate translation as _.aUzJ| - » (Aristotle, De Anima

[1954]).
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although it was already explained universally that every natural form is of
such a sort.® He said: The soul, therefore, is the cause and principle of the
living body. Because these two things are said in many ways, the soul is like-
wise a cause according to three determinate ways, namely, as moving, final,
and formal causes, which have been determined in the general physical ac-
counts.”® Next he said: For it is that from which motion comes to be, namely,
the cause bringing about motion. By this we can understand motion in place
and generation, and motion in growth and diminution, for the soul is the cause
bringing about those three motions in what is alive. Next he said: And that for
the sake of which the body existed, namely, the final cause. For the body was
only for the sake of the soul, since it was explained that the soul is with respect
to the body as form to matter. It was explained in the general accounts” that
matter is for the sake of form alone and that it is not something consequent
upon matter or something which is from the necessity of matter, as the ancients
used to think, not granting there to be a formal or final cause.”> And the soul
is also the cause, etc. That is, and the soul is also a cause of the body according
to substance and form,*® which is the cause of the being of all things.

37. To be for a living thing is to live, and the soul is the cause and prin-
ciple of that. And the actuality [of a thing] is also the intention®* of what is
a being potentially. It is evident that the soul is a cause according to that for
the sake of which, since, just as the intellect does nothing except for the sake
of something, so too [is it the case for] nature, and this is its end. It is simi-
larly so for the soul in animals and all things, {186} for all natural things are
tools for the soul, as in animals so too in plants, such that it is also cause of
what is alive.”® That for the sake of which is said in two ways, one is that on

89. See Book 2, Comment 8 {40}{f.

90. Physics 1.3, 194b23~195a26.

91. See Book 1, note 165.

92. Physics 2.1, 193by-8.

93. Secundum substantiam et formam. The corresponding passage of the Middle Com-
mentary has the same phrase, §,s.2lly ,» ),4-\ G ‘;L:«, which Ivry indicates (Middle
Commentary [2002], 56.15-16; 174, n. 6) may be related to the replacement of Aristotle’s
ovoia by 6 £180¢ in the paraphrase of Themistius. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase
(1899), 50.29; §,5-2l\S’y (1973), 70.1; “as form” (1996), 69.

94. Intentio: Méyog, “its account” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); s (ibid. [1954]).
“Further, the actuality of whatever is potential is identical with its account” (Aristotle,
De Anima [1984]). 35831 (63 ¢ o) fns o2 Leada N Lasf (ibid. [1954]); “The actuality
is also through the intention of the thing existing in potency.”

95. Averroes’ Text here varies considerably from the Greek of Aristotle, which has,
“To that something corresponds in the case of animals the soul and in this it follows
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account of which and the other is that to which this belongs. The soul is
also that from which motion in place first comes to be, but that power is not
found in all living things. Both alteration and growth also come to be
through the soul, for sensation is thought to be some sort of alteration and
nothing has sensation unless it has soul. So too is it in the cases of growth
and diminution, for nothing suffers growth or diminution in a natural way
unless it is nourished, and nothing is nourished unless it shares in life.

(415b13-28)

After he had asserted that the soul is a cause of the body in the three ways
in which this word “cause” is said, he began to explain that those ways are in
it and in the first place that it is the cause of the body by way of form. He said:
To be for a living thing, etc. That is, the indication of the fact that the soul is
the form of the body is that this living being does not have being insofar as it
is living, except by virtue of that by which it lives, that is, what is the cause of
that action, namely, of life. It is evident that the cause of that action is the soul;
therefore this being belonging to what is living, insofar as it is living, is by
virtue of the soul. And that through which the being is a determinate particu-
lar is its form; therefore the soul is the form of what is alive, since it is a deter-
minate particular and a being only by virtue of soul. He provided a second
argument for this. He said: And the actuality [of a thing] is also the inten-
tion of what {187} is a being potentially. That is, the soul is also actuality, as
it was already explained; but actuality is form and the intention of that which
is a being potentially; therefore soul is form.

After he had explained that it is a cause according to form, he also ex-
plained that it is a cause according to the end. He said: It is evident that the
soul is also a cause, etc. That is, it is self-evident that the soul is a cause of the
body which is alive insofar as it is that on account of which the body was
alive. For just as many artifacts are brought about only for the sake of some-
thing else, so too is it with respect to nature, namely, that it does not act except
for the sake of something. This is the end of nature, namely, that it acts only
for the sake of something, as art acts only for the sake of something. Next he
explained that that for the sake of which nature carries out natural [activities]
seems to be the soul in animals, and not only in animals but in all natural
things. He said: It is similarly so for the soul in animals and all things. That

the order of nature; all natural bodies are organs of the soul. This is true of those that
enter into the constitution of plants as well as of those which enter into that of animals.
This shows that that for the sake of which they are is soul.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
Averroes’ alternate translation is closer to the Greek if Badawi’s reading J.E.a.; ischanged
to Jasy twice in this passage. See ibid. (1954).
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is, just as form is the end of art in artifacts, so soul is the end of nature in ani-
mals and in all natural things. Next he explained the way in virtue of which
it appears that the soul is the end of all natural things. He said: For all natural
things are instruments of the soul, etc. That is, and we said that the soul is
the end of all natural things because all natural things seem indifferently to be
instruments of the soul in all things which are alive. And as it seems in animals,
so does it seem in plants. Next he said: such that it is also a cause of what is
alive, etc. That is, what we said concerning it is not obscure but rather is self-
evident to the extent that it appears from the fact that the soul is also the cause
of what is alive. For that for the sake of which is said in two ways: one is that
for the sake of which something is found,* {188} and that is the relationship
of the soul to the body; the other is that to which there belongs this for the sake
of which something is found, and that is the relationship of the soul to what
is alive. For we say that the soul and the body both are only for the sake of
what is alive.

After he had explained it to be a cause according to form and according to
end, he also explained that it is a moving cause according to all the kinds of
motions existing in what is alive, whether they are true motions or [just]
thought to be [so]. He said: The soul is also that from which motion in place
first comes to be, but that power is not in all living things, that is, in all ani-
mals. Next he said: Both alteration and growth also, etc. That is, alteration
ascribed to the senses, as some hold, if we will have conceded it to be motion,
will be by virtue of the soul, and similarly [so for] growth and diminution. For
nothing is said to have this motion, namely, sensation, unless it has soul. Next
he said: It is similarly in the case of growth and in the case of diminution.
That s, as it appears that only something having soul senses, so too it appears
that only what shares in some part of soul with living things either grows or
suffers diminution. For nothing is diminished naturally or made to grow
naturally unless it has the power of taking nourishment, and nothing takes
nourishment unless it shares in the life ascribed to living things. For this rea-
son the word “dead” is said of an animal only when it has lost what it shares
with plants.

38. Empedocles, however, did not speak rightly and truly in regard to this
when he said that the growth which occurs in {189} plants, with respect to
whatbranches out downward through roots, comes about naturally through
the motion of earth itself toward that part (and he provided this as the

96. Invenitur. Here and just below the corresponding Arabic was probably Jox, “ to
be found” or “to exist.” Hence, Averroes’ Arabic here probably said that the soul is that
for the sake of which the soul exists. That is, the soul exists for its own sake, while the
body exists not for its own sake but for the sake of the soul.
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cause”’), and with respect to what branches upward, comes about because
fire is likewise moved upward (and he provided this as the cause). For what
he also made use of in his account concerning up and down was not rightly
said. For up and down are not the same for each and every thing, but rather
as the head is for animals so are the roots for plants, since it is in virtue of
actions®® that we ought to say that their organs are similar or different.
(415b28—416a5)

After he had explained that the motion of growth is not from a principle
which is an element, he began to explain that Empedocles erred when he held
the opinion that this principle is from the elements and that growth down-
ward in plants is due to a heavy part and upward [is] due to a light part,
namely, air and fire. He said: Empedocles, however, etc. That is, Empedocles,
however, was not thinking properly when he held the opinion that this prin-
ciple is not the soul and that the growth which occurs in plants is in virtue of
the nature of the elements; [and that ] therefore, what grows downward is in
virtue of the nature of earth, and he asserted this as its cause. That is, he as-
serted the cause of its motion downward to be a heavy nature and the cause
in the growth of branches upward to be a light nature, namely, fire. Next he
began to give an account of how this account is erroneous. He said: What he
also made use of in his account concerning up, {190} etc. That is, that account
which he brings forth in giving the cause of that contrary motion which is
found in what can be made to grow is not true. For what was thought, that up
in the case of plants is up in the case of the world and down down, is not true,
since they are similar neither in part nor in nature and potency; in part be-
cause, although we concede this in the case of plants, nevertheless that is some-
thing we cannot concede in the case of most animals, for up in [the case of
animals] does not correspond to the upper part of the world. Truth does not
allow this to be conceded, for the nature of down in plants is different from
the nature of down in the world, but there does occur a coincidence of these
in such a part by chance, and the nature of up in animals is the very same. An
indication of that is that the head in animals is like the roots in plants, since
their function is the same, and we ought to note similarity and diversity in
parts which can grow in virtue of actions. He said: For up, etc. That is, the first
error of Empedocles is that the upward and the downward are not the same
part in each [particular thing] and in the whole, namely, the world. For, al-

97. There is no parenthetical remark in Aristotle’s Greek to correspond to this or the
other parenthetical remark immediately below.

98. Actiones: 10ig €pyotg, “their functions” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); Ol Aﬂb
Lgnommy Jonds coals (ibid. [1954]); “If the instruments differ, the activity unites
them.”
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though we may concede this in the case of plants, what can we say for most
animals? For up in animals does not correspond to the upper part of the world.
Next he said: but rather as the head, etc. That is, but rather we do not concede
that down in plants is down in the world according to nature and potency, nor
[that] up in them [is] up in the world, although they may be in the same part. For
the nature of the head in animals is the nature of the roots in plants, since they
have the same actions, and it is according to the actions that we should say that
the parts of animals and plants and their organs are similar or different in nature.
Since the nature of a root in {191} plants is the nature of the head in animals, then
up in plants is in reality down in the world. And if we had conceded that it is
down, then what occurs in the case of plants, namely, that down in them is
down in the world, occurs only by chance, not because they have the same
nature such that a heavy part is moved downward in plants and a light upward.
For if it were so, then an animal would have neither up nor down, nor would
the nature of up and down in plants and animals be the same. He said that the
potency of the head in animals is the potency of the root in plants because this
is the principle through which an animal is an animal, namely, sensation. But
this is the principle of that through which plants are plants, namely, food. For
this reason if the head from an animal and the root from plants are cut off,
they die.

39. And, besides, what is it that restrains fire and earth when they are
moved toward contrary parts? For they are quick to separate unless some-
thing prevents it. And if there is something there preventing this, what
prevents this ought to be the soul and the cause of growth and nutrition.

(416a6-9)

If we concede that the nature of up and down in plants is the nature of up
and down in the world and that the fiery part moves upward in plants and the
earthen part downward, and we see that the same part moves upward and
downward at once (for we see that any given {192} part asserted as sensible
and any given member moves toward each part at once); and if, then, we as-
serted that this part is unitary, namely, what moves toward each part, then the
principle by which they move with those two motions is at once a unitary
principle. Therefore, that principle has the potency to move toward each part
at once, which is not something in the elements, since one of their parts has
only a single motion, whether it is simple or composite (since, if it is composed
from them, it will move according to the dominant element). And if the parts,
which move upward in that same part in the sense or in nature, are different
from the parts which move downward in that part, then those parts are neces-
sarily distinct from one another, either because they are simple or because
what is dominant in the things which move downward with respect to simple
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bodies is different from what is dominant in the things which move upward.
If that is so, what is it which restrains fire and earth, or the fiery or earthen
part, since we cannot say that these two are mixed together (since if they were
mixed together, they would move toward the same part, namely, of what is
dominant), and if it were so, would they not immediately separate from one
another, unless something prevents it? But it happens that they must say there
is something preventing it there, since they seem not to be separate but to re-
main [together] at once so long as the plant lives. This is necessary for them.
Since they have conceded there to be something preventing it there, whose
potency is not the potency of the elements, we will say to them that what pre-
vents it is the soul. In accord with this, then, we should understand his ac-
count, although it is very brief. {193}

40. Some® think that the nature of fire taken absolutely is the cause of
nutrition and growth. For of the bodies and the elements, it is fire that is
nourished and made to grow, and for this reason it is thought that it does
this in plants as well as in animals. (416a9-13)

After he had refuted the account of those imagining that growth is through
an elemental principle, namely, the heavy or the light, he began also to refute
the account of those imagining that the principle of nutrition and growth in
what is able to take nourishment is fire or a part of fire or something fiery. He
said: Some, etc. That is, some think that the nature of fire insofar as it is fire,
not insofar as it is some given fire (he meant this when he said taken abso-
lutely), is the cause of nutrition and growth. They held this opinion because
they saw fire change all things into its own substance insofar as it grew in
virtue of that. And because according to them what is able to take nourishment
is nourished by changing all things into its own substance, for this reason
they thought, in virtue of two affirmative propositions in the second figure,
that fire without qualification does this.1?

41. Let us say, therefore, that fire is not a collaborative cause except in a
certain way and is not the cause absolutely, but rather the soul deserves
more to be this [cause]. For the growth of fire is infinite so long as there is
something able to burn. But things which are constituted by nature all have
an end and limit in quantity and growth. Those are due to the soul, not fire,
and they deserve the intention more than matter. (416a13-18) {194}

99. Heraclitus.

100. What changes all things into its substance is fire. What changes all things into
its substance is the cause of nutrition and growth. Therefore fire is the cause of nutrition
and growth. A syllogism in the Second Figure with two affirmative propositions does
not yield a necessary conclusion.
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After he had explained this opinion, he began first to recount the true part
and the false part in it. He said: Let us say, therefore, that fire, etc. That is, let
us say, therefore, that fire is not without qualification the cause of nutrition and
growth in animals, but rather it is ascribed to a cause as if it were one of its
tools. Rather, the soul is that to which this action is ascribed without qualifica-
tion. He conceded that fire is a collaborative cause insofar as something is
ascribed to something whose action is completed only through that, because
what is able to take nourishment seems to change!® food only by virtue of the
fiery part existing in it. For among the elements this one either is what changes
the others or the ability to cause change predominates in it more than in the
other elements. For this reason it was necessary that it be dominant in bodies
which are able to take nourishment. After he explained that if that action were
ascribed to it, it is ascribed only insofar as it is a collaborative cause, not inso-
far as it is itself the cause, he then explained how it is not necessary to ascribe
that action to fire without qualification and that it is more deserving to ascribe
it to the soul absolutely. He said: For the growth of fire is infinite, etc. That is,
the indication that the first mover in nutrition and growth is the soul, not the
fiery part, is that if that motion, namely, to change something into the sub-
stance of what is causing the change, and its growth through what causes the
change were in fire alone without another power joined to it (namely, so that
the first mover is a potency of fire insofar as it is fire, not a different power
joined to fire), it will be found to be infinite and will not cease at some limit so
long as it finds something able to burn. However, the motion of changing and
growing which is found in this nature which is able to grow is always found
to be finite and determinate in quantity. Hence, it is evident, in the second fig-
ure, that this motion is not of fire {195} absolutely. And since it is not of fire, it
necessarily belongs to another principle, and that we call the nutritive soul. He
means by limit and measure the ultimate natural things which are found in
the quantities of bodies which are able to grow.

Next he said: and they are more deserving of the intention than matter.
That is, and that action which is found in this motion, namely, [the motion]
which began from a determinate beginning and continued through to the de-
terminate end, is more deservingly ascribed to what is in that action as form,
namely, the soul, and not to what is [in it] as matter and instrument, namely,
fire. He said this because it appears that the action of growth was composed
of the action of fire and of some intention in fire. For the change which is in it

101. Alterare: This and related terms are used here to indicate both the accidental
alteration of a substance by its consumption of food and the substantial change of the
food into the substance of what is altered by nutrition. Consequently, I render it by “to
change” and related forms, understanding this to be a generic term for substantial and
accidental change.
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ought to be ascribed to fire. And because it is determinate, it ought to be as-
cribed to another power joined with fire, just as softening iron by fire for mak-
ing some tool, insofar as it is softening, is ascribed to fire and insofar as that
softening has a limit known in the case of each tool, it is ascribed to the power
of the craft.

42. Therefore, because the nutritive power and the generative [power] are
the same, one must necessarily first determine what nourishment is and
distinguish [it] from the other powers. (416a19—-21)

He had recounted earlier that he wants first to speak about the nutritive
power, since it is more universal and the first of these which are apparent in
it, or [since] the first of the things contemplated on the basis of this power is
that it is in the soul and that its actions are growth, nutrition, and generation.
He began now to determine what must first be contemplated {196} in regard
to this power after it has been known to exist in the soul. He said: because the
potency for nourishment and generation, etc. That is, because the subject of
the nutritive, growth-causing, and generative potency is the same, namely,
nourishment, and we already said first that the way to the knowledge of the
substances of those powers is only through knowledge first of what they act
upon, hence it is necessary first to begin with the determination of what food
is and what taking nourishment is. After he had explained this, he began to
show what food is.

43. Let us say, therefore, that it is thought that nourishment is contrary by
contrary, and not every contrary by every contrary, but rather contraries
which not only come from one another, but also cause growth. For many
things come from one another, but not all cause growth,'% for instance, what
is healthy from what is ill. And we also find that they are not nourishment
for one another in the same way. Rather, water is nourishment for fire, but
fire is not nourishment for water. In simple bodies, however, these two are
properly thought to be such that one is the nourishment and the other what
is able to take nourishment. (416a21—29)

Let us say that it was thought that nourishment is that which is contrary to
what is able to take nourishment, as certain people have thought. But that
opinion is not in regard to every contrary but in regard to these contraries
which not only come from one another, but also cause growth. For many con-
traries which are generated from one another do not cause growth in one

102. The corresponding Greek has oV ndvta mooa, “where neither is even a quan-
tum” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); 14 (L s3I o 9 (ibid. [1954]); “and all things
are not so.”
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another, for what is healthy {197} comes from what is ill, but it is not nourished
by it. He meant this when he said: and not every contrary by every contrary,
etc. His account is understandable by itself. He indicated by this the contraries
which are in the substance, for those are thought to cause one another to grow
and to be nourished by one another. After he had explained that this opinion
is found only in the case of contraries which are in the substance, those which
are such that it is possible that they be figured to be nourished by one another,
he [then] also explained that this is not found equally in each contrary. For
contraries themselves do not seem to nourish one another equally. He said:
And we also see that they are not nourishment. .. in the same way, etc. That
is, that opinion is not equally found in regard to both of the contraries in the
substance, namely, so that each of them nourishes equally what corresponds
to it [in the other]. For water and generally damp bodies seem to be nourish-
ment for fire, but fire does not seem to be nourishment for something [else].
After he had explained that this opinion is weak, if it is taken without quali-
fication, he explained that this opinion is found only in the case of the ele-
ments. He said: In simple bodies, however, etc. That is, to think, however, that
what takes nourishment is contrary to what is able to take nourishment is [a
view] found properly only in regard to these two simple bodies, one of which
is fire and the other dampness, as water and air.

44. But there is room for doubt in regard to this. For some say that like is
nourished and likewise also made to grow by like. Some take the contrary
position, namely, that contrary is nourished by its contrary, for like is not
affected by its like, {198} and nourishment is changed and digested, and
change in anything is toward an opposite disposition or to an intermediate
one. (416a29-34)

But [with respect to] that opinion, although it is found in the case of the ele-
ments through sense and induction, nevertheless in the very question there is
room for doubt on the basis of well-known propositions. For there is one ac-
count which asserts that the nourishment is like and another which asserts
that the nourishment is contrary. Next he gave the reasoning for each account.
He said: For some say, etc. That is, for some of the ancients held the opinion
that the nourishment ought to be like, because like nourishes its like and causes
it to grow. For contrary changes its contrary but neither nourishes it nor causes
it to grow. After he had given this reason, he also gave the reason that the
nourishment is a contrary. He said: Some take the contrary position. That is,
they said this, namely, that the contrary is nourished by its contrary, not by its
like, because they held the opinion that nourishment is affected by what is able
to take nourishment, and like is not affected by its like; therefore, nourishment
is not something like. After they had also seen that nourishment is changed
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into what is able to take nourishment and is affected, and every change is from
contrary to contrary, or to that which is intermediate between contraries, they
concluded from this that nourishment is among the contraries.

45. Furthermore, nourishment is affected in some way by what is able to
take nourishment, but not the converse, as the carpenter [is] not [affected]
by the material, but rather the material by him. The carpenter is changed
only to action from inaction. Therefore, there is a difference between nour-
ishment as what {199} is united at the end [of the process] and as what is
united at the beginning. If, therefore, each is nourishment, but one is what
is to be digested and the other what has been digested, then it is possible to
say that each is nourishment. However, insofar as it is not digested, contrary
is fed by its contrary, but insofar as [it has been] digested, like [is fed] by
like. It is evident, however, that [what] each of those groups [holds] is said
in a way to be true and in a way to be untrue. (416a34-bg)

Furthermore, nourishment is affected in some way, etc. It can be under-
stood that this account is, as it were, a figuring aiding one who says that nour-
ishment is contrary and dispelling objections which contradict this account.
For someone can say that if nourishment is contrary to what is able to take
nourishment, it would be necessary that each be changed by what corresponds
to it [in the other] and be affected by it. He speaks as if responding to the posi-
tion that nourishment concerns what is affected by what is able to take nour-
ishment, not what is able to take nourishment by what is nourishment. For it
is not necessary that an agent be affected by every patient in the same way in
which the patient is affected by [the agent]. For wood is affected by the car-
penter, but the carpenter is not affected by the wood, unless someone calls
that change which is from inactivity to operation an affection. Perhaps that
account was placed before what he wishes [to say] in dissolution of that diffi-
culty to show what truth was contained in each of those two opposite ac-
counts. Since after this is known concerning nourishment and what is able to
take nourishment—namely, that nourishment is what is changed {200} into the
form of what is able to take nourishment, not what is able to take nourishment
into the form of what is nourishment, and not each equally by what corre-
sponds to it [in the other], and that the case of nourishment in relation to what
is able to take nourishment is just as [is] the case of the carpenter in relation to
wood, not as contraries which share in the same matter—it will be immedi-
ately explained that nourishment is said in two ways. For it is said of what is
still not digested and not changed into the nature of what is able to take nour-
ishment, and it is also said of what has been digested and is changed into the
nature of what is able to take nourishment, because that food is like is [some-
thing which is] truly said of what has been digested and the contrary of what
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has not been digested. For this reason he said later: Therefore, there is a dif-
ference between nourishment, etc. That is, since what takes nourishment is
what transforms the nourishment into its substance, it is evident that there
is a great difference between the nourishment which was conjoined with what
is able to take nourishment at the completion of digestion and what is natu-
rally constituted to be united with what is able to take nourishment, but [has]
not yet [been so united].1

Next he said: If, therefore, each is nourishment, etc. That is, if, therefore,
this name nourishment is said of each, but one of them is nourishment in po-
tency (since it is its nature to be digested but it is still not yet digested) and the
other is actually nourishment (and that is what is already digested), [then] we
can truly say each of food, namely, that it is like and unlike, without any con-
tradiction. For these two accounts were not contraries, unless this name nour-
ishment were said in the same way. For undigested nourishment, which is
nourishment in potency, can be said truly to be a contrary. For what takes
nourishment acts on it only insofar as it is contrary. Digested nourishment,
{201} however, can be said to be like, for it is part of what is able to take nour-
ishment only insofar as it is like. Next he said: It is evident, however, that
[what] each of the two groups, etc. That is, it is therefore evident from this
account that in the account of each of those two groups there is a part which
is true and a part false.

46. And because nothing takes nourishment unless it takes part in life,
for this reason a body which is alive is something which is able to take
nourishment insofar as it is alive. Nourishment, therefore, is ascribed to
what is alive in a way which is not accidental. (416bg—11)

Because nothing seems to take nourishment unless it shares some one of
the intentions of which this name life is said, as was explained, for this reason
a body takes nourishment only insofar as it has soul, not insofar as it is body.
That action, therefore, is ascribed to the soul in an essential way, not in an ac-
cidental way, and the substance of the part of the soul to which that action is
ascribed is nothing but the power which is naturally constituted to have that
action. When, therefore, we come to know that action in a proper way, we will
then come to know the substance of that power in a proper way.

47. Being nourishment is different from being something which can cause
growth.!* It is nourishment, however, insofar as it is a determinate particu-

103. That is, there is a great difference between potential nourishment assimilated
as actual nourishment and potential nourishment unassimilated.

104. Averroes’ Text here omits a line of the Greek: “Food has a power which is other
than the power to increase the bulk of what is fed by it; so far forth as what has soul in
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lar and a substance, and because it preserves the substance of what is able
to take nourishment, since {202} it always takes nourishment.!®> And it causes
generation, not because it is self-generating, but because it causes the gen-
eration of what is like what is able to take nourishment, for that has being.
And nothing generates itself, but [a thing] does preserve itself. (416b11~17)

He wants to distinguish three actions of nourishment, namely, to take nour-
ishment, to cause growth, and to generate.l% He said: Being nourishment, etc.
That is, for something to be nourishment or nutritive is different from its be-
ing a cause of growth. For it is called nourishment insofar as it preserves the
substance of the thing which is able to take nourishment so that it does not
suffer corruption, for it provides it with something in place of what is dissi-
pated. For this reason it endures in being so long as it is nourished and when
nourishment ceases, it suffers corruption. It is a cause of growth insofar as it
perfects the natural quantity of that which is diminished at the start by neces-
sity. But he said nothing about this, since the difference between growth and
nourishment is evident (if perhaps there is no omission on the part of the
scribe). After he distinguished these two actions, he began to speak of the third
action, which is to generate. He said: It is something which causes generation,
etc. That is, nourishment has an action other than preservation and growth,
namely, to generate. Next he expounded on generation. He said: not the gen-
eration of what is able to take nourishment, but the generation of what is like

it is a quantum, food may increase its quantity [f) p&v yop mocév 1 10 Euyuyov,
avEnTikdv], but it is only so far as what has soul in it is a ‘this-somewhat’ or substance

that food acts as food; in that case it maintains the being of what is fed, and that con-
tinues to be what it is so long as the process of nutrition continues.” Aristotle, De Anima
(1984); emphasis in original; Greek and underlining added. Averroes is aware that there
are problems with the Text here. See below in his Comment, where he mentions that
the Text may be faulty because of scribal error. The omission also affects the under-
standing of the line that follows, where the Greek fj 8¢ 108€ 11 x0i ovoia, Tpodn is
found rendered Est autem nutrimentum secundum hoc et substantiam. For this Text
Averroes’ alternate translation is in different ways also imperfect (e.g., rendering §j 8&
163€ T kol 0ol as only a4, “a substance”) and suffers omissions (e.g,, i1 Yép
£o1tv auT1od 1) 0VGia, “the substance of the individual fed is already in existence” [ibid.],
which is rendered in the Latin as illud enim habet esse) but reflects the Greek somewhat
better than what we find in the Latin. See ibid. (1954).

105. Although Averroes’ Text is much less clear than the Greek, “in that case it
maintains the being of what is fed, and that continues to be what it is so long as the
process of nutrition continues,” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]), his comment shows he
understands the Text in accord with the Greek.

106. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase, (1899), 53.9—-10, (1973), 75.8; (1996), 72.
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what is able to take nourishment, that is, [like] in species. Next he said: for
that has being. This can be understood [in this way]: for that is in every way
its own being,'”” and it preserves what is able to generate so that it may endure
as one in species, as we said earlier.!® Next he said: And nothing generates
itself, but [a thing] does preserve itself. That is, there is a difference between
these two actions because to take nourishment {203} is to preserve itself and
this generating is to generate another, not itself. For it is impossible for some-
thing to generate itself.

48. This principle, therefore, is a power of the soul which is able to pre-
serve what belongs to it as a disposition. And nourishment is that by virtue
of which it is prepared for acting. For this reason, when nourishment is
lacking, it is impossible for it to exist. (416b17—20)

It was explained that those actions are different in accord with the diversity
of their ends, although the subject is the same, namely, nourishment. It is also
necessary that those actions be ascribed to some power belonging to the soul
and, since it is so, it is necessary that this principle of soul, namely, the nutritive
power, be a power which can preserve a being in its form according to a [certain]
disposition, that is, according to some disposition of preservation. He said this
because there are some powers which preserve being according to every dis-
position and all its parts in the same mode, namely, the powers of the heavenly
bodies.

Next he said: And nourishment is that by virtue of which it is prepared,
etc. That is, nourishment is an instrument through which it carries out this
action [of self-preservation]. For this reason, when that power lacks nourish-
ment, then it does not have this action [of self-preservation], just as the carpen-
ter, when he lacks a saw, is not able to saw.

49. They are, therefore, three: what is able to take nourishment, that by
which it is nourished, and the agent which brings about nourishment. The
agent which brings about nourishment, then, is the first soul; what is able
to take nourishment is the body; and that {204} by which it is nourished is
nourishment. And because all things must be named from their ends, and
the end is to generate [its] like, for this reason the first soul is what gener-
ates [its] like. (416b20-25)

107. That is, that nourishment is a being and material substance in its own right.
This is how Averroes understands the Text. In the Greek text, however, Aristotle seems
rather to be referring to that which takes nourishment and to be saying that it is a
substance in its own right already prior to taking nourishment and that it does not
generate itself though it does preserve itself through nourishment.

108. See Book 2, Text 35 {183}.
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After he had described this principle of the soul and described nourishment,
he returned to distinguish the intentions of those names which are denomi-
nated by nourishment. He said: They are, therefore, three, etc. That is, it is
self-evident that the three are different according to the diversity of related
things: one is what is able to take nourishment, the second that by which it is
nourished, and the third is what nourishes. And it was already explained that
what is the agent for nourishment is the soul to which this action is ascribed.
Hence it is evident that the agent for nourishment is the soul, which is first
among the rest of the powers which are ascribed to nourishment; and he means
by first here what is prior by nature. What is able to take nourishment is the
body and that by which it is nourished is food. Next he said: And because all
things must, etc. That is, because all things must be named from their ends,
since this final cause is more befitting the being of the thing than all the [other]
causes, it is necessary that the nutritive soul be described through the action
which is its end, and it is to generate its like, [and] not through the action of
taking nourishment, which is to preserve [itself], as we said earlier. It should,
therefore, be said that the nutritive soul is a power which is naturally consti-
tuted to generate from food something like in species to the individual in which
it exists, since all its actions are only for the sake of this power. This is evident
in plants and in animals.

50. That by which it is nourished is twofold (just as that by which a ship
is steered: both the hand and the rudder), one is mover and moved and the
other is only mover. {205} It is necessary that all nourishment be capable of
being digested; and what causes digestion to take place is heat; hence every
living thing has heat. We, then, already said in outline what food is. Later
we will give an [extensive] account of it. (416b25-31)

After he had shown the ways of the nutritive soul’s action and both de-
scribed [that action] and described nourishment, he began now to explain the
first instrument by which that soul acts upon food. For he had already said in
a general way that the definition of the soul is the actuality of a body having
organs. He said: That by which it is nourished, etc. That is, that by which the
action of nourishment is brought to completion is twofold, namely, a first
mover which is not moved while it moves, and a mover which moves and is
moved. That is what is related to the first mover as subject, and the first mover
[is] related to this as form.1®® Concerning what he said, some things he ex-
plained here and some in the general accounts. What was said here, then, is
that the nutritive soul is the first mover in regard to the food and that it acts

109. That is, the moved mover is related to the first mover as its subject, and the first
mover is related to the moved mover as its form.
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upon the food by means of heat by which [the food] becomes digested. But
whether it is necessary that it move and not be moved, insofar as it is a first
mover, and that heat move in such a way that it is moved by a first mover, was
explained in the general accounts. For there it was explained that if every
first mover were bodily, it would be composed of a mover which is not moved
and a mover which is moved, insofar as things are composed from matter and
form.!10

But there is a difficulty in regard to what he said. For the motion of the nu-
tritive power is in the category of alteration, and what is self-moved, which is
composed of an unmoved mover and a moved mover, is found only in local
motion. {206} In the motion of alteration, however, self-motion is not found, for
it is not necessary that a first bodily cause of alteration suffer alteration and
then alter [something else], as is necessary in the case of the first bodily mover,
namely, that it move in place only if it is moved. How, then, did he say here
that one of them is mover and moved and the other only mover, while he gave
an example from things moving in place? If this were said of the local motion
of animals, then the example would be sound. Let us say then: that the proxi-
mate mover of food ought to be a body is evident; but that the body causing
alteration is not sufficient to be the first mover causing that motion was ex-
plained earlier, when he said that heat is not sufficient to bring about the com-
pleted action of alteration, unless some power which is not a body but in a
body be there. The body, therefore, which is the first cause of alteration, is
composed of what causes alteration but does not suffer alteration, namely, the
soul, and what causes alteration and is altered, namely, natural heat. It was
explained, therefore, that that by which nourishment comes about is twofold,
namely, what causes alteration but does not suffer alteration (for everything
which suffers alteration is a body), and this is the soul, and what causes al-
teration and suffers alteration, namely, natural heat. This name motion, there-
fore, is taken in a broad and general way in this passage. According to this
exposition, what was explained in that account is not needed, namely, that the
first mover in place be composed of an unmoved mover and a moved mover.
We can say that natural heat alters food only if it is first moved in place. For it
was explained that local motion precedes the other motions and in particular
that motion which is complete, namely, which alters the thing at one time and
not at another. And also it not only alters, but it takes into itself and expels
food, and this is local motion. {207} According to this exposition the disposi-
tion will be evident, but the first exposition seems more fitting. Also, the ex-
ample was taken in a broad sense, for the hand is not the first unmoved mover
of the ship, but rather the pilot himself. After it had been explained that the

110. See Physics 8.4, 255a28, and 8.5, 257a32ff.
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nutritive soul is a form in the body, since the proximate cause of alteration in
the body, which is food, ought necessarily to be a body, and that the form is
an unaltered cause of alteration, since it is not a body, and that the body is an
altered cause of alteration, he then began to explain what this body is. He said:
All nourishment must necessarily, etc. That is, all nourishment which is al-
ready nourishment in actuality must necessarily be digested by means of a
body which is a cause of alteration [and] which is an instrument of the nutri-
tive soul. Since this body ought to be a cause of alteration and digestion, and
such is a warm body (hence the ancients said that fire nourishes), everything
having a nutritive soul must necessarily possess heat, not without qualifica-
tion but rather natural heat. For it was explained in the fourth book of the
Meteorology™'! that what causes digestion is heat belonging to that being, not
extraneous [heat]. Next he said: We, then, already said in outline, that is,in a
general and broad way. . . , etc. That is, the completion of the account in regard
to each of their parts from which nourishment is constituted should be ex-
pounded later in an appropriate place. He said this because the account con-
cerning nourishment and growth is realized only in several books. For in the
book On Generation and Corruption, motion of growth and diminution was
established,'*? while in the Meteorology the kinds of heat and [their] kinds of
actions were established, such as to be boiled and {208} to be roasted.!® In this
book the first mover in those motions was also explained, while also in the
book On Animals it was established how many instruments of that power there
are in each animal, how action is brought to completion by [that power] in the
case of each of them, and how many members there are and how those mem-
bers serve [each animal], and what is the nature of the relationship of those to
one another in that action, and so forth.1* For this reason he said that the ex-
planation of nourishment given here only concerned the first mover and the
first instrument alone.

51. Since we have already established those things, let us now speak in
regard to all sensation in a general way. Let us say, then, that sensing oc-
curs with motion and affection, as we said, for it is thought to be some sort
of alteration. Some say that like is affected by its like and unlike by unlike.!>

111. Meteorology 4.3, 381bg—9.

112. On Generation and Corruption 1.5, 320b26-322a34.

113. Meteorology 4. Cf. 4.3, 380b13ff.

114. Parts of Animals 2—4.

115. These last four words are additions to the text of Aristotle, which has pact 3¢
TLVEG KOl T0 Opotov Vo 10D Opoiov maocyely; “Now some thinkers assert that like is
affected only by like.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Averroes’ Comment below indicates
that he read what we find in the Text. Averroes’ corresponding remark in his Middle
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We already spoke of acting and being affected and how they can come to be
or not come to be in the general accounts,'® and in this passage we have also
spoken of it.'7 (2.5, 416b32—417a2)

After he had spoken of the nutritive power, he began to speak of the sensitive
[power] and first of what is common to all the senses. He said: Let us say,
therefore, that sensing, etc. That is, let us therefore say that sensing comes
about through an affection and motion in the senses from sensible things, not
through an action of the senses upon the sensible things. For this is what was
first considered concerning sensation, namely, whether it is counted among
the active or passive powers. After he had placed it in the genus of passive
powers, he gave the reason for that view. {209} He said: for it is thought, etc.
That is, we said that sensation comes about as an affection because it is thought
that the senses are altered in some form of alteration by sensible things. He said
some sort of in order to signify what is specific to it, because later it will be ex-
plained that this change is called an alteration only equivocally. Next he said:
Some say that like, etc. That is, since we asserted that affection is the genus of
sensation, consideration should be given to the things in which the affection
exists, for some say that like is affected by its like and some the contrary, namely,
that contrary is affected by its contrary. He meant here by general accounts
the book On Generation and Corruption. What was established in that book is not
sufficient for him because here the account seems to be more specific, for the
subject of which he speaks here is more specific than the subject of which he
spoke there. He first began to raise questions in his assertion that sensation is
one of the passive powers, not one of the active ones.

52. But it is irrational [to ask]'® why the senses do not sense themselves
and why also no sense acts in absence of something external, while fire,
earth, and the other elements are in them and are what are apprehended by
the sense per se, and [likewise for] the accidents consequent upon them. Let
us say, therefore, that the sense is not in act but only in potency and for this

Commentary (2002), at 60.17-18, is similar: & o |miy acidl 8 0] Je )
4g; “others say that it is affected by that which is unlike it.” Averroes’ alternate
translation, however, does not contain this addition. See Aristotle, De Anima (1954).

116. On Generation and Corruption 1.7, 323b1ff.

117. The Greek version is slightly different: “in what sense this is possible and in
what sense impossible, we have explained in our general discussion of acting and being
acted upon.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

118. Sed est irrationabile. The Greek has £xg1 8 dmopilav; “Here arises a problem”
(Aristotle, De Anima [1984]), which is reflected in Averroes’ alternate translation: = L Jg

ilacs o4 (ibid. [1954]); “Concerning the senses we have a question.”
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reason we do not have sensation, just as what is combustible does not burn
by itself in the absence of something causing it to burn. If this were not so,
it would cause itself to burn and not need fire to be in act. (417a2—9) {210}

After he had asserted sensation to be among the passive powers, he began
to raise questions about pressing the position that it is among the passive and
not the active powers, and this is the case if he does not mean by “it is thought”
“it is confirmed,” for he often uses “thought” for “certainty.” He said: But it is
irrational [to ask] why the senses do not sense themselves. That is, as it seems
to me, but it is irrational, since we will have asserted that the sensitive powers
are active, to say why the senses do not sense in their own right in the absence
of something external. For it is necessary, if the sensitive powers were active,
to say that the senses sense in their own right and that they do not need some-
thing external for their sensing. Next he said: Among them are fire, earth, and
the other elements. That is, the composition of some of the senses is ascribed
to each of the elements and those are sensible things; therefore, they must sense
themselves. He meant this when he said: the accidents consequent upon them,
that is, things consequent upon those sensible things from which the instru-
ments of those senses are composed. After he had explained that it is irrational
to say why the senses do not sense in the absence of something external, if we
have asserted that the senses are among the active powers, he began to explain
the way in which there will be a response to this question. He said: Let us say,
therefore, that the sense is not in act but... in potency, etc. That is, let us
therefore say in response that sensation is not among the active powers which
act in their own right without need of an external mover in the action which
comes from them, but rather they are among the passive powers, which need
an external mover. For this reason they do not sense in their own right, just as
what is combustible does not burn in its own right without an external mover,
namely, fire. And just as {211} in the case of what is combustible, if it were com-
bustible in its own right, it would be possible for it to burn without fire existing
in act, so too if the senses would sense in their own right, insofar as they are
active powers, then it would be possible for them to sense in the absence of
anything extinsic. You ought to know that this is the first difference by which
the powers of the soul differ from one another and it is a starting point for the
consideration of the intellect and the other powers.'” However, that the nutritive
power is among the active powers is evident from what was said earlier.

53. Because there are two ways to say that something senses (for what

hears and sees in potency we say hears and sees even though it may be

119. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase, (1899), 54.28-55.2; (1973), 78.14-79.7;
(1996), 74
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sleeping and we [also] say this in regard to what achieves act), hence [it is
that] sensation is spoken of both in potency and in act. And similarly sens-
ing also exists in potency and exists in act. (417a9—14)

He had explained that sensation is one of the passive powers, not one of the
active powers, and [that] those [passive powers] have a twofold being, namely,
being in potency before their powers are perfected by an external mover and
being in act, when they are completed and found in actuality by an external
mover in act. [Now] he began to explain that these two occur in the case of the
powers of the soul. He said: Because there are two ways to say that some-
thing senses, etc. That is, because it is self-evident that there are two ways to
say that something senses, one of which is when we say in regard to someone
hearing and seeing in potency that he hears and sees, as we say of one who is
sleeping. He meant this when he said: for what hears and sees, etc. That is, for
what one who hears and one who sees in proximate potency is customarily
said to be is one who hears and one who sees, even though one who is sleep-
ing is one who is more removed {212} in all the modes of potency. For what is
in darkness is a seer in potency, but that potency is more near to act than a
potency which belongs to the vision of one who is sleeping. Next he said: this
is said in regard to what achieves act. That is, what attains sight and hearing
and in general sensing of sensible things is also said to hear, to see, and in
general to sense. After he had explained that this word sense is said of each
intention,? he said: It is necessary that sense also be said in two ways, of
potentiality and actuality, and similarly sensing, etc. That is, similarly sens-
ing, which is an action of sense, must be said also in two ways, as of a disposi-
tion and a form from which sensing arises.

54. In the first place, then, our account is not'?! insofar as being affected
and being moved is the same as acting and moving. For motion is an action,
but an imperfect one, as was said in other places. And everything which is
affected and moved is affected and moved only by some agent in act. For
this reason being affected is sometimes by like and sometimes by unlike.
According to what we said, what is affected is unlike and, after it is af-
fected, it becomes like. (417a14-21)

120. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 53.27-28: Ol &, asladl OF 30 Uy
Ol pds (e (ol 3l (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 38).

121. The Greek text has 0Vv, “then,” rather than 00, “not,” where Averroes’ Text has
non, “not” “To begin with let us speak as if there were no difference between being
moved or affected, and being active, for movement is a kind of activity.” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). The alternate Arabic translation reflects the Greek suitably enough with
the particle  rendering o0v. Ibid. (1954).
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After he had explained that sensation is one of the passive powers and that
it exists in two ways, he said: [In the first place,] then our account, etc. That
is, there is a great difference between the account of sensation presenting the
opinion that it is a passive power and the account of it presenting the opinion
that it is an active power. For the account of something insofar as we hold in
regard to it the opinion that its being is to be affected and to be moved is dif-
ferent from the account in regard to it insofar as we hold the opinion that its
being is to act and to move. After he had explained this, {213} he provided the
difference between each of these two beings. He said: For motion is an action,
but an imperfect one, etc. That is, these two kinds of being are different. For
the being of one kind is of the genus of the being of motion, and it was already
explained that motion is an imperfect action (for it is the actuality of some-
thing in potency insofar as it is in potency). But the being of the other kind is
a perfect action. Next he provided another difference between these two be-
ings. He said: And everything which is affected and moved, etc. That is, they
differ also since everything counted in the genus of affection!?? has being only
from another, namely, the agent, and for this reason, if the agent does not ex-
ist, this will not exist. But everything counted in the genus of action has being
in itself, not from another. Next he said: For this reason being affected is
sometimes by like, etc. That is, because the being of passive powers is a mix-
ture of potency and act, for before it is affected, the passive is contrary to the
agent, and when the affection is completed, it is like, and, while it is being af-
fected, it is a mixture of like and contrary. For so long as it is moved part of
the contrary does not cease to be corrupted in it and part of the like [does not
cease] to come to be. It is evident that one who does not understand that there
are passive powers in such a being [as this] will not be able to solve the ques-
tion mentioned earlier,'> nor also can one who has not conceded that the
powers of sensation are among the passive powers even say whether the sen-
sible thing is like or contrary. This is the foundation and it must be preserved
as we said in regard to the other powers of the soul, and chiefly in regard to
the rational power, as will appear later.!%

55. We must also determine potency and actuality, since in this passage
we spoke of these without qualification. Let us, therefore, say what we
mean when {214} we say of something, for instance a man, that he is a
knower, because a human being is among those having knowledge. Some-
times we say this as we say of one who already has acquired the science of

122. That is, what is acted upon by something else.
123. See Book 2, Text 52 {209}.
124. See Book 3, Text and Comment 3 {381-383}.
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grammar that he is a knower. But the potency in each of them is not of the
same sort. Rather, the potency of the first is because its genus is of such a
sort,!>> while [the potency] of the second is because, when he wishes, he is
able to exercise knowledge, so long as something external does not impede
him. (417a21-28)

After he had explained that sense is said in two ways, namely, in potency
and in act, and also that each of those is said in two ways, he began to make
determinations regarding this. He said: It is necessary also to determine, etc.
That is, since we know that sense is found in two ways, namely, in potency
and in act, we must determine the intentions in which potency, actuality, and
act are said without qualification, since in this passage we speak of them only
without qualification. After he had given the reason why it is necessary to
speak in this passage about potency and act without qualification, namely,
that they exist in sensation without qualification, he said: Let us, therefore,
say what we mean, etc. That is, let us therefore say that it is evident that when
we say that something is such in potency, that this is meant in two ways:
either as we say that a human being is a knower in potency, that is, naturally
constituted to have knowledge, or as we say in regard to one who knows
grammar in act that he is a knower in potency when he does not use his
knowledge. After he had explained those two modes of potency, he provided
the difference between them. He said: But the potency in each . .. is not of
the same sort, etc. That is, but the intention of potency in each of them is
not the same. Rather, since we say that someone ignorant is a knower in
potency, we mean that his genus {215} and matter is receptive to knowledge;
and when we say in regard to one who knows grammar that he is a knower
in potency, it is said because he has the potency for contemplating grammar
when he wishes.1?

125. The Text here drops the Greek xai 1 VAN, “or matter” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]),
which is found in Averroes’ alternate translation as 3¢S (ibid. [1954]) and which
reappears in Averroes’ Comment.

126. That we are able to excercise our ability to think when we wish is important for
Averroes’ assertion that the material and agent intellects are in us. See, for example,
{390}, {406}, {437}, and {438}. At the corresponding text in Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase
(1899), 56.20-24; (1973), 82.17-83.1, we find sensation distinguished from knowledge by
the fact that “knowledge has the objects of knowledge from within, in that thoughts
are universal objects of knowledge that it amasses and stores for itself. And it is in its
power to make them available for itself whenever it wishes, while for sense-perception
there are particular (i.e. individual) objects, but these are external and the activity of
nature, not of the soul. That is why it is in our power to think whenever we wish, but
not in our power to perceive.” Ibid. (1996), 76. Also see ibid. (1899), 99.13; (1973), 179.11;
{1996), 123; (1990), 90-91.

56. But one who is contemplating is in a state of actuality and is one who
really knows this.'¥” Those first two, therefore, are knowers in potency, but
one of them will be altered by learning and will be changed many times
over by habitual activity to a contrary disposition, while the other, when he
is changed from having sensation or knowledge of grammar (but he is not
acting)[will be altered and changed] up to the point that he acts.!? Therefore
its mode is different. (417a28-b2)

One who knows grammar in contemplating it is a knower according to
complete actuality, and such a person we say is really a knower of what he
contemplates, not insofar as he knows that but does not contemplate it in act.
Next he said: Those first two, therefore, are knowers in potency, namely, one
who does not know and one who knows but does not make use of his knowl-
edge.

Next he said: but one of them, etc. That is, but one of them will be changed
from potency into actuality when he is altered by learning and changed many
times over from one state to the contrary disposition and from the contrary
disposition to a state, until this state is firm and fixed. He means by state the
form of knowledge and by contrary disposition ignorance. Next he said: while
the other, when he is changed from having sensation or knowledge of gram-
mar (but he is not understanding)'? up to the point that he acts. That is, the
one goes out from potency {216} into act and into complete actuality when he
is changed from having sensation in act or knowledge of grammar in act at a
time at which he is not understanding by it, to acting by it. The mode, therefore,
of that power is another mode.

57. Affection is also not without qualification, but rather one is a corrup-
tion from a contrary and another seems more to be an eduction’ of what
is in potency by what is in act and is [its] like. That, then, is the disposition
of what is in potency in relation to actuality, for only one having knowledge

127. The Greek has 108¢ 10 A, “e.g. this A” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]), which Aver-
roes’ alternate translation reflects with (Lt 4J) jLadl 3,4 Lis of aaadl, i
(ibid. [1954]).

128. The sense of the Textis not rendered well in the Latin translation. Aristotle here
is saying that the second kind of knower in potency is one who has possession of sen-
sation or knowledge of grammar but is not actively using it and then comes to put it to

active use.

129. The difference between the Text and the Comment is likely due to an error based
on the similarity of j~4,, “he acts,” and }ixy, “he understands.”

130. Evasio. The Greek has, “the maintenance [10 8¢ cwtnpia] of what is potential
by the agency of what is actual” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); my addition of Greek and
underlining) and is followed by Averroes’ alternate translation: L. (ibid. [1954]).
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contemplates. And this either is not an alteration, since there will be an
addition to the actuality in him, or it is another kind of alteration.

(417b2~7)

This word affection does not signify the same simple intention but rather
one is the affection which is a corruption of a patient by a contrary by which
it is affected, as the affection of the hot by the cold and the moist by the dry.
Next he said: and another seems more, etc. That is, there is also the affection
which is an eduction of what is affected in potency by what is in actuality and
act, insofar as what is in act is like, not contrary, namely, drawing it out from
potency to act, contrary to the disposition in the first [kind of] alteration. Next
he said: That, then, is the disposition, etc. That is, that final mode of affection
is the disposition of a part of the soul which is in potency in relation to the
actuality which moves what is in potency and which draws [the potency] out
into act, [though] not according to the first mode of affection. {217} Next he
said: for only one having knowledge contemplates, etc. That is, that mode of
affection is from a mode which is an eduction of the patient by what is mov-
ing it in act, not its corruption. For only one who knows contemplates some-
thing after he was not contemplating. This is not an alteration according to the
first intention, which is the corruption of what is affected. Next he said: since
there is an addition to actuality in it, etc. That is, because that change is not
from non-being but is an addition in what is able to be transformed and a go-
ing toward actuality without there being a corruption or change there from
non-being, it is asserted as a change from ignorance to knowledge.’®! [It is] as
if he means that this is more remote from true alteration in two ways. For al-
teration which is an eduction of the patient is twofold, namely, change from
non-being to actuality and change from first actuality to final [actuality], and
this [latter] is the addition which he indicates. Next he said: or it is another
kind of alteration. That is, that mode which is an eduction of the patient either
is not called alteration or it will be another kind of alteration.

58. Likewise, it is not right to say regarding what understands that it is
altered when it understands, just as it is not said that the builder is altered
when he builds. In the category of understanding'® that [something] is
reduced to actuality from what exists in potency is not rightly called learn-
ing, but rather must be given another name. One who learns after he was
in potency and acquires knowledge from one who is a teacher in actuality,
must either not be said at all to have been affected or [it must] be said that

131. That is, there is a change from not actively knowing to actively knowing.
132. Incapitulo intelligendi: [kota] 10 voodv kal ¢povodv, “in the case of thinking
or understanding” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984)); v_g_a.!\) ‘..La.“ (ibid. [1954]).
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alteration is twofold, namely, change to dispositions of non-being and
change to a state and nature. (417b8-16) {218}

Likewise, it is not right to say of what comes from ignorance to knowledge,
whose disposition is called learning, that it is altered. Similarly, it is not said
of what is changed by this that it does not act by a state existing in it in act to
what acts by it, as the carpenter who is changed from not being engaged in
carpentry to being engaged in carpentry, the example which we find in the
other translation.!3 Next he said: [In the category of understanding] what is
reduced to actuality, etc. That is, he who acquires the actuality of knowledge
after potency by a reduction to that which he had already acquired in the first
place, then next lost it, ought not to be called by that name by which we call
one who is in the first potency always and has never acquired that which is
called learning. Rather, that mode ought to have another name.!** That mode
which he indicated is called recollection. He said this because Plato holds
the opinion that learning and recollection are the same. Next he said: One
who learns after he was in potency, etc. That is, change from ignorance into
knowledge by a teacher who is a knower in actuality and in act necessarily
either is not called alteration or is such that it is said that alteration takes place
in two ways, one is the change which comes about through an agent in dis-
positions which were not yet existing in a patient and the other is the change
which comes about from the agent in the disposition of a state and form exist-
ing® in the patient. The latter is an affection which is the corruption of the
patient, not an eduction. This is what he said before: or it is another genus of
alteration.%

133 o 13 sl L_s" s OF ey ¥ 45T LaS™ (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “just as it
is not right that it be said when he builds.”

134. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 58.25: 5T (.4l ik Ol oy Jo (Long
Commentary Fragments [1985], 38).

135. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 58.29-35: Luayf ALzl 0l O =
JUy g T e il e o OV Uiy UMDYM\&JSMY\MW
< e Jlaist 09y acd Lo Jl Jgmamg Jrometand) joas Loadst 2 0L Ul O
Aol 5,002l S 5 b e Wy 33y (Long Commentary Fragments [1985],
38). “He means that the change also be to a disposition of the emergence of the learner
from ignorance to knowledge—which is the coming about of knowledge in complete-
ness and act—so it is necessary either that this not be called affection or change, or that
it be so called insofar as it has another meaning. In this way change has two senses,
one of the two is the forming and coming about of a certain disposition in it <without
affection on the part of the agent> and the other <the change by way of state> and
form coming about.”

136. 417b6-7, Book 2, Text 57.
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59. The first alteration of what senses is from what generates [it], such that
when it was generated, immediately the ability to sense exists just as knowl-
edge exists. And what is also in act is like contemplating. Nevertheless, they
do differ because in this the agents are external, as what is seen and heard,
and likewise the other sensible things.'” (417b16—21) {219}

The first change on the part of what senses, which is like the change of a
human being from ignorance to knowledge through a teacher, is the change
which comes about through the agent generating the animal, not from sensible
things. He indicates this difference between the first actuality which has come
to be in the sense and the last. For it is held that the first actuality of sense
comes from the agent intelligence,'®® as is explained in the book On Animals, 3
but the second actuality comes from sensible things. Next he said: such that

137. Averroes’ Text here is far less clear than the Greek: “In the case of what is to
possess sense, the first transition is due to the action of the male parent and takes place
before birth so that at birth the living thing is, in respect of sensation, at the stage which
corresponds to the possession of knowledge. Actual sensation corresponds to the stage
of the exercise of knowledge. But between the two cases compared there is a difference;
the objects that excite the sensory powers to activity, the seen and the heard, etc,, are
outside.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

138. Ab intelligentia agenti. This is the first occurrence of the term intelligentia agens in
this work. Could the distinction of intelligentia agens from intellectus agens be one made by
the translator, perhaps under the influence of the thought of Avicenna? The Arabic J.'&,-Jl
Jlaill can be rendered either way. For Averroes in the present work, the referent is the
same for the terms “agent intelligence” and “agent intellect.” See the introduction, pp. xix—
Xx, 1. 10, and p. xxiv, n. 20. Also see Book 3, n. 732 {390} regarding the use of the phrase
“intellect which is in act,” intellectus qui est in actu, to denote the agent intellect.

139. See Generation of Animals 2.3, 736b21-28. Here Aristotle is concerned with intel-
lect and says nothing about sense. “It remains, then, for the reason alone so to enter
and alone to be divine, for no bodily activity has any connection with the activity of
reason.” 736b27-28. Aristotle, Generation of Animals (1984). The corresponding passage
of the Middle Commentary (2002), 63.8-14, does not trace sensation to the agent intellect.
Since the agent intellect is not generally held to be the cause of sensation for all animals,
it may be that Averroes has in mind the apprehension and processing of bodily sensa-
tion by the internal sense powers of imagination, cogitation, and memory. These taken
together as the cogitative power do constitute a “kind of reason” {449} by the prepara-
tion of denuded intentions for the separate intellects, Moreover, at {450} in explaining
Aristotle, he writes, “Perhaps he indicated the material intellect in its first conjoining
with us, namely, [in] the conjoining which is through nature.” It may be, then, that the
human ability for pre-intellectual formation of pure—albeit still individual—intentions
in preparation for abstraction by intellect is an ability which he understands ultimately
to come from the agent intellect via our natural affiliation and connection with the
material intellect.
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when it was made [to be], etc. That is, such that when the first power comes to
be, immediately it will have sensation unless there is some impediment or
sensible things are not present. This is like the knowledge which is in the
knower who does not put the knowledge to use. Next he said: and to sense is
just as to know. That is, the complete actuality of sense, which is to apprehend
sensible things in act and to contemplate them, is like making use of knowledge
and contemplation. Next he said: And what is. .. in act is similar to contem-
plation. That is, to have sensation in act is similar to contemplating and know-
ing. Next he said: But they do differ, etc. That is, but the first actuality of sense
differs from the knowledge of the knower which is in act when he is not con-
templating, in that what is the cause moving the first actuality of sense and
what draws it out into the second [actuality] are external sensible things, such
as visible things, and what moves the knower from the first actuality into the
second is something united with the soul by a uniting in being.140

60. The reason for this is that sense in act apprehends particulars, while
science [apprehends] universals existing, as it were, in the soul itself. For
this reason a human being can exercise understanding when he wishes,
but not sense, because he requires a sensible object. That disposition is
also in the knowledge of sensible things, for that cause is a cause {220} of
them,'*! namely, that sensibles are from particular external things. But we
will speak of these and expound on them later, and it will have [its] time.

(417b22-29)

The reason for the difference between 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 apprehending 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. He said:
those are, as it were, in the soul, because he will explain later that these—
which are from the first actuality in the intellect as sensibles from the first

140. Copulatione in esse. For Averroes the Aristotelian notion that knowing is a way
of being entails that there is some joining in being with the separate material and agent
intellects as well as with intentions in the inner senses derived from sensation when
the second actuality of knowing takes place. Cf. {228}.

141. The Latin ista enim causa est causa is based on a corrupt Arabic text, appar-
ently due to a confusion between i._\.:«, “knowledge,” and ile, “cause.” In the Greek this
is xai 814 v adTiv aitiav, “on the same ground” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); Lioal
Leems Ul oda Jof o (ibid. [1954]); “Our knowledge is by way of this cause itself.”
From Averroes’ Comment it is perhaps likely that he read the sort of thing we find in
the Latin in his Arabic Text.
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actuality of sense, namely, insofar as both cause motion—are intentions which
can be imagined and those are universal in potency, although not in act. For
this reason he said: those are, as it were, in the soul, and he did not say “they
are,” because a universal intention is different from an imagined intention.
Next he said: For this reason a human being can exercise understanding, etc.
That is, because the things which move the rational power are inside the soul
and possessed by us always in act, for this reason a human being can contem-
plate them when he wishes and this is called “to conceptualize,”*> and he
cannot sense when he wishes because he necessarily needs sensibles which
are outside the soul. Next he said: That disposition is also, etc. That is, that
disposition is also in us in the case of the knowledge of sensibles and we learn
from them because they exist in the senses. The cause for the existence of that
disposition in us for the knowledge of sensibles is the same as the cause for
their existence in the senses themselves. Similarly we should understand {221}
that the disposition existing in us for the knowledge of universals is in us be-
cause it is in the rational power and the reason that we are in this mode through
that [disposition] is the reason why [that power] is in that mode.*? But because
the account in regard to the intellect is not evident here, he referred us to an-
other time. He said: But the account concerning those things, that is, concern~
ing the intellect. One can say that sensibles do not move the senses in accord
with the way they exist outside the soul, for they move the senses insofar as
they are intentions, since in matter they are not intentions in act, but in potency.
And one cannot say that this difference occurs by virtue of the difference of
subject such that the intentions come to be on account of a spiritual matter
which is the sense, not on account of an external mover. For it is better to think
that the reason for the difference of matter is the difference of forms, rather
than that the difference of matter is the reason for the difference of forms. Since
it is so, we must assert that the external mover in the case of the senses is dif-
ferent from the sensibles, as was necessary in the case of the intellect. It was
seen, therefore, that if we concede that the difference of forms is the reason for
the difference of matter, it will be necessary that the mover be external. But
Aristotle was silent about this because it is hidden in the case of sensation and
is apparent in the case of intellect. You ought to give this consideration, since
it requires investigation.

142. Formare. See Book 1, {6}, n. 14.

143. Humanbeings are linked to the agent and material intellects insofar as humans
provide the images which are the basis for the knowledge which comes about in the
material intellect. That knowledge in the material intellect and the activities of the agent
and material intellects are together responsible for the knowledge and rationality which
particular human beings have in this world. See Book 3 {388}, {406}, {416).
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61. Now to this extent it may be determined that what is said to be in
potency is not [so] without qualification, but of one sort it is said as it is said
that a boy can lead an army and of another sort it is said as it is said of an
experienced man, and the same goes for sense. (417b29-32) {222}

The whole of what was explained from this account and in this passage is this.
He means by without qualification one intention and he said that what is in
potency is not one intention, but several. He said: but one is said, etc. That is, a
sense is said to be in potency just as it is said that a boy is able to lead an army.
This is a first remote potency from which, when a change comes about to
proximate potency, it comes about through the generating agent and not through
sensible things and it is similar to the potency for knowledge in one who is ig-
norant. Next he said: and of another sort itis said as it is said of an experienced
man, and it is similarly so with regard to sense. He means the potency which
is the first actuality of the sense, namely, that from which there comes to be the
change to the complete actuality through sensible things themselves. It is like
the one who knows when he is not using his knowledge. He means by all those
things to explain that the power of a sense which receives sensible things is not
a pure disposition,* as [is] the disposition which is in the boy for receiving
knowledge, and that the power of sense is a certain act, as having a positive
disposition when he does not make use of his positive disposition.>

62. But because their differences are not named, and we already deter-
mined in regard to them that they are different and how, we must use [the
terms] affection and alteration as [if they were] the real things. That which
senses is in potency just as what is sensed in actuality, according to what
we said. For while it is unlike it is affected and after it is affected, it is like.
(417b32—418a6) {223}

But the differences of potency and change belonging to things existing in
the sensitive soul and in things which are alive do not have names of their
own. We already explained that these are different and we explained the way
in which they are different. It, consequently, seemed to us that it is necessary,
insofar as that intention which we have explained concerning the soul does
not have a name of its own, to give the name of affection and alteration to that
which is the subject of real things. For this does no harm, since we already

144. Pura preparatio. That is, a receptive disposition and a directed receptivity.

145. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 61.20-24: 4lS” U5 -s ol O my
4 I e Uik Lams bl Concd Olapucd a5 ol o 543 O e O
YN VTR R & eI Sy g e Jad 4o Uy (.J:.J\ Jed shiazasl (Long
Commentary Fragments [1985], 39). Note that for a.le, “his knowledge,” the Latin
translator has suo habitu, “his disposition.”
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determined the intention by which they differ. He said: we must because that
intention lacks a common name and the adoption of a name already in com-
mon use is easier than conjuring up another name. After this had been ex-
plained concerning what has sense, he began to describe it in an unqualified
way. He said: That which senses in potency is just as what is sensed in ac-
tuality. That is, it is therefore evident from what we said that what has sense
in an unqualified way is what is in potency to the intention. We explained this
concerning the potency [actualized] through the intention of a sensible thing
in actuality, that is, that which is naturally constituted to be actualized by the
intentions of sensible things, not by the sensible things themselves.*¢ And if
[it were] not [so], then the being of color in the sense of sight and in a body
would be the same; and if it were so, then there would be no apprehension of
its being in the sense of sight. For that reason he said: that which is in potency
is just as what is sensed in actuality, and he did not say: that which is sensed
in potency. For, if it were so, the being of color would be the same in the sense
of sight and in its matter. Next he said: Therefore, while it is unlike it is af-
fected and after it is affected, it is like, etc. That is, what occurs for it is what
occurs for all things subject to alteration, as was said in the general account,¥’
namely, that it is affected by what is sensible while it is not like it and, when
the affection is completed, it will then be like.*8 {224}

146. The same notion is expressed in the Middle Commentary by way of a distinction
between the perfection of the sense (JLeXiul) and the sensible in actuality (J.«.&J\.g).
See Middle Commentary (2002), 64.5-10, and 178, n. 14.

147. See On Generation and Corruption 1.7, 323b18ff.

148. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 62.27-36: 4y 52 .zl Ls’ gl Y
JJ..UJ cJ...a_..“ 03429 J).\.: L)lSLLJJJ.meY‘ d\f}Jj 3 ‘...«.J-‘L;e‘_;\.x.” CJ\:— 83429

op Bpally W u\)) v ‘,_)) « JLaNL S 2y o).aJ\_: A O ey JB
(g..m.sL\ Ls_e LSJ‘-S\ OJ-ULJ LJ)-L‘ ah d).U\ -’j—"j—’_;-«a-J‘ U\S.s SIS B ols 0l ¢ uﬂj—-«-é‘
c..«:-u:..b)@.a.a« giie o b A e g e frdis Bl 1 B oS
sl jg}.g_,u\b L;""‘*"“""""J“‘pfbl"’d)“";| Jmulﬁ}aw\;u‘ﬂ
LI Juss¥) ‘_s_s S ek, LS L i Lo (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 39).
Note that the Arabic contains a clause at the beginning of this section corresponding
to Latin Book 2,162.27, and differs from the Latin in other ways. “And if [it were] not
[so], then the being of color in the sense of sight and in a body would be the same, because
the color in the sense of sight exists in its own right external to the eye in the body [seen]; and
if it were so, then there would be no apprehension of its being in the sense of sight. For
that reason he said: “it is the case that what senses in potency sees insofar as the sen-
sible is in act” and he did not say: “that what senses in potency is the sensible.” For, if
it were so, then the sense of sight with the existence of color in it would be colored by
the color which is in the body. Next he said: “the sense is affected by the sensible inso-
far as it is similar,” etc. That is, what occurs for it is what occurs for all things subject
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63. Before we begin to speak of each of the senses, let us speak of sensible
things. Let us say, then, that sensible is said in three ways, of which two are
said to be sensed per se and the third accidentally. One of the two [first indi-
cated] is proper to any given sense and the other is common to them all. And
one calls proper what another sense cannot sense and what is such that it is
impossible for there to be any error in regard to it, for instance, sight with
reference to color, hearing with reference to sound, and taste with reference
to flavor. Sense has several modes in one,' but each of them judges those
things and it does not err in regard to color as to what color it is nor in regard
to sound as to what sound it is,’® but rather in regard to a colored thing as to
what it is and where it is and in regard to something heard as to what itis and
where it is. What, then, is of such a sort is proper. (2.6, 418a7-17)

After he had explained what sense in an unqualified way is, he wants now
to speak about each of the senses. Because he already said earlier that the way
to [do] this is to speak about sensible things themselves, since they are better
known than the senses, he said: Before we begin to speak, etc. That is, because
it is necessary to go from these things which are better known from our point
of view to those which are better known by nature,'>! we must first speak of
sensible things themselves.

Because some sensible things are universal and some are proper, he began to
speak of universal ones. He said: Let us say, then, that what is sensed, etc. His
account in this chapter is clear. And when he said: sense has several modes, he
means that the sensible objects of each of those {225} senses are several in one
mode, but each of the senses judges its proper sensed object and does not err
in regard to it for the most part.! For the sense of sight does not err in regard
to color as to whether it is white or black, nor hearing in regard to sound as to

to alteration, namely, that it is affected by what is sensible while it is not like it until,
when it is affected and the affection is complete, it becomes like, as is apparent in the
general accounts.” Additional Arabic emphasized in translation.

149. Sensus autem plures modos uno habet. Sensus here corresponds to the Greek
Ty & a¢n), “touch.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Averroes makes no comment on this,
although the alternate translation has ...t} (ibid. [1954]); “touch.” Note that Latin
manuscript C has uno modo for uno.

150. The Greek has kot oUk anatdrtor 6Tt xpda ovd 611 YO00g, “never errs in
reporting that what is before it is colour or sound” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]). Averroes’
alternate translation has 04! 4 Q.EJ\ ol 8505 e (ibid. [1954]); “touch does not
perceive sound and color.”

151. Cf. Physics 1.1, 184a16-18.

152. Note that in contrast to this remark in the Comment, the Text has “it is impos-
sible for there to be an error in regard to it.”
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whether it is low or high. But those senses do err in apprehending the differences
of those sensible individuals, for instance, in apprehending that white thing
which is snow or the differences of their places, for instance, so that it apprehends
that this white thing is above or below. Next he said: What, then, is of such a
sort is called proper. That is, sensibles which are found to belong to some sense
alone which does not err in regard to them for the most part, are called proper.
And when he said: but rather in regard to a colored thing as to what it is and
where it is and in regard to something heard as to what it is and where it is,
he did not mean that sense apprehends the essences of things, as some have
thought, for this belongs to another power which is called intellect. Rather, he
meant that the senses, with their apprehension of their proper sensibles, appre-
hend individual intentions which are different in genera and species. They,
therefore, apprehend the intention of this individual human being and the inten-
tion of this individual horse and generally the intention of each of the ten catego-
ries of individuals. This seems to be proper to the senses of a human being.
Hence, Aristotle says in the book Sense and Sensibilia that the senses of the other
animals are not as the senses of a human being, or something like this state-
ment.’ That individual intention is what the cogitative power discerns from
the imagined form and refines from the things which were added with it from
those common and proper sensibles, {226} and it deposits it'** in the memory.
This same [individual intention] is what the imaginative [power] apprehends,
but the imaginative [power] apprehends it as joined to those sensibles, although
its apprehension is more'® spiritual, as is explained elsewhere.!

64. Motion, rest, number, shape, and quantity are common [to all the
senses]. For those are not proper to any but all [are] common to them, for
motion is sensed by touch and the sense of sight. (418a17-20)

153. Sense and Sensibilia 1, 436b18—437a3. Cf. {219)}.

154. 1follow manuscripts B and G, with eam instead of ea.

155. Arabic fragments corredpond to Book 2, 63.50-60: _pls>y Lol Lia C)J_i.g ol
23S o Ol Sl s OV ¢ gty o) S 3 o)l J gy Ly OLLY)
Byidl 5 f () gp e il ol lmy DS Mgy 4t of 0L plpde il
z—aﬁ\.;b 15,‘;3..” CJL.»)_.-'.;‘ o..Lb U" <4.: L:J.‘.'.E.d Utf L:> oJJ_{l) Z.L:;'.‘Ll\ 3)}@\ u.ﬁ w‘
O™ 13)g . lw st 0 gy Uxie 45,05 USJ el 48,05 aay Mg 3,511 asn gy
Al aad LS ¢ il @1 L) LeST)sl (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 39). In
the Arabic we find an analogy not found in the Latin: “that the senses of the rest of the
animals are like shells in relation to the senses of human beings, or something like this
statement.” The printed text has L s, which must be an error for <Lu g,

156. Cf. {416}. This important passage explaining the mediating role of cogitation in
process toward intellectual understanding is key to the doctrine of cogitation devel-
oped in Long Commentary and is not at all touched upon in the corresponding passage
of the Middle Commentary. See Middle Commentary (2002), 64.4~17.
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After he had explained the proper mode from among the two essential
modes, he began to explain the common mode. He said that they are five:
motion, rest, etc. What he said: For those are not proper, etc.,, does not mean
that each of those five is common to each of the senses, as Themistius un-
derstood,’ and as it appears. Rather, three of them, namely, motion, rest,
number, are common to all, but shape and quantity are common to touch
and the sense of sight alone. He intends this by what he said: but all [are]
common to them, etc, that is, but all are common to the senses, not all to all
senses. That these sensibles, namely, the proper and the common, are as-
cribed to the senses in an essential way is evident, for we cannot ascribe the
apprehension belonging to the senses to these in a way different from that
by which they are senses. (This [sort of attribution], then, is the intention of
what exists in an accidental way, which is opposed to what exists in an es-
sential way.) For those!*® are things which can be apprehended and which
belong to the senses insofar as they are senses, not insofar as they are certain
[particular] senses.'® {227}

65. [To be] in an accidental way is said in regard to a thing because it is
sensible just as the white thing is Socrates, for he is sensed only in an ac-
cidental way, for it happens to the white thing to be him. For this reason
one is not affected by a sensible thing insofar as it is so [as a particular in-
dividual]. But what are sensible things per se and proper are sensibles in
reality, and they are what the substance of each sense is naturally consti-
tuted to sense. (418a20-25)

After he had explained the two modes of per se sensibles, namely, proper
sensibles and common sensibles, he began to explain the third mode, which
is the per accidens sensible. He said: [To be] in an accidental way is said in
regard to a thing because it is sensible, that is, in this mode. Next he gave an
example. He said: for the white thing which Socrates is is sensed only in an
accidental way. That is, for to judge that this white thing is Socrates is to sense
in an accidental way. Next he gave the reason. He said: for it happens that the
white thing which is sensed is that thing. That is, we say that this apprehen-
sion is per accidens because we sense by the sense of sight that this thing is

157. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 57.16 and 57.36-58.14; (1973), 85.1—2 and
86.9-87.10; (1996), 77—78. In the Middle Commentary (2002), at 65.3—4, Averroes, as Ivry
puts it, “believes he is following Themistius” and takes a position different from the
one found here in the Long Commentary. He writes, “That which is common is move-
ment, rest, number, shape and size—all the senses perceiving each of these.” See Ivry’s
note at 178, n. 15.

158. That is, the proper and common sensibles.

159. That is, it is essential to them as senses, not as this or that particular sense.
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Socrates only insofar as it is colored and the fact that this colored thing is
Socrates is per accidens insofar as it is something colored. But one can say that
shape, number, motion, and rest similarly occur for it. How, then, have those
been counted among these which are essentially sensibles? For if they have
been counted because they are common, similarly also the intentions of indi-
viduals are common to all the senses. In regard to this we can mention two
accounts. One is that this commonness seems to be more necessary in the be-
ing of prior sensibles, for instance, of quantity. For color is not stripped from
it, and likewise heat {228} and cold, which are associated with touch. Color,
however, need not be in Socrates or Plato, neither with a proximate nor a re-
mote necessity. Furthermore, common sensibles, as will be explained, are
proper to the common sense (insofar as those are proper to any of the senses)
and apprehension of the intention belonging to the individual is not, although
it is an action of the common sense. And for this reason oftentimes it is re-
quired in the apprehension of the intention belonging to the individual that
more than one sense be used, as physicians use more than one sense, in know-
ing the life of what is thought to have a mass of blood vessels. 0% Nevertheless,
it seems that this action is not of the common sense, insofar as it is the com-
mon sense, but insofar as it is the sense of some animal, for instance, of an
intelligent animal. That, then, is also another of the accidental modes, namely,
that it happens to the senses to apprehend the differences of individuals (in-
sofar as they are individual) not insofar as they are simple senses, but insofar
as they are human senses. This is chiefly the case for substantial differences,
for it seems that the apprehension of the intentions belonging to individual
substances, which the intellect contemplates, is proper to the senses of a human
being.! And you ought to know that the apprehension of the intention belong-
ing to the individual belongs to the senses and the apprehension of the inten-
tion of the universal belongs to the intellect, whereas universality and indi-
viduality are apprehended by intellect, namely, the definition of the universal
and of the individual. Next he said: For this reason one is not affected, etc.
That is, the sense of sight is not affected by a sensible intention per accidens,
for if it were affected by some individual insofar {229} as it is that individual,

160. Etideo pluries indigetur in comprehensione intentionis individui uti pluribus uno sensu,
ut utuntur Medici, in sciendo vitam eius quod existimatur habere superpositionem venarum,
pluribus uno sensu. What Averroes intends here is apparently that at times one must look
at something again and again using the same sense in order to perceive the object in
its full complexity. In his example he may be referring to a ganglion, a cystic lesion
resembling a tumor, consisting of a tangle of blood vessels. Cf. Short Commentary on the
De Anima (1950), 27.13-14; (1985), 42.4-5; (1987), 127.

161. Cf. Book 2 {219—221}.
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it ought not to be affected by another individual.'2 Next he said: But what are
sensible things per se, etc. That is, of the two modes of things sensible per se,
the proper are those which ought first to be counted in these which are es-
sentially and are sensibles in reality and essentially, since those are what are
sensed first and essentially; the others, however, although they are sensed
essentially, nevertheless are not first. Next he said: and they are what, etc. That
is, they are what are naturally constituted to be sensed first and essentially by
any one of the senses and likewise the nature and being of any one of the senses
is in sensing them.

66. That, then, with which the sense of sight is concerned is the visible.
And the visible is color and [the sort of thing] which can be spoken of but
[in fact] is not spoken of.!*> What we are speaking of will be more apparent
later. For the visible is color and this is visible per se. That is to say per se
not according to [its] intention, but [because] a cause is found in it for its
being visible. (2.7, 418a26-31)

After he had completed the general account of sensibles, he returned to the
account proper for each sensible and first to the sensible belonging to the
sense of sight. He said: That, then, with which the sense of sight is con-
cerned, etc. That is, it is self-evident that the sensible with which the sense of
sight is concerned in a proper way is the visible. The visible is color and what

162. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 65.45-55: el el (2ol O
I Pl oy S o ains o g U Jaa 4ol By (sl oy ok 9
oy plomld saseadl oall sl OF o das O sy Pl et L e Js
o aieidly ASIa el ¢ Jaall OLS)e Lea (nasally ASUlg ¢ Jiald ST
Girkt el WSyl Ll W 4 s aadl 055305 (6 € Jominy o LUy 2 U8
ol jlis Lo ased e Jlais) (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 39); “that <the ap-
prehension> of the individual intention which the intellect considers is that which is
the proper object of the human senses. These are the intentions which individual names
indicate. We must know that the apprehension of the individual intention belongs to the
senses <and the apprehension of the universal intention belongs to the intellect>, and
both the universal and the particular are apprehended by the intellect, namely, the
definition of the universal and of the particular. Then he said, ‘For this reason it is not

affected,’ that is, owing to the nature of the intention by which Zayd as a determinate
particular is apprehended by the sense of sight incidentally, the sense of sight does not
come to be affected by that sensed intention insofar as it is Amr or Zayd. For it is not
an affection from a certain specific individual.” Additional Arabic emphasized. The
names Zayd and Amr are commonly used in examples for any given person.

163. Et quod possible est dici sed non est dictum: kol 0 AOY® uev £oTLv €NELY,
avaovuopov 8& tuyydver §v, “a certain kind of object which can be described in words
but which has no single name.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
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is like [color] among the things which are seen in the dark, which do not have
a collective name'® in color, nor do they even have in themselves aname which
shows for them what is, as it were, a genus, but they can be explained only
{230} with a complex account. For instance, we may say that they are those
things which are seen in darkness and not seen in light, such as [phosphores-
cent] shellfish. Next he said: [What we are speaking of] will be more apparent
later. That is, we will explain later the way in which it is said that color and
those [other things] are visible, namely, whether this may be said equivocally
or according to the prior and the posterior. Next he said: For the visible is
color, etc. That is, for the visible in reality is color; but color is that which is per
se visible. This is to say per se not according to the first of the intentions by
which one speaks of what is essentially (this is the way in which the predicate
is in the substance of the subject), but [per se] in the second intention (which
is that in which the subject is in the definition of the predicate).!> For color is
the cause that the thing is visible.}® And when he said, but [because] a cause
is found in it, he means: insofar as color is the cause or the cause is found in it
for something to be visible.

67. And every color is a cause of motion in what is actually transparent;
and this is its nature. For this reason it is not visible without light, but any

164. Nomen congregans. That is, there is no collective or comprehensive name used
of all of them.

165. Visible is not a constitutive part or a cause of what it is to be color. However,
color is a constitutive part or cause of what it is to be visible. This is why Averroes goes
on to say, “For color is the cause that the thing is visible.” Cf. Posterior Analytics 1.4,
73a34—39. Ivry finds the account in the Middle Commentary different from this one. See
Middle Commentary (2002), 179, n. 2. But the accounts are quite compatible when read in
the context of the discussions of per se in the Posterior Analytics. To make this clear, in
what follows I revise Ivry’s translation by indicating the uses of per se (<UL, a3l
and Lg5liL): “The truly visible, then, is color, and it is color which exists per se outside the
soul. The visibleis such only in relation to the viewer; and, therefore, our remark concern-
ing its per se existence ought not to be understood as it is in the Posterior Analytics—namely,
that the predicate is in the substance of the subject, or the subject in the substance of the
predicate. This [kind of existence] is in contrast to that which is accidental, but that which
is in contrast to what is per se here is that which is predicated in relation to another. [The
essences of ] some things are predicated per se without relation to anything else, while the
essences of other things are predicated in relation to something else. Color belongs to
those things which exist per se, while the visible belongs to those things which are
predicable in relationship [to others].” Middle Commentary (2002), 66.3—11.

166. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 58.27-32; (1973), 88.11-89.5; (1996), 78.
While Themistius may be the source, this is by no means a sufficient account of his
position.
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of the colors'®” necessarily is visible only in light. For this reason we ought
to say what light is. And this will occur in the course of saying, as it were,
what the transparent is. (418a31-by)

The substance and being of color, insofar as it is visible, is that which moves
what is transparent in act. Next he said: and this is its nature, etc. That is, that
description shows {231} its nature and substance insofar as it is visible. The
indication that color is what moves what is transparent in act, not transparent
in potency, is that it will not be visible without light, by which the transparent
in potency becomes the transparent in act. Either this shows that he holds the
opinion that colors exist in act in darkness and if light is necessary for seeing
color, then it is [so] only insofar as it makes the transparent in potency into the
transparent in act; or [it shows] that he holds the opinion that light is necessary
for seeing insofar as colors exist in potency in darkness, and insofar as the
transparent, in order to receive color, needs to be transparent in act. Ibn B&j-
jah!%® had doubts about this description of the transparent and said that it is
not necessary that the transparent, inasmuch as it is moved by color, be trans-
parent in act. For its transparency in act is its illumination and its illumination
is some color, for color is nothing but the mixture of a luminous body with a
transparent body, as was said in the book Sense and Sensibilia.®® And everything
which receives something receives it only in the way in which it is lacking it.
This forces him to explain this account in a way different from what was related
by the commentators and he said: this is to say that color moves the transpar-
ent in act, that is to say, it moves the transparent from potency to act, not that
it moves the transparent insofar as it is transparent.!”? Light, however, is neces-
sary for seeing because colors in darkness are in potency and [light] makes
them in act so that they move the transparent insofar as the transparent lacks
light or [lacks] that which comes to be from light, namely, color. This explana-
tion is very difficult, as expressed [here].

Alexander, however, gives a reason that the transparent in act {232} is moved
by color on the basis of what is apparent. For air seems oftentimes to be colored
by the color which we see with the mediation of the air, so that walls and earth
are colored with the color of plants after the passage of the clouds above them.

167. Unusquisque colorum. The Greek has ndv 10 £kdotov Xpdua, “the colour of
a thing” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]). O3 JS™ (ibid. [1954]); “every color.”

168. Avempeche, or Avempace: Abu Bakr Muhammad Ibn Bijjah. The translator
consistently uses this name with the exception of Book 3, Comment 5 {397}, where he
twice gives Abubacher.

169. See Sense and Sensibilia 3, 439a13-b18, though the definition of color is not alto-
gether the same.

170. Ibn Bajjah, Book on the Soul (1960), 108; (1961), 85-86.
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If, then, air were not colored with the color of those plants, then the walls and
earth would notbe colored.’”! And itis evident that color, although it may come
to be from a luminous body, nevertheless differs from it in definition and be-
ing, for color, as it is said, is the boundary of the determinate transparent, but
light is the actuality of the indeterminate transparent.!”? Hence it is evident
that it is not necessary that what is moved by color should be non-luminous
but necessary that it should be uncolored. For nothing receives itself or is
something’s cause in receiving itself.!”? That proposition is self-evident and
Aristotle uses it frequently. It makes no difference whether being moved and
receiving is spiritual, as air receives color, or material, as a body which is a
mixture of illuminated and dark transparent receives color. Since it is possible
for the transparent in act to be moved by color, it is necessary that this belong
to it either essentially or accidentally, namely, either insofar as it is transparent
in act or insofar as it is transparent only but it happens to it that it is moved by
colors only by being transparent in act, for this is insofar as it is transparent.
That is the opinion of Ibn Béjjah.1”

But it is self-evident that light is necessary for colors to be visible. This will
be either because it gives the colors the form and positive disposition by which
they act on the transparent or because it gives the transparent the form by
which it receives motion from colors, or both. It is evident, when we keep [in
mind] {233} what Aristotle said in the beginning of that account (and he as-
serted it as self-evident), that then it will be necessary that light be necessary
for there to be colors moving the transparent only insofar as it gives the trans-
parent some form by which it receives motion from color, namely, illumina-
tion. For Aristotle asserted the principle that color is visible per se and that
saying color is visible and a human being is able to laugh are similar, namely,
from the kind of essential proposition in which the subject is the cause of the
predicate, not the predicate the cause of the subject, as when it is said: human

171. “The proof that light and illuminated transparent substances are somehow set
in motion by colors is the fact that we see light itself as being colored in the same way
as the various colors which it makes visible to us by carrying them along with itself.
Thus light is tinged with a yellow sheen when it is in contact with gold, it looks purple
from contact with violets, and has the shade of grass when the object is green. We often
observe, too, that a wall or pediment seems to have the same color as <a mural> stand-
ing opposite <the wall or mounted on a pediment>; and any people who happen to be
standing <in the courtyard> will appear to us colored in this same way.” Alexander,
De Anima (1887), 42.11—19; (1979), 56—57.

172. See Sense and Sensibilia 3, 439b11-12.

173. That is, nothing is a potency for receiving what it already has in actuality.
Cf. {231}.

174. Ibn Bajjah, Book on the Soul (1960), 108—100; (1961), 86.
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being is rational. He meant this when he said: but insofar as a cause is found
init forits being visible, as we have expounded. When this has been conceded,
it is evident that it is impossible to say that light is what bestows upon color a
positive disposition and form by which it becomes visible. For if it were so,
then the relation of sight to color would be accidental and second, not first,
namely, through the mediation of that positive disposition. For it is evident that
sight is something posterior to the visible and that its relation to color is not like
the relation of rational to human being. It is evident, therefore, that its relation
is as the relation of being able to laugh to human being. And thus color, insofar
as it is color, is visible without the mediation of another form accruing to it. Since
itis so, light is not necessary for there to be color which is causing motion in act,
exceptinsofar as it gives the subject proper to it the ability to receive motion from
[color]. It seems that Aristotle asserted what he asserted only intending to provide
asolution to that question. It is in this way that we should understand his account
that colors move the sense of sight which is in potency in darkness, for light is
that which makes them able to move {234} in act. Hence, he likens light to the
agent intelligence and colors to universals.!’”> For what is brought forth by ex-
ample and in a general way is not like what is brought forth by demonstration.
In the case of an example, the intention is only to make something evident, not
to provide verification. And no one can say that color is found in act only when
light is present. For color is the boundary of a determinate transparent; but light
is not the boundary of a determinate transparent and for this reason it is not
necessary for its being color, but for its being visible, as we determined. Let us
return, then, and say that when he had explained that color, insofar as it is vis-
ible, moves the transparent in act and that this is its nature owing to the fact that
it is visible per se, and that it is impossible for there to be sight without light, he
returned to recounting what should be considered first concerning those things.
He said: but it is necessary that any color, etc. That is, but because any color is
visible only in light, we should first speak about light, for light is one of the things
by which sight is brought to completion. Next he said: And this is in the course
of saying what the transparent is. That is, and this will be brought to completion
by us by saying first what the transparent is.

68. Let us say, therefore, that the transparent is that which is visible but
is not visible per se and without qualification, but rather owing to the color
of something extraneous. In such a state we find air, water, and several ce-
lestial bodies.” For it is not insofar as air is air or insofar as water is water

175. De Anima 3. 5, 430a14~17.

176. The Greek has xai ToAAG T@V 6TEPEGDV, “and many solid bodies” (Aristotle, De
Anima [1984]); 3253l sl o =Sy (ibid. [1954]); “and many solid bodies.” The
Middle Commentary (2002), 66.20, has 42| (L..._zﬂ\, “smooth bodies.”
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that they are {235} transparent, but on account of the same nature existing
in these two and in the highest eternal body. (418b4—9)

After he had recounted that it is necessary first to consider the nature of the
transparent, he began to describe it. He said: the transparent is that which is
visible, etc. That is, the transparent is that which is not visible per se, namely,
through a natural color existing in it, but rather [it is] that which is visible per
accidens, that is, through an extraneous color. What he said is evident. For this
reason it is naturally constituted to receive colors, since it has none of its own
in itself. Next he said: For it is not insofar as air is air, etc. That is, because
transparency is not in water alone or in air alone but [is] also in the celestial
body, it was necessary that transparency not be in one of them insofar as it is
that which it is, for instance, insofar as water is water or the heavens heavens,
but according to a common nature existing in them all, although it may not
have a name. What he said is evident.

69. Light is the act of that, namely, of the transparent, insofar as it is
transparent, but in potency it is that in which there is darkness besides.
Light is, as it were, the color of the transparent, since the transparent is in
actuality by fire and the like, as is the higher body, for in it there also exists
that same thing. It was already said, therefore, what the transparent is and
what light is, and that it is not at all fire or a body nor is it something ema-
nating from a body. For if it were, then in this way {236} it would be a body.
But there is the presence of fire or its like in the transparent. For it is impos-
sible for there to be two bodies in the same place. (418bg-17)

After he had explained the nature of the transparent, which is related to
light as matter to form, he began to define what light is. He said: Light is the
act ... of the transparent, etc. That is, the substance of light is the actuality of
the transparent insofar as it is transparent or the actuality of that nature com-
mon to bodies. This is what he said: but in potency it is that in which there
is this and darkness, that is: a body transparent in potency is that in which
that common nature is found together with darkness.

Next he said: Light is, as it were, the color of the transparent, etc. That is,
light in the indeterminate transparent is as color in the determinate transpar-
ent, since the transparent is transparent in act naturally by a luminous body,
such as fire and similar things from the highest luminous bodies. Next he
said: for in this there also, etc. That is, for the nature of the transparent exist-
ing in the heavenly body is always associated with that which makes it a dis-
position in act. For this reason the heavenly [body] is never found to be trans-
parent in potency, as [are] those which are [here] below, since sometimes light
is present and sometimes it is not, while that heavenly nature is always illu-
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minated. From this it was explained also that colors do not acquire a positive
disposition from light, for light is only a positive disposition of a transparent
body. .. .17

7o. It is thought that light is contrary to darkness, while darkness is the
privation of a positive disposition from the transparent. It was explained
from this, therefore, that light is the presence of that intention. Neither Em-
pedocles nor anyone else spoke correctly {237} if someone said as he himself
said that light travels and goes forth in a time between earth and the cir-
cumference, but [in a time] imperceptible for us. For that account exceeds
truth and appearance. For it is possible that this is not perceived in a short
space, but there is a very great difference [between that and the assertion]
that it is not perceived [in its movement] from east to west. (418b18-26)

After he had explained that light is the actuality of a transparent body in-
sofar as it is transparent, he began to explain the way in which it will be
proven that light is not a body but is a positive disposition and a positive state
in a transparent body. He said: It is thought that light is contrary to darkness,
etc. That is, it seems that light is opposite to darkness as privation and positive
disposition. Next he said: It was explained from this, therefore, that light is
the presence of that intention. That is, it was, therefore, explained from this,
namely, that darkness is a privation of light in the transparent, that light is
not a body but is the presence of an intention in the transparent in the presence
of a luminous body, while the privation of this [intention] is called darkness.
What he said is evident, since the subject of darkness and light is a body and
it is transparent. Light, however, is a form and a positive disposition of that
body, and if it were a body, then body would penetrate body. Next he said:
Neither Empedocles, etc. That is, Empedocles said nothing at all when he said
that light is a body and that it first travels and goes out between earth and the
circumference [and] next travels [back] to earth, but sense does not perceive it
owing to the speed of its motion. Next he said: For that account exceeds truth,
etc. That is, for that account, namely, of Empedocles, is unreasonable. For it is
possible for this not to be sensed over a short space, but [for it not to be sensed]
over a great distance, namely, from the east to the west, is to retreat far from
reason. {238}

71. What receives color is what does not have color, and what receives
sound is what does not have sound. But what does not have color is the in-
visible transparent, or that which is seen insofar as it is thought to be so

177. Averroes’ Comment here is incomplete in the Latin manuscripts. Apparently
he is asserting here that light is a positive disposition of a body which is transparent
in act always, such as the heavenly bodies which are always actually luminous.
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from consideration of the dark.”® And such is the transparent, but not when
it is transparent in actuality, but rather in potency, for the same nature will
be perhaps darkness and perhaps light. (418b26—419a1)

After he had recounted that color is what moves the transparent insofar as
it is transparent in act, he began to give the reason for this. He said: What re-
ceives color is that which does not have color, etc. That is, color is what moves
the transparent because what receives color should lack color. And what lacks
color is the transparent which is invisible per se, but if it is said to be visible,
it will be as if it is said that the dark is visible, that is, it is something naturally
constituted to be seen, since the transparent is dark when light is not present.
He meant this when he said: or that which is seen as it is held to be so from
consideration of the dark. That is, or that which is visible insofar as it is said
that the dark is visible. Next he said: And what is such is the transparent, etc.
That is, and the transparent which is not visible per se is not the transparent
which is brought to actuality by light, but the transparent which is luminous
in potency.

Next he said: for the same nature, etc. That is, and the transparent is found
according to these two dispositions because the nature receiving transparency
in certain things receives both, for sometimes it is found dark and sometimes
transparent. He said perhaps because this does not occur equally in that na-
ture, but only in generable and corruptible transparent things. {239} The heav-
enly nature, however, never receives darkness, except for what is thought con-
cerning the moon during an eclipse and in the diversity of its positions from
the sun (if we will have conceded that the moon’s nature is among the trans-
parent natures, not among the luminous natures, for perhaps the moon is
composed from those two natures).

72. Not all things are seen in light, but only the proper color of any given
thing. For there are some things which are not seen in light but in darkness
they cause sensation, for instance, those things which seem to be fiery and
to become bright. Those do not have one name, for instance, the seashell,
the horn,"” the heads of certain kinds of fish, and fish scales and eyes. But
its own color is not seen in any of these. But why those are seen requires
another account. (419a1-7)

178. The Greek has dypovv & €otl 10 Sadaveg kol 10 ddpotov i 10 uéAg
opduEVOV, olov Bokel TO okoTeLVGV. “What is colorless includes what is transparent
and what is invisible or scarcely visible, i.e. what is dark.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
The reference here is to the potentially transparent medium which is invisible.

179. V.g. concha, et cornu: olov pokng, k€pag, “instances of it are fungi, horns.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
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After he had mentioned earlier that among the visible are something which
is color and something which is non-color (and it is this which does not have
a common name), and that it is proper to color that it may be seen only in light,
he began to say that the state of those other visible things is contrary to that of
color, namely, that they are seen in the dark and not in light. He said: Not all
things are seen in light, etc. That is, not every visible thing is seen in light,
but rather only this is true, that the proper color of any given visible thing is
seen in light, and it makes no difference whether that visible thing is seen in
the dark or not. Next he said: For there are some things which are not seen
in light, etc. That is, we said that it is not necessary that every visible thing be
seen in light because there are some which are seen in the dark and not in light,
as several [kinds of] animals, seashells, {240} horn, and other things. All
those things do not have the same name. Next he said: But its own color is not
seen, etc. That is, but although those are sensed in the dark, nevertheless the
proper color of every one of these is not sensed then, but only in the presence
of light. For this reason no one can say that some color is seen in the dark. Next
he said: But why those are seen, etc. That is, the reason why those are seen in
the dark and not in the light should be said in another place. It seems that those
are seen at night and not in the day because in them there is [too] little of a
bright nature, for it remains hidden when there is incoming light due to its
feebleness, just as this occurs in weak lights in [the presence of] strong ones.
(For this reason the stars are not apparent during the day.) The nature of color
is different from the nature of light and what is luminous, for light is visible
per se, but color is visible with the mediation of light.

73. In this passage, however, this alone is apparent, namely, that all that
is seen in light is color and, likewise, it is not seen without light. For this is
also what was the essence’®’ in the case of color, namely, that it is what moves
the transparent in act; and the actuality of the transparentis light. The indi-
cation of this is evident, since if you place something having color right on
the sense of sight itself, it will not be seen. But color moves the transparent
just as the sense is moved by the air since [air] is continuous. (419a7-15)

After he had explained what the visible is, namely, color, what the transpar-
ent is, and what light is, he began to state a summary of what {241} he had ex-
plained. He said: In this passage, however, this alone, etc. What he said is
evident, namely, those two propositions, one that everything which is seen in
light is color and the other the converse, namely, that every color is seen in
light. For it is evident that those things which appear in the dark are not seen
according to their own color.

180. Quid est.
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Next he said: For this is also what, etc. That is, for this also is what led us
to say in regard to the knowledge of the substance of color, insofar as it is vis-
ible, that it is that which moves the transparent in act. He means by this that
this definition explains the being of color only insofar as it has been apparent
to us that it is impossible for color to be seen without light and that light en-
ters into sight insofar as it bestows upon the transparent the disposition for
being moved by colors, not that it bestows a positive disposition on colors. This
was explained earlier.!8! Next he said: and the actuality of the transparent is
light, etc. That is, and light is simply the act of the transparent. The indication
of the fact that light does not exist without the transparent is that if something
colored were placed on the sense of sight, it would not be apprehended. For
then there will be no light between the color and the sense of sight because
there is no transparent there. When, therefore, the transparent is removed,
light is also removed; and when there is light, there will be the transparent. Next
he said: But color moves the transparent, etc. That is, but on account of what we
said—that when color will have been placed on the sense of sight, it is not seen—
it was necessary that the sight of color not be completed unless color moves the
transparent which is the medium between it and the one who sees and the
medium moves the one who sees by its continuity with the one who sees. [This
is] just as air, since when it is united with the one who sees, it is moved by color
when it is illuminated, then next it moves the sense of sight. {242}

74. Democritus, therefore, did not speak truly in regard to his having
thought that if the medium were a vacuum, then sight would be more ac-
curate, even an ant [could be seen] if it were in the sky. For this is impos-
sible. For sight comes about only when the sense is affected by some affec-
tion. But it is impossible for sight to be affected by color. Therefore, it
remains that it is affected by the medium; hence, it is necessary that there
be something in the medium. If, however, there were a vacuum, not only
would sight not be accurate but nothing at all would be seen. We have,
therefore, mentioned the reason why it is necessary that color be seen only
in light. Fire, however, is seen in both, namely, in dark and in light, and
this is necessary, for the transparent is transparent in virtue of this.
(419a15-25)

Earlier he had explained that the action of the sense of sight is brought to
actuality only through a mediating transparent, by the indication that when
color'® is placed on the sense of sight, it is not seen, and also because sight is
brought to actuality only through light, and light is found only in a transpar-

181. See above {232}.
182. Color: The argument requires “a colored object” here.
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ent medium. Here he begins to reprimand Democritus, who said that if sight
were in a vacuum, then it would be more accurate.!®® He said: Democritus,
therefore, etc. That is, when it had been explained that sight comes about only
through a medium, [it was evident that] Democritus incorrectly held the opin-
ion that if sight were via a mediating vacuum, then it would be more accurate.
Next he said: For this is impossible, etc. That is, for what he said, that sight
will be more perfect in a vacuum, is impossible. The indication of this is that
he had already explained that the sense of sight, insofar as it is a sensible
power, is moved and affected by color and color moves {243} it. It is impossible
for the sense of sight to be affected and moved by color, if the colored body is
external to the sense of sight, unless [it is] such that this colored thing first
moves the medium by touch and the medium moves the sense of sight. If
there were a vacuum between the sense of sight and the visible object, then it
would not be able to move the sense of sight. For every positive disposition
existing in a body acts only by touch. If, therefore, the last thing moved is not
touched by a mover, it is necessary that there be a medium between them
which conveys the affection and that medium will be what is touched and
what touches [something else]. The first, 8¢ however, will be what touches while
being untouched, and the last thing moved [will be] touched while not touch-
ing [anything else]. Hence it is necessary that the sense of sight be affected by
the medium, not by a vacuum as Democritus thought. This is the demonstra-
tion that it is impossible for sight to come about through a vacuum, not that it
is impossible for sight to come about except through a medium. For someone
may say that if the necessity for there to be a medium were due to the fact that
what is sensed is distinct from what senses, then it would be necessary that
when what is sensed touches the sense of sight, [the sense of sight] senses it,
and this is not so. For this reason Aristotle does not mean by this account that
sight needs a necessary medium, but [he means] to show that when sensible
things are discerned by it, it will be impossible that [sight] be via a vacuum as
Democritus thought. He was supported by the fact that the senses need a
necessary medium, because when the sensibles are placed on them, they do
not sense, and because there will be no sight except through light and light is
found only through a medium. Next he said: We have, therefore, mentioned
already the reason, etc. That is, after he had explained that {244} the sense of
sight needs a necessary medium, by this the reason why color is seen only in
light was explained and it is because it is seen only via a medium. This shows
that he does not hold the opinion that the reason for there being light for sight
is that it makes colors in act, as certain people have held. Next he said: Fire,

183. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 62.12-13; (1973), 97.2—3; (1996), 82.
184. That is, the visible.
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however, is seen in them, etc. That is, fire is seen in darkness and light alike
because each is brought together in it, namely, because it makes the medium
transparent in act insofar as it is luminous and it moves it insofar as it is color
in a body.

75. That account is the same both for sound and for smell. For neither of
these, if it has touched its sense, causes sensing. Rather, the medium is
moved by smell and by sound, and by that each sense is moved. If, then,
you would place either something having sound or having smell on the
sense itself, they would not cause sensing at all. And it is likewise for touch
and for taste, but this is not apparent. Later on we will explain the reason
for this. (419a25-31)

After he had explained that the sense of sight does not come to be except via
a medium, he began to say also that by that same explanation three senses
need a necessary medium. His account is evident. By his having said, And it
is likewise for touch and for taste, he means: and our opinion in regard to the
sense of touch and taste, concerning the fact that they need a medium, is just
as our opinion in regard to the other senses, although those two senses seem
to sense when their sensibles are placed {245} on them, and for this reason
they seem not so evidently to need a medium as do those other three. Next he
said: Later on we will explain the reason for this, that is, the cause on ac-
count of which the senses of touch and taste sense sensibles placed on them
and it is not so with respect to the three other senses.

76. The medium in the case of sound is air. In the case of smell, however,
it does not have a name, for it is a certain affection common to air and water
and it is with respect to smell as transparency is in regard to color, and for
this reason it is found in both. For also animals living in water have the
sense of smell, but human beings and all animals which walk and breathe
cannot smell without breathing. Later on we will give the reason for those
things. (419a32-b3)

He says that the medium in sound is air, not water, because animals which
are in water do not sense, as it seems to me, except through sounds occurring
in the air outside the water. For it appears that the sound does not come about
from the striking of bodies in water, though the contrary is the case for smell.
Next he said: In the case of smell, however, it does not have a name. That is,
the nature receiving the smell, namely, what is in the medium, does not have
a name, while the nature which receives color in water and in air does have
[one], namely, this name, the transparent. Next he said: for it is a [certain] af-
fection common, etc. That is, for it appears from this that the reception of
smell is not of air insofar as it is air nor of water insofar as it is water, but it
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must be some affection in the nature common to these. That nature is natu-
rally constituted to receive extraneous smells and this will be such that it does
not have a smell at all in itself, just as {246} the transparent is a nature which
receives colors and assumes extraneous things, insofar as it does not have its
own color. This shows that he does not hold the opinion that smell is a body
dispersed in the air by what is able to be smelled, but rather it is some quality
through which that nature is naturally constituted to be actualized. But the
smell is not actualized by that [nature], just as the transparent [is actualized]
by color but color [is] not [actualized] by the transparent. As color has a two-
fold being, one in the determinate transparent (this is that in which it is natu-
ral) and the other in the indeterminate transparent (this is that in which it is
extraneous),'® so too smell has these two similar beings, namely, being in the
odoriferous dampness (this is natural being) and being in the non-odoriferous
dampness (this is extraneous being). Later on we will explain this, when we
will speak of this sense.!® Next he said: and owing to this it is found from
both. That is, owing to this common nature smell is found from both these
elements, namely, water and air. For aquatic animals have the sense of smell
and there is no doubt but that this comes about with the mediation of water.
Next he said: but all animals which walk, etc. He meant by this to explain
that fish have the sense of smell without breathing and that this is not un-
thinkable, just as many non-breathing animals living in air have the sense of
smell without breathing. Next he said: Later on the reason for this sort of
thing will be given, that is, why certain animals have the sense of smell through
breathing and certain do not. {247}

77. In this passage we will make some determinations first about sound
and smell. Let us say that sound is twofold, for it is in act and in potency.

185. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 76.21-30: |25 a4 Capd 21 OV LS
;!HJ\u.sg}xa:ﬂ,_....?w.,!M@\o\dasuwog@ﬁu‘ywﬁ\ofus
0550 O ot oo L il GG JaSCs (Bt S5 (o Jo oy Aot ) oda e
¢ catdl LB 0l 0550 O b e 0L Catl) Sy OF eS¢ gy a3
G 25299 chJb Osdl 4y (éJJ‘j.k} ¢ Jju\.s‘ﬂ A RReTEIY Ols gomg oty 0, U1 O LSy
@L-'» o A (e gl s ¢ sgdes ) AL L;" (Long Commentary Fragments
[1985], 39—40); “Since the transparent has a nature which is receptive of foreign color
because it does not have a color specific to it, this indicates that smell is not a body which
is separate and spread out in air apart from this smell. Rather, it is <a quality> by which
this nature is actualized without smell subsisting in it. Just as the transparent is actual-
ized by color without the color subsisting by means of the transparent, so too color <has
two beings, a being> in the determinate transparent which is what the color has by
nature, and <another> being in the indeterminate transparent which is what <enters>

it from outside.”
186. See below, Book 2, Texts and Comments g2ff. (270ff.}.
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less so. That is, but water returns the sound less strongly than air. Next {250}
he said: for sound air alone is not sufficient, etc. That is, air is not sufficient
for the sound to come about without something struck, nor is water sufficient
in this regard. Rather, there needs to be in the air a striking by solid bodies
against one another and in the air itself.®? Next he said: This will be when
the air is fixed in place, etc. That is, the sound comes about when the striking
is by solid bodies against one another and against the air itself, and the strik-
ing of the air is with a quick motion, in such a way that it precedes the motion
of the air and what strikes has breadth and quantity, since the air will then
resist it. For when what strikes and the striking are of such a sort, it happens
that the air is seen to be fixed, as it were, and not dispersed, namely, when
what strikes is not dispersed and its motion is not slow. Next he said: for that
reason, when something is struck, etc. That is, the indication of the fact that
the sound comes about only when the motion of what strikes is quicker than
the dispersal, is that when something among the things which are not natu-
rally constitued to make sound is struck quickly and forcefully, sound will
come about, as happens when one will have struck a column of sand force-
fully and quickly. Because of what he said, it happens that these things which
are of quick motion make sound in the air, although they do not strike some-
thing else, just as the motion of a strip of leather' in the air.

80. Echo comes about from air when it is one* on account of the vessel
by which it is contained and is prevented from dispersal, when the air re-
bounds and is forced out from it like a ball. Perhaps an echo always comes
about but not in a way that is evident. For it happens in the case of sound
just as in the case of light. For light is always reflected (and if it were not so,
then [light] would not be {251} everywhere, but there always would be dark-
ness outside of the place on which the sun falls), but [this light] is not re-
flected as it is reflected by water, by copper and by different smooth bodies
such that it also causes a shadow (and it is that by which light comes).!

(419b25-33)

192. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 2, 79.14-18: ¢l y¢ 3} 4,50 e J31 gl W)
..“))J.J- <°_AL<.1 Y} ;\)_gJ\ of e <Qj.¢_5\ J}.A.:L LolS™ ol mj ;‘)—ﬁ-“} : Ju i"j>
ar Lany Gy plea ¥ e 3 el 05 0580 Oy gl 0o Liaf Yy ol
dds hggdl ¢ po> of (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 40).

193. Corrigie: a rein or a shoelace. The reference seems to be to the sound of a whip
slicing through the air. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 70.14~17.

194. That is, made into a unified whole.

195. The Greek has GAX 0¥y, ottwg GvaxAdton domep G Bdatog | xahkod 1 kol
TIvog dAAOV 1@V Asiav, Bote oK1dv TOLELY, 1) 10 ¢ Opilopev, “but this reflected
light is not always strong enough, as it is when it is reflected from water, bronze, and
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After he had explained the things from which sound comes about and how
it comes about, he began to explain the being of a certain accident of sound,
which is called echo. This is the repetition of sound while preserving its pat-
tern, as happens in empty houses. He said: Echo, etc. That is, echo comes about
from air which comes to be one, that is, confined and enclosed, on account of
what contains it and prevents it from escaping. For, when its motion is actual-
ized by what first strikes, the air is pushed from the sides of that by which it
is contained and it strikes it a second time by a strike like the first one which
made the sound. And in this way the same sound is repeated, for it is heard
as if responding to the first.

He likened that to a pushed sphere since when the sphere is pushed, a motion
similar to the first motion comes about in it. And the echo is heard after the first
sound as if responding, because it was already explained that between any two
motions there is rest. From what he said, it comes about from air when it is
one, we should not understand that it comes from one [part of] air because it is
distinct from the other parts of air by virtue of motion, as [in the case of] a stone
when it is thrown and a ball. Rather we must understand that he means by “one
air” [something which is] one because it is confined and contained by a vessel.
For when some affection and strong motion comes about in air which is so, it
will come about {252} then from a striking similar to what comes about from
the fall of the stone in water, namely, that this motion is not actualized on ac-
count of what confines it. Hence, it is struck a second time by the walls of the
confining vessel and in this way another affection similar to the first comes
about. For this reason that sound is repeated. Aristotle, therefore, likened air
in this motion to a ball which, when thrown, is pushed as moved by that which
it encountered,'® when its motion is not actualized, by an expulsion similar to
the first, not insofar as one part of the air is that to which that rebounding and
expulsion happen a second time. Next he said: Perhaps the echo always comes
about but not in a way that is evident. He indicates by this how the motion of
the sphere comes about in the air at the striking. For such motion comes about
in the air from the striking only by way of rebounding. For what strikes first
pushes the air in its path toward the part toward which what strikes is moved.
Unless the motion of reaction happens to the parts of the air, that motion will
not come about equally or nearly so from all the parts of the thing struck, such
that from this there will arise a spherical figure or nearly so, the center of which
is the thing struck. He said: Perhaps the echo always comes about. That is,

other smooth bodies, to cast a shadow, which is the distinguishing mark by which we
recognize light.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate Arabic translation is in accord
with the Greek here.

196. That is, it bounces off what it strikes.
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perhaps the reason why the echo comes about, namely, the reaction, [is that it]
is always in the sound, but in a weak way. For when it is so strong that it will
make the affection remaining in the air different in number from the first af-
fection and similar to it in quality, then an echo will come about. Next he said:
just as happens in the case of light. For light is [. . .] reflected, etc. That is, what
happens in the case of sound is similar to what happens in the case of light. For
light has two reflections, a strong one and a weak one. For a strong one makes
a second light {253} and is a reaction which comes from polished bodies and is
like a reflection which makes a second sound in air. The second [reflection],
however, is a weak light on account of which things are seen in shade and is
like the reaction by means of which a human being hears his own sound. It is
something which does not reach the point that it is like the reaction which comes
about from water and copper which makes a second light in the part opposite
to the first light, just as a strong reaction makes a second sound in the air in the
part opposite to the first sound. The reason why we know this reaction of light,
as he said, is because we see in a place upon which the sun does not fall. For light
is naturally constituted to go forth from what is bright according to straight lines
to the part opposite to the bright part from the luminous body, as [explained by]
those who wrote the De Aspectibus1¥” If, therefore, the reaction were not there,
then there would be darkness in all the parts except for the part to which the
rays are opposite. Likewise, if the motion of the air which makes the sound were
only in the part in which it is pushed from what strikes alone, then the sound
would be heard only by one who is in that part alone. But the sound is heard in
all the parts of the thing struck. For this reason we know that what happens for
light with respect to the spherical figure is similar to what happens for the mo-
tion of the striking in the air. Therefore, we should understand in this way the
similarity between these two reflections. When, however, the body is luminous
from all parts, there is no doubt but that it makes a bright sphere, and this was
explained in the De Aspectibus.'*® The difference, therefore, between this sphere
and the first is that the light in that is similar and the light in this differs accord-
ing to strength and weakness. It also seems that the sphere of light made by the
luminous body from one of its parts, {254} besides not being similar to itself in
light, is also not of perfect roundness, namely, because the longest diameter is
that which goes out from the luminous body to the circumference in the part to

197. De Aspectibus. This is likely a reference to the Optics of Ibn al-Haytham, though
similar discussions are found in a work of al-Kindi known under the same Latin title.
See Ibn al-Haytham, Optics (1983), 75 and 81; (1989), vol. 1, 15 and 20. Cf. al-Kindi, On
the Causes of Differences of Perspective (1997), 448—449.

198. See Ibn al-Haytham, Optics (1983), 81; (1989), 20. Still, perhaps he has in mind what
we find at al-Kindi, On the Causes of Differences of Perspective (1997), sec. 14, 482—487.
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which the rays are opposite and the shortest in the part opposite (and it is the
part which is of denser darkness than all the parts and of lesser light).'*’

81. It was, therefore, rightly said that the vacuum plays a valuable role in
hearing. For it is thought that air is a vacuum and this is what causes hear-
ing, when it is moved as something continuous and one. But [this is] not
because it is pliant. For [sound] does not come about unless what is struck
is smooth, and then one echo will come about, since it comes at once from
its surface, for the smooth surface is one.?” (419b33—420a2)

After ithad been explained from this that air is the matter of sound, because
it is impossible for it to come about except through [air], the one who said that
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eyt Loghsly S g jasl o ol g a9 ¢ L (Long Commentary Fragments
[1985], 41). At 8074, after the reference to the De Aspectibus, the Arabic adds “for light is
not without some reflection.” The Arabic also adds “and this is echo,” corresponding to
80.62, and “and it is called echo,” at 80.68. At 80.91, where the Latin has non consimilis sibi
in luce, “not being similar to itself in light,” the Arabic has no negation. In this passage
the translator used both conversio and reflexio to render the Ababic uu&.:u'\.

200. The Greek here has 161 8¢ €1¢ yivetal dua dud 10 Exinedov &v yap 10 100
Aglov éninedov. “But then it becomes a single mass at the same time because of the
surface; for the surface of the smooth object is single.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The
alternate translation has Jl> &JJiSy — Saze by slaedl O udal g2l OUS™ 13
ey c}a...d\ (ibid. [1954]); “And when the thing struck is smooth, the air is one and
continuous. And the disposition of the smooth surface is similarly so.”
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sound comes to be through a vacuum did not err in this way when he believed
that air is vacuum, even though he did err insofar as he thought that air is
vacuum. [Aristotle], therefore, praised them because they spoke rightly in one
way, although they erred in the opinion they held. Next he said: But [this is]
not because it is pliant, etc. That is, air is that which causes hearing, when it
is moved as something one and continuous. But that motion is not found to be
one and continuous for it insofar as it is pliant alone, but only when what has
been struck would be smooth body. After he had given the reason why the
motion is one and continuous—{the reason] is that what is struck is a smooth
body—{255} he gave the reason for this. He said: and then one sound will come
about, etc. That is, and we say that it is necessary in the coming to be of sound
that what is struck be smooth because one sound comes about only from one
motion, when the body struck is smooth. Then, therefore, the motion which
comes about in the air comes about from one striking, since the parts of air are
at once pushed from its surface, for the surface of a smooth thing is one. For
this reason the striking will be one; hence the sound will also be one. An un-
even surface, however, is not one, but many surfaces; hence the striking will
be many; hence sound will not come about there at all on account of their di-
versity and lack of uniformity. And because one of them is not sufficient for
making sound, neither are they all at once unless there is one striking.

82. Whathas sound, therefore, is what moves one [body of] airin a continuous
way right up to the point that it reaches the organ of hearing. The organ of
hearing, however, is united with the striking because itis in air.”! And for this
reason an animal does not hear in every place [in the body] nor does air enter
into every place. For the member which is moved and breathes®? does not have
this in every place, just as the disposition of what sees with liquid.?® (420a3-7)

201. The text here suffers from omission and is a confused version of the Greek. Ross,
in Aristotle, De Anima (1956), has dxofj 8¢ cuudung énp: 310 8¢ 10 &v dépt eivan,
Kivoupévov 1o €€m 6 elow Kivelton (“air is united with the organ of hearing”), while
Smith and Barnes, in ibid. (1984), opt for a variant and read dxon 8¢ cupdvng Aépt, Srd
8¢ 10 &v Gépr €lvar, xivoupévou 100 8w 0 elow kLveitol, “the organ of hearing is
physically united with air, and because it is in air, the air inside is moved concurrently
with the air outside.” The alternate translation has _silaes ¢lgglly ¢ @,E.U Jlad G
‘GU-\ ols gl L;" ) )L 95 &j_i!j CA..»U (ibid. [1954]); “For this is an activity of the strik-
ing. The air is akin to the sense of hearing. The striking is only in the external air.”

202. The Latin anelans corresponds to the Greek éuyvyov, which Ross emends to
€uyodov, “makes noise,” following the lead of Torstrik (Aristotle, De Anima [1862]).
Aristotle, De Anima (1956). The alternate translation also follows the Greek codices and
renders it w45 (53 (ibid. [1954]), “possessing soul.”

203. Thé€ clause sicut dispositio videntis apud humorem, “just as . . . liquid,” is an
addition to the text of Aristotle. The alternate translation has 34>l 45l LS, “like the

- ‘—i,
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After he had explained the dispositions by which sound comes about, namely,
the dispositions of what strikes, of what is struck, and of air, he began to explain
how the uniting of sound with the organ of sense comes about from those things.
He said: What has sound, therefore, etc. That is, it is therefore necessary from
what we have explained that what causes sound be what moves one [body of]
air moved by one continuous motion {256} all the way until it reaches the organ
of hearing. He means by his having said one not one on account of a distinction
from the other parts of air, but one on account of one continuous motion. Next
he said: And the organ of hearing is united, etc. That is, and the sense of hear-
ing is united with sound because there exists in it air which is continuous with
the external air. If there were not, it would sense nothing. Next he said: And for
this reason [an animal does] not [hear] in every place, etc. That is, and it is
necessary that the air in this sense be continuous with the external air on which
the striking takes place. For this reason the animal is not able to hear in every
place, but [only] in the places in which there is no division between the air struck
and the air in the sense of hearing; nor does hearing come from every member,
but from the member in which the air enters, namely, the ear. Next he said: For
the member which is moved and breathes, etc. That is, so is it that the animal
hears only from the proper member just as in the cases of breathing and vision.
For the member through which there is breath is not just any member but the
proper member, namely, the lung. The disposition of one who sees in relation to
the gelatinous liquid [of the eye] is likewise, namely, that vision is not suited for
it except through the member in which there is a transparent liquid suited for
receiving colors, for instance, the gelatinous liquid [of the eye]. For this reason
an animal lacking those instruments lacks those senses.

83. This, therefore, does not itself have sound, namely, the air, because it
disperses quickly. When, therefore, it is prevented from dispersal, then its
motion will be sound. Air, however, which is in the ears, was positioned in
them as unmoved, so that it may sense perfectly all the kinds of motion.
And for this reason we also hear in water, because it does not enter upon
the air which is united [with the ear], since it does not enter {257} in the ear
also on account of the twist [of the tube of the ear].2’* When this does hap-
pen, we do not hear nor [do we hear] when damage has occurred to the
eardrum,”® just as the disposition of the membrane which is above the organ

moisture belonging to the pupil of the eye.” See Aristotle, De Anima (1954), 49, where
Badawi suggests their excision.

204. That is, the Eustachian tube.

205. Here matri cerebri corresponds to the Greek 1) ufiviy§ which is also used of the
dura mater or membrane enclosing the brain. Aristotle, De Anima (1984), has “the tym-
panic membrane.”
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of vision when damage has occurred to it. What happens concerning the
destruction of the organ of hearing by the entrance of water upon that air
is the same as what happens from the entrance of external air upon [the
organ of sight]. You know this.?% (420a7-15)

He had explained that through air it comes about that sound is united with
the sense and that it is itself an element proper to that sense, just as there is
also an element proper to the sense of vision. Now he began to explain the way
in which air receives sound. He said: This, therefore, does not itself have
sound, namely, the air, etc. That is, air is receptive of the proper sound be-
cause it does not have sound in itself, since there is no motion in it which
causes sound. The reason for this is that it disperses quickly. This in air is
similar to what is the case in the transparent. For just as the transparent would
not receive colors if it had color, so too air would not receive sounds if it had
sounds from itself. Next he said: When, therefore, it is prevented, etc. That is,
when it happens in this through a different motion which prevents it from
dispersal, this is the motion which comes about from what strikes in what is
struck, then that motion will cause sound in it. Next he recounted that this is
the reason why nature put air in the ears, not as something subject to change
[in its own right], but as altogether still. He said: Air, however, which is in the
ears was [. . .] in them as unmoved, so that it may sense perfectly all the
kinds of motion made in the external air. That air placed in the ears, therefore,
{258} surpasses the external air in stillness. Next he said: And on account of
this we L. . .] hear in water, etc. That is, and because air is necessary for the
sense of hearing, we hear in water when water has not entered upon the air
which is in the ear and has not corrupted it, on account of the spiral which is
in the created nature?” of the ear. When it has entered, we do not hear, and
then there happens to us what happens when the destruction of the eardrum
has happened, because then we do not hear, just as when the destruction of
the membrane which is on the organ of vision has happened, we do not see.
He meant to explain that the relation of the air placed in the ear is just as the
relation of a member proper to each thing sensed, namely, [that it is that]
through which the action of that sentient being is first actualized. For this rea-
son he likened what happens to this air with respect to destruction through
the entrance of water upon it to what happens with respect to a striking tak-
ing place upon the ear and upon the organ of sight itself. What happens with

206. What happens . . . You know this. These two sentences are additions to what is
found in the Greek. They are not found in the alternate Arabic translation. s

207. Increatione. The Latin translator seems likely again to have confused 315, “make-
up” or “nature,” with L;.L';-, “creation.” Cf. {74}, Book 1, n. 232 and {282}, Book 2, n. 247.
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respect to the corruption of the organ of hearing through the entrance of water
upon that air placed in the ears happens through the entrance of external air
upon [the organ of vision].

84. Furthermore, a sign [of the presence] of hearing in the first place is
constantly to hear resonance in the ear, as with a horn.?® For air in the ear
constantly moves with some motion of its own, but sound is [from some-
thing] external, not its own. For this reason they said that hearing comes
about through a vacuum capable of producing resonance, because we hear
only through something in which there exists air which is separate.?’”

(420a15-19) {259}

After he had explained that this air which exists in the organ of hearing
is necessary for [hearing], he began to provide evidence that there exists in
the ear a [body of] air separate from the external air. He said: Furthermore,
a sign [of the presence] of hearing, etc. That is, he shows also that this air
exists in the ear because the sign of the verification [of the presence] of hear-
ing in a human being, as the physicians say, is that he constantly hears reso-
nance in the ears, even when uninjured. Hence, this happens for a human
being when he places a horn on the ears and hears sound in it, on account of
the air enclosed in the horn and the hardness of the horn. Next he said: For
air in the ear always moves, etc. That is, the cause of this resonance which
the sense of hearing belonging to one who hears well hears is that the air
which is in the ear constantly moves with its own motion, but that motion is
its own and the motion of sound is external; hence that motion does not
impede the motion of sound. Next he said: For this reason they said, etc.
That is, on account of that resonance which is heard in the ear due to the
enclosed air, the ancients said that hearing comes about through a vacuum
possessing a resonance, because they believed air to be a vacuum. They said
this because we hear only through a bodily part in which air exists separate
from the external air.

85. Is it, however, what strikes or what is struck that makes the sounds?
Let us, therefore, say that it is both, but in two different ways. For sound is
the motion of what is able to be moved in such a way, namely, as smooth
bodies are reflected by some body. But not everything struck and [every-

208. Thatis, we hear a faint sound or tintinnabulation when we hold a horn or shell
over the ear.

209. In quo existit aer distinctus: 10 £yovit ®piopuévov tOv d€pa, “a chamber
which contains a bounded mass of air” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); ¢! gl O™ Lot >~
139d>ws (ibid. [1954]); “Wherever the air is confined.”



