Book 3

1. Concerning the part of the soul in virtue of which the soul knows and
understands! [and] whether or not it differs [from other parts of the soul]
with respect to spatial magnitude, or rather [only] in intention?, we should
investigate what its difference® is and how conceptualizing takes place.*

(3- 4, 429a10-13)°

1. Cognoscit et intelligit: YLVOOKEL . . . kot ¢povel, “knows and thinks.” Smith and
Barnes (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]) omit “thinks” by typographical error. 2,45 4 (sl
J..i.u: B u...AE.;.H (ibid. [1954]); “by which the soul perceives and understands.”

2. Utrum est differens aut non differens in magnitudine, sed in intentione: €ite
xoprotod dvtog elte kal pm ywprotod katd péyedog GALG katd Adyov; “whether this
is separable from the others in definition only, or spatially as well” (Aristotle, De Anima
[1984]); Szl Gylis o oy oondly axi)lin U] of Spndl o) 3)LaaS ya G)Lisl
(ibid. [1954]); “Is it separate as one body is separate from another? Or is its separation
in intention only while it is not in fact separate?” The paraphrasing Middle Commentary
(2002), 108.6-7, has _zwallyy OU) s & oAby i) (558 5L Bylie O O); “whether
it is separate from the rest of the faculties of the soul in location and intention.”

3. That is, what is its differentiating characteristic.

4. Formare per intellectum: yiveton 10 vogiv. This phrase corresponds to the Arabic
Jarb a2l literally “representation by intellect,” which Ivry rightly renders as “con-
ceptualization” in the Middle Commentary (2002), at 108.10. It first appears in the present
work at {6}, where it is rendered by the phrase ymaginatio per intellectum, a phrase which
also occurs frequently in the Latin of the Long Commentary on the Metaphysics, correspond-
ing to the Arabic J.EaJLg sl See Book 1, 1. 14. At {220} in the present work, Averroes
discusses the human rational ability for intellectual understanding whenever wished
and contrasts it with sense perception, which requires an extrinsic object. This ability is
characterized by Averroes as formare in the Latin, which I also render as “to conceptu-
alize.” At {454}, Book 3, Text 21, formare . . . ves indivisibles corresponds to the Greek'H
uev odv 1@V Gdtatpétev vonoig (430az6). In the Comment at Book 3, 21, {455), this
is paraphrased as comprehendere autem res simplices non compositas erit per intellecta que non
falsantur neque veridicantur, que dicitur informatio. “That is, apprehending simple incom-
posite things will be through intelligibles which are neither false nor true, which is called
conceptualization.” Hence, I render both formare and formare per intellectum by forms of “to
conceptualize.” Both formatio and informatio are rendered as “conceptualization.”

5. Averroes gives no explanation of why he begins the third book of his Long Com-
mentary after the completion of Aristotle’s Book 3, chapter 3, on the imagination, rather
than at the traditional beginning of Aristotle’s third book (424b22). The division may
have been in the Text itself. Gutas (1988), 61, n. 3, mentions that the De Anima used by
Avicenna began its fina] book at this point also. The reason for such a division is obvi-
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After he had completed the account of what the imaginative power is and
why it exists, he began to investigate the rational [power] and to seek how it
differs from the other apprehensive powers, namely, from the power of sense
and [the power] of imagination. The difference lies in both the first and the
final actuality as well as in proper action and affection, since it is necessary
that the diverse powers differ in these two respects. Hence, it is evident that
they will necessarily differ in the category of action, if they are active, or in the
category of affection, if they are passive, or in both if both. Because his inten-
tion is just this, he first began to show that the existence of that power is self-
evident, namely, that it differs from the other powers of the soul, since it is in
virtue of this power that human beings differ from other animals, as has been
said in many places. What is in doubt—whether it differs from the other pow-
ers in subject as well as in intention, or only in intention®—need not be known

ous: Aristotle’s discussion of the rational power begins here, as Averroes says at the
beginning of his first Comment. Averroes’ Middle Commentary, however, observed the
traditional divisions of Aristotle’s book. See Middle Commentary (2002), 9o, and Book 2,
n. 301, above. For a general discussion of the Arabic versions of the De Anima, see
Elamrani-Jamal (2003) and Puig (2007). Also see the introduction, pp. Ixxvi-Ixxix.

6. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 1.19-25: iyls Lg5sS el 89301 odgy
Al e ol o) 892l 0digy O 3 aviy g)w s 4B wj.d\ (SsBy Slud
L Lles 2 LS ¢ g0l GBI 51 (43 ¢+ p a8 b 2 Ly 0l b
bis calbiol. = fT (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 43); “By this power, Imean
its being distinct from the rest [of the powers] of the soul, this is something self-evident
since by this power human beings are distinguished from the rest of the animals. What
is in doubt regarding it is whether it <. . .> power or separate in subject <. . .> as well
as being distinct in notion or it is distinct in notion alone.” At* the Arabic fragment has
nothing corresponding to the Latin ut dictum est in multis locis, “as has been said in many
places.” Sirat and Geoffroy (Long Commentary Fragments [2005]) find considerably more
text in the fragments. See the note which follows.

Averroes here has in mind 413b13-16. See his discussion at Book 1, Text and Comment
19 {157-158}, where he explains the issue: “That those powers in certain animals are the
same in subject and different in definition is not difficult. In regard 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.” For Averroes the issue of the rational power and intellect is complex
since the subject of knowledge is twofold, the individual person’s theoretical intellect
and the separate material intellect. The power is in two subjects, one as a power existing
in an individual corporeal subject, the other as a power existing in an incorporeal and
immaterial subject. While Aristotle’s distinction between an organ of sense and the sense
K0T Adyov or Adye might allow for this to be characterized as a logical or notional
distinction, Averroes’ understanding of the relationship of the theoretical intellectand the
material intellect leaves this as an issue which he rightly characterized as “difficult.”
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2. Let us then say that if conceptualizing is just the same as sensing,'! then
either [the soul] is affected in some way by the intelligible, or something
else similar to this [occurs]. (429a13—15)

After he had recounted that the starting point of the investigation concern-
ing the substance of this power is to investigate the genus of this activity of
conceptualizing—knowing the genus precedes knowing the difference—he
began first to express doubt {381} as to whether conceptualizing is one of the
passive powers, as is sensation, or one of the active powers. If it is one of the
passive powers, whether it is passive because it is material in some way and
mixed with the body, i.e,, it is a power in a body, just as sensation is passive,
or is not at all passive because it is neither material nor mixed with the body
atall,’>but [rather] has only [the characteristic of | receptivity from the intention

Averroes got this interpretation of knowing (cognitio and cognoscere, in each case i3,
for yivwoxkel) as indicating theoretical knowledge (4,122l 43,4) and understanding
(intelligere, intellectus, ‘,._g..aJ\ for ¢povel) as indicating practical knowledge. The text of
Aristotle as Averroes had it does not make this distinction evident. The ultimate source
seems to be Themistius, who explains these activities as Oewpioav kot Tpa&Ly, “con-
templation and action.” Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 93.32—33; (1996), 117. The
Arabic version of Themistius edited by Lyons is corrupt here, but cf. Arabicin ibid. (1973),
163.5-8. At Book 3, Text 49 (433a14) intellectus operativus corresponds to the Greek 0
TPOKTLKOG (voig), the practical mind, which is distinguished from theoretical mind by
its end, since practical mind concerns action while theoretical mind is concerned with
knowing for its own sake. That is, intellect in the sense of practical intellect is something
common to all healthy human beings who partake in normal human goal-oriented ac-
tions, but the grasp of theoretical knowledge is not common to all human beings. The
term “intellect” is equivocal for Averroes, having four or more senses. See {452}.

11. See n. 14 for a corresponding Arabic fragment.

12. Arabicfragments correspond to Book 3, 2.4—14: o e o Jeadly U s Jpiss
cwj‘m&ﬁﬂw\fujcwb)ﬂ..)\ u—pyj‘u""-"“j"u“"*"“’“kﬁf"u&
JU-\SM\L@JJ wﬁ&.ﬁ))@\w}@ﬂ<@>d&.«_’ (See] A.L.,a_d.:uf\d\ SVLY

JL;LLS A.L’_LJ.\ ‘S}d‘uﬂfﬂ J—*M‘ 6)—4J‘u-ﬁ Kty ud ¢ A.L:«LaJ\ (5).AJ|U.A}| U,JJ
JaJlaa(Yj@Y)J),;AﬂJ&wf&rluJIdﬂwdeyuld\r&h.i\.’u}
S V""’L (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 44). Note that while the Arabic has ,» 4>
i) oda, “substance of this soul,” the Latin has “substance of this power.” Sirat and
Geoffroy read ).Z.H faculty or power. See below. The second occurrence of 6: 5 JULS
delall (g4all -n of A is a mistake in the Ben Chehida edition and should be deleted,
as evident in the text provided by Sirat and Geoffroy: fuews O fayf W 1 Jydzd 22l 3,3
J\Wﬁﬂwlfj‘)idbw|umu£Y)‘quJbﬁ / oﬂ\aiﬁﬁy&ﬂ\
o s / oA Jriis ga fa / M\L;).a)\u.au\fu\ A.L:«LaJh_;).a_ﬂu.ej\JJ-lu_sJU-lS
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of affection.!® And he said: Let us then say that if conceptualizing, etc. That
is, let us then say that if we assert that conceptualizing is just the same as sens-
ing, namely, one of the passive powers, to the extent that the first intellective
power receives the intelligibles and apprehends them just as the sensing power
receives sensibles and apprehends them, then one of the following alternatives
is necessary. Either some change and affection occurs to it from the intelligible

ot i"“"';' | s et Y Dol / J.«u...a v / S s 83 (Long Commentary
Fragments [2005],101-102); “Intellective faculty: “We say. . . / Having begun [by saying]
that the principle of inquiry concerning this faculty is the inquiry, in the first place,
about the genus [to which it belongs] as a thing preceding the knowledge of its differ-
ence, he begins first by asking about the subject of the knowledge of the genus of rep-
resentation: is it among the affective faculties, as sense, or the active faculties? And if
it is among the affective faculties, is it affective insofar as it is a faculty of the body? Or
[on the contrary] is it in no way affective, insofar as it is not in any way mixed with the
body?” My translation of the French.

I prefer to render the Arabic as follows: “Rational faculty: ‘We say. . . ” Having begun
[with the understanding] that the starting point of inquiry concerning this power is
the inquiry first about the genus of intellectual conceptualizing—for knowledge of the
genus of a thing precedes knowledge of its species—he begins first by asking about
the knowledge of the genus of conceptualizing: is it among the passive powers, as is
the case for sense, or among the active powers? And if it is among the passive powers,
is it passive insofar as it is a power in a body? Or is it not passive, insofar as it is not in
any way mixed with a body?”

Sirat and Geoffroy understand this to correspond to Book 3, 2.4—10 and 2.11-14. They
also find another fragment to correspond to Book 3, 2.10-12: [ JaJlsway Yger Y
. / g" 848 & st Q'L...._:-,-SU (ibid., 103); “because it is material and mixed with bod-
ies, that is to say, it is a power in a body.”

13. That is, of the various characteristics manifested by what has the intention or
nature of affection, this intellect has only that of receptivity. Jads J4.all Y] (Long Com-
mentary Fragments [2005], 107); “if this is receptivity alone.” This corresponds to Book
3, 2.14-15. As Sirat and Geoffroy also indicate on 106, the Long Commentary’s Book 3,
2.8-15, is quite similar to what is found in the Middle Commentary: O\S™ O} 43} J | pdid
OF Lals ol u.ﬁjbw\ sl e la g ddaicll gyl ‘_r’ 13 gorge Jaadly jpmadl
o o,L of \..;, uu,.ﬂ_és o o s e Jﬁ...u o i) Q,L

\)J—\ 5. “We say that, if conceptuahzatlon ex1sts among the passive facultles com-
parable to sensation, as appears to be its nature, then either its being affected by an
intelligible object resembles the passivity whereby the senses are affected by sensible
objects, or it is more remote than that true passivity of the senses, such that nothing of
the intention of passivity which is in the senses will be found in it.” Middle Commentary
(2002), 108.10-14. Sirat and Geoffroy then add ki3 J 5.2l Y], “except receptivity alone,”
to the end of this passage. Long Commentary Fragments (2005), 98.
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thing, a change similar to the change which occurs to the sense from the sensed
object, because the actuality of the sense is a power in the body. Or there occurs
no change similar to the change of the senses and to the affection of these by
the sensed object, because the first actuality of the intellect is not a power in a
body; rather, this does not come about for it at all. He meant this when he said:
or something else similar to this. That is, or it does not undergo affection
equivalent to the affection of the sense, namely, there does not come about for
ita change similar to the change which comes about for the sense, but it is only
likened to sense in regard to receptivity, because it is not a power in a body.*

3. It, therefore, must not be something affected, but it does receive the
form and is in potency just as that, [while] not [being] that. Its disposition
will be according to an analogy: as what senses is in relation to the sensibles,
so is the intellect in relation to the intelligibles. (429a15-18) {382}

After he had set forth that first it is necessary to investigate whether this
activity of conceptualizing is passive or active, he began to set forth what he

14. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 2.18-32: ilsladl 5,20l ¢ )—<.T = ol
S g did LS5y Ol gt Ll 3540 a5 LS g S0y c¥paall a5 Syl
deeopny el Jladsh e Jydadl e Jaiily Guis Ll DI LT 2 gl A 5020l odn
oo Lgasdy Y Ol Ly s (5 853 el < JLeNly of b e iy odn
W ‘..“;-t?)ojju...l:}.u.u Jg¥l JLAS;MY\&SOJJM\J;J\)A-\SJL@\J
it 5895 ) Jo e Jadd gl (s* (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 44). e
35all {j_:.u LS} [ LaST [ LS5y cNpiall Jias I a6l 5yall 0,5 2
i Ui o} [ O U ettt 8yl 0 3 oy LS LS9 gl
0T} 3 ool Jyd e sy iyl Jeomid) e Jyiall e Jibomily
I o st o S Jadily s Loy WUy o 3855 dd JiDa St
o Lok ad Lidlin s ¢ oy o g (53 855 o Jiadd J30 IS W 0} /
5 853 ed f 3 e Jads Jpdd) Y] et adan YL/ 098 clamy g [ 15
;,).‘g @ Jgdi e (Long Commenta"ry Fragments [2005], 104-105); . . . the senses so that
the first intellective faculty understands and apprehends the intelligibles, in the same
way that the sensitive faculty receives and apprehends sensibles. However, there must
come about for this faculty one of two things: either that they bring about a change and
an affection on the part of the intelligible, similar to the affection of the senses and their
change when they receive the sensible; or they do not bring about change and affection
similar to that by which the senses [are affected] on the part of the sensible, from the fact
that the first perfection of the intellect is not a faculty in a body; but on the contrary, it
accomplishes an action opposed to it [the body], of the sort that the relation of resem-
blance [between the two (?) . .. and that the intellective faculty is not like] the sense ex-
cept from the perspective of reception, since it is not a faculty in a body. Let us say, then,
that it must, etc.” My translation of the French. This corresponds to Book 3, 2.18—27 and
31—32. Note that Ben Chehida reads J...ij (receives) in agreement with the Latin (recipiat),
while Sirat and Geoffroy read  }4is3 (understands) at the beginning of the passage.
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wants to explain, namely, that it is that of a passive power in some way and
[yet] thatitis not changeable because it is neither a body nor a power in a body.1%
Hesaid: It, therefore, must not be something affected, etc. That is, when there
has been a thorough investigation of this, it will be apparent that this part of
the soul by which conceptualizing comes about must be a power not change-
able by the form which it apprehends. Rather, it has of the intention of affection
only this alone: it receives the form which it apprehends.! [This is] because it
is in potency what it apprehends, as [is] what senses, not because it is a deter-
minate particular? in act, or a body, or a power of a body, as is what senses.
He meant this when he said: and is in potency just as that, [while] not [being]
that. That is, it is in potency, as is the sense, [but] not because that power is a
determinate particular, a body or a power in a body. Next he said: Its being
will be according to the example of sense as what senses is in relation to the
sensibles. It can be understood in this way: it must be among the passive

15. Sirat and Geoffroy print a fragment which they identify as related to the Latin
at Book 3, 3.9-11, 4.56-57, 4.60~61, 2.1-2, and 2. 17. Le dgaey Uaizll (54all O'{" C. }
Aoty e 385 g0 e S {3 o} [ it ot Ol Aol coa L gy Ay
Lo} ﬂ,\\ o s Oy Npall 3oy LY i}/ syl o Lol J pa
P70 e pmpe Jpilly i1 fas 0 Yol oy dsls Yy 518 06 LadhS” oL
Uyt Jdiadl jail o} ] e spmpe i) Juad o8 S dagy Jially |y
u,«LM;-}H (Long Commentary Fragments [2005], 109-110); “. .. among the passive faculties
under a certain aspect, and under another, those active, and that it is not subject to
change, from the fact that it is not a faculty in a body. And next he says that it is among
the active faculties because it created the intelligibles in abstracting them from matters.
And he explains that neither one nor the other of these are generable or corruptible. It
is explicated first that the difference ‘passivity and reception’ exists in it. And next he
says: then the difference ‘action’ exists in it. To conceive by intellect is similar to the
sense.” My translation of the French.

16. Siratand Geoffroy find a similar text in the fragments, though the correspondence
is not litteral.  oall gy / La,SIs 2l 3ypmadl e [ ol Jminy ¥yl e ¢op¥
bis [ J gl el Aaaidl (g5alf u:“ / s laib (Long Commentary Fragments [2005),
111); “because at the time of the reception, it absolutely does not undergo affection
under the effect of the form which it apprehends, and it is according to this meaning
only that it is among the affective faculties, I mean to say the reception alone.” My
translation of the French.

17. Aliquid hoc. See Book 1, n. 25, and the introduction, pp. lviii-Ixi. What is a “this,”
ad) Ledl a3\, aliquid hoc, is a particular which is a member of a species containing
more than one member and which derives its particularity from the contraction of the
form to matter in a composite. As such, what is received by a determinate particular or
a “this” is particularized by reception into it. This notion is central to Averroes’ argu-
ments asserting the necessity of the single, shared material intellect in which under-
stood intentions are not particularized. See {387-388}.
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powers in such a way that the relation of sense to the sensibles is as the rela-
tion of the intellect to the intelligibles. In accord with this there will be a trans-
position in the order of the account and then it ought to be read in this way:
Its disposition must then be according to [this] analogy: as sense is in relation
to the sensibles, so is intellect in relation to the intelligibles. [It must be] that it is
not something passive with an affection as with the affection belonging to the
senses, but rather it receives the form and is just as that in potency, [while] not
[being] that. It can be understood [as follows]. Its disposition will be thus: as
what senses is in relation to the sensibles, so is the intellect in relation to the
intelligibles, i.e,, to assert that it is not {383} something passive does not con-
tradict the view that its relation to the intelligible is as the relation of what
senses to the sensed. But perhaps in conceding it to have this relation, it will
be necessary that it not be changeable. The fact that it is self-evident or nearly
so that the intellect has this relation, together with the fact that it is the start-
ing point for knowing that it is not something passive or changeable, com-
pelled us to give this exposition.’®

4. Therefore, if [the intellect] understands all things, it must not be mixed,
as Anaxagoras said, as it appears, namely, so that it may know.? For if
[something] appeared in it, the foreign element appearing in it would be an
impediment because it is different. (429a18—20)

After he had asserted that the recipient material intellect ought to be of the
genus of passive powers and furthermore? that it is not changed in the recep-
tion because it is neither a body nor a power in a body, he gave a demonstration
of this. He said: It is therefore necessary, if it understands, etc. That is, it is
therefore necessary, if it apprehends all things existing outside the soul, that
before [its] apprehension [of things] it be named for this reason to be in the

18. That is, his understanding of the relevant epistemological and metaphysical
principles required Averroes to give this account.

19. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 4.1-3: Jiny 8 Ol ey 430 glas)f Je
gyl Jpedd ¢ o 5 i LaeS psblenSTT JB LS s o 0,55 0 LS 539!
Y] )j.dl (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 44). The fragments omit “as it appears” and
add an interpretive comment: “by receiving the understood forms.” I follow the sugges-
tion of Janssens and read appareat with the manuscripts instead of Crawford'’s conjecture
of imperet, following the Greek. Janssens (1998), 722, remarks that the Arabic original
may have been zahara, which has the primary sense of “to appear” but a secondary sense
of “to have power over.” The latter fits the sense of the Greek, but the former is in accord
with the Latin manuscripts. His reasoning may be supported by Averroes’ comment “so
that it may apprehend” (ut comprehendat). That is, it is likely Averroes read the Arabic
correctly in accord with the Greek while the Latin translator did not.

20. Cf. Janssens (1998), 722.

5
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genus of passive, not active, powers and that it not be mixed with bodies,
namely, [that it be] neither a body nor a natural or animate power in a body, as
Anaxagoras said. Next he said: so that it may know, etc. That is, it is necessary
that it be unmixed so that it may apprehend and receive all things. For if it is
mixed, then it will be either a body or a power in a body, and if it is {384} either
of these, it will have its own form and this form will impede its reception of
another foreign form. He meant this when he said: If [something] appeared
in it, etc. That is, for if it has its own form, then that form will impede its receiv-
ing other extraneous forms because they are other than it.

Now we must consider these propositions by which Aristotle makes these
two claims about the intellect, namely, that it is in the genus of passive powers
and that it is unchangeable because it is neither a body nor a power in a body.
For these two claims are the starting points of all the things which are said
about the intellect.?! And as Plato says, the greatest discussion ought to be in
the beginning;* for the smallest error in the beginning is cause of the greatest
error in the end, as Aristotle says.??

Let us therefore say that the fact that conceptualizing is in some way con-
cerned with receptive powers, as is the case for the power of sense, is evident
from the following. Passive powers are able to be moved by that in reference
to which they are ascribed; active [powers], however, move that in reference to
which they are ascribed.* A thing moves [something else] only inasmuch as
itis in act and it is moved inasmuch as it is in potency, insofar as the forms of
things are in act outside the soul. Hence, it is necessary that they move the
rational soul inasmuch as it apprehends them, just as, in the case of sensibles,
insofar as they are beings in act, they necessarily move the senses and the
senses are moved by them. For this reason the rational soul needs to consider
the intentions which are in the imaginative power, just as sense needs to view
sensibles. But since it seems that the forms of external things move this power
in such a way that the mind abstracts them from matters and makes them first
to be intelligibles {385} in act after they were intelligibles in potency, on the

21. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 4.25-31: eda 3 2 Ol oy U39
Soidl L;’ Jos ot ‘“5;..;7 et ol n ptad) s ).JQ.JJT L o o ol ddl
RC DA DY Jaadh (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 44).

22. Cf. Nicomachean Ethics 1.2, 1095a31-32. There Aristotle may be referring to Repub-
lic, 511A~C or to the oral teachings of Plato.

23. De Caelo 1.5, 271b12-14.

24. That is, the actualization of passive powers lies in their being moved by some-
thing external to which the actualization is to be ascribed, while the actualization of
active powers lies in their moving themselves in such a way that the actualization is
ascribed to the active powers themselves.
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basis of this it seems that this soul is active, not passive. Therefore, inasmuch
as the intelligibles move it, it is passive, and inasmuch as they are moved by
it, it is active. For this reason Aristotle will say later that it is necessary to assert
that these two differences are in the rational soul, namely, the power of activ-
ity and the power of affection.”> And he says plainly that each part of it is
neither generable nor corruptible, as will be evident later.?® But here he began
to make known the substance of this passive power, since this is necessary in
the doctrine. On the basis of this, then, it is declared that this difference, namely,
of affection and reception, exists in the rational power.”

However, that the substance receiving these forms must be neither a body
nor a power in a body is evident from the propositions which Aristotle uses in
this discussion. One of these is that this substance receives all material forms,
something known concerning this intellect. The second is that everything re-
ceiving something else must be devoid of the nature of the thing received® and
its substance must not be the same in species as the substance of the thing re-
ceived. For if the recipient were of the nature of the thing received, then the
thing would receive itself and then the mover would be the moved. Thus, it is
necessary that the sense receiving color lack color and that receiving sound lack
sound. This proposition is necessary and indubitable. From these two [proposi-
tions] it follows that this substance which is called the material intellect has
none of those material forms in its nature. Because the material forms are either
a body or forms in a body, it is evident that this substance which is called the
material intellect {386} is neither a body nor a form in a body; it is, therefore,
altogether unmixed with matter.” You ought to know that what he set forth is
necessarily so, because that is a substance and what is a recipient of the forms

25. 3.5, 430a13-14 {436}.

26. “It was necessary that the agent intelligence be separate, unmixed and impassible,
insofar as it is what makes all forms intelligible. If, therefore, it were mixed, it would not
make all forms, just as it was necessary that the material intellect, insofar as it is what
receives all forms, also be separate and unmixed. For if it were not separate, it would have
this singular form and then necessarily one of two alternatives would come about, either
it would receive itself and then the mover in it would be moved, or it would not receive
all the species of forms” {441}.

27. See n. 14 for a corresponding Arabic fragment.

28. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 4.63-68: ¢ 5> — uJ 843 \b e Y
u-"&;‘*s JHB s oh eldsgy m\l).._@JlJ)..ajl &BL@;\( >WW\M
iy sl ;O_MJ\ S5 dadel e (Ll ojﬁ.' OF ey L3N (Long Commentary
Fragments [1985] 44).

29. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 4.73-80: (n3la e o j.\..: Lewd L Y odiny
LV gll jpuadl e dlg aza o < o LV a M oy (g1 g a0 el pal)
LS allas ot u" 390 \.»\} e Lo & L¥egd jemall Oy W L jladd
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of material things or material [forms] does not have a material form in itself,
namely, [it is not] a [substance] composed of matter and form. Neither is it again
one of the material forms, for material forms are not separable. Nor is it again
one of the simple first forms, for those are separable, but [the material intellect]
does not . . . receive forms unless they are diverse [from its own nature],*° and
inasmuch as they are intelligibles in potency, not in act. [The material intellect]
is, therefore, a being which is other than form and matter and the composite of
these.®! But whether this substance has its own form other in being from mate-
rial forms has not yet been explained from this discussion. For the proposition
saying that the recipient ought to be devoid of the nature of the thing received
is understood of the nature of the species of that thing received, not of the nature
of its genus, especially its remote [genus] and especially for what is said by
equivocation. For this reason we said that in the sense of touch there is found
a mean between the contraries which it apprehends; for contraries are other
than the means in species. Since such is the disposition of the material intellect,
namely, that it is one of the beings,* that it is a separate potency, and it does not
have a material form, it is evident that it is not passive (since passive things,
namely, changeable things, are as material forms) and that it is simple, as Aris-
totle says,® and separable. In this way Aristotle understood the nature of the
material intellect; and later we will speak about his doubts.3* {387}

5. So it will have no nature except this, namely, what is possible. Therefore
that part of the soul which is called the intellect (and I call the intellect that

89, 6] )--G-U (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 44) Note that the Arabic has 398 Yy
L}J, “nor a power in a body,” while the Latin has neque forma in corpore, “nor a
form in a body,” at Book 3, 4.79.

30. Crawford marks this passage as corrupt. An alternative to my conjectural render-
ing of this corrupt passage might be to understand the passage as asserting that for the
forms to be received in the material intellect they must be separable from matter by the
power of intellect. Janssens (1998), 722, conjectures the omission of habet in se naturam
materialem, quae non by homeoteleuton and provides another reading of this entire sec-
tion. If his conjectured text is correct, my translation would read “but [the material intel-
lect] does not have in itself a material nature which receives forms only if they are diverse
[from its own nature], and inasmuch as they are intelligibles in potency, not in act.”

31. “One should hold that it is a fourth kind of being” {409}.

32. This sort of phrasing is used by al-Farabi in his Letter on the Intellect. See ibid.,
(1983): ‘,JLJ A3 gage i, 17.9-18.1. It follows Aristotle’s lead in passages such as
in the next Text, De Anima, 429a24, TGV Sviov.

33. See 405a13-19 {40}

34. See {390ff}.
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part by which we discern and cogitate®) is not one of the beings in act before
it understands. (429a21-24)

After he had explained that the material intellect does not have some form
characteristic of material things, he began to define it in the following way. He
said it has no nature according to this except the nature of the possibility for
receiving intelligible material forms. And he said: And so it has no nature, etc.
That is, then that part of the soul which is called the material intellect has no
nature and being by which it is constituted inasmuch as it is material except
the nature of possibility, since it is devoid of all material and intelligible
forms.

Next he said: and I call the intellect, etc. That is, and I mean here by intel-
lect the power of the soul which is truly called intellect, not the power which
is called intellect in the broad sense in Greek, namely, the imaginative power,
but the power by which we discern theoretical things and cogitate concerning
things which will come about by our action.* Next he said: it is not one of the
beings in act before it understands. That is, the definition of the material
intellect, therefore, is that which is in potency all the intentions of universal
material forms and is not any of the beings in act before it understands any of
them.

Since that is the definition of the material intellect, it is evident that accord-
ing to him it differs from prime matter in this respect: it is in potency all the
intentions {388} of the universal material forms, while prime matter is in po-
tency all those sensible forms [and is] not something which knows or appre-
hends [things]. The reason why that nature is something which discerns and
knows while prime matter neither knows nor discerns, is because prime mat-
ter receives diverse forms, namely, individual and particular forms, while this
[nature]*” receives universal forms. From this it is apparent that this nature is
not a determinate particular nor a body nor a power in a body. For if it were
so, then it would receive forms inasmuch as they are diverse and particular;

35. Per quod distinguimus et cogitamus: & Srovogitar kol OorapBdvet A yoxm.
The Latin here lacks the Greek subject and substitutes for “the soul” the first person
plural, “we.” The fault may lie in the Greek textual tradition since Averroes’ alternate

translation also lacks this mention of soul: ;»9) Mis GM.H omicd) Jae Of Ulws Mo
9&:““” Spun OF Job Jrddly LBV e s u" Sgomgk et (a3l ST (5 4 Sz
4og2y (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “So it must be the case that the intellect of the soul
called intellect (which is that by which it cogitates so that opinion may be formed re-
garding anything) is not an existent in act in any of the things before it grasps the thing
with its comprehension.”

36. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 89.26—29, 94.27-29; (1996), 112, 118.
The corresponding Arabic text is corrupt.

37. The material intellect.
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and if it were so, then the forms existing in it would be intelligibles in potency;
and thus it would not discern the nature of the forms inasmuch as they are
forms, as is the disposition in the case of individual forms, be they spiritual or
corporeal. For this reason, if that nature which is called intellect receives forms,
it must receive forms by a mode of reception other than that by which those
matters receive the forms whose contraction by matter is the determination of
prime matter in them. For this reason it is not necessary that it be of the genus
of those matters in which the form is included, nor that it be prime matter
itself. Since if this were so, then the reception in these would be of the same
genus; for the diversity of the received nature causes the diversity of the nature
of the recipient. This, therefore, moved Aristotle to set forth this nature, which
is other than the nature of matter, other than the nature of form, and other
than the nature of the composite. {389}

This same consideration brought Theophrastus, Themistius, and several
commentators to hold the opinion that the material intellect is a substance
which is neither generable nor corruptible.?® For everything which is generable
and corruptible is a determinate particular; but it has already been demon-
strated that [the material intellect] is not a determinate particular nor a body
nor a form in a body.4? This brought them to hold the opinion, as well, that this
is the opinion of Aristotle. For that intention, namely, that this intellect is such,
is quite apparent to those who regard the demonstration of Aristotle and his
words, with reference to the demonstration as we have explained [it] and with
reference to [his] words because he said that it is unaffected and he said that
it is separable and simple. For these three words are used with regard to it by
Aristotle and it is not right—rather it is highly unlikely—for him to use any of

38. That is, it is not a composite form which necessarily has matter included in its
definition.

39. Cf. Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 83—-84; (1985), 121-122; (1987), 206—207.
Avicenna is grouped with these because he holds for the incorruptibility of the material
intellect, but Averroes also characterizes him as contradicting himself because he holds
that the material intellect comes into being by generation of the individual and then is
eternal. On Theophrastus as available to Averroes, see Gutas (1999b). On Averroes and
the Greek Commentators, see the introduction pp. Ixxix—Ixxxix.

Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 5.53-59: ¢ ldgs ¢ oudalddl dade (D
gt b o8y Jogdlin b 8 a dablleds Js & s & (gddl
b gl JU Gy s3I asls L;_.‘.Sl Ol o eday Lo fpandl Bnds 2y
ls Yy S (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 44) The fragment does not specify
“Theophrastus, Themistius, and several commentators” as does the Latin, but rather
has “These are the demonstrations which force him [Aristotle] to this. On account of
this he said that it is a substance neither generated nor corruptible.”

40. {387-388}.
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these [words] in a demonstrative doctrine about something generable and
corruptible.

But they later saw Aristotle say that if there is an intellect in potency, there
must also be an intellect in act, namely, an agent (it is this which draws out
what is in potency from potency into act), and the intellect [must] be drawn
out from potency into act (this is what the agent intellect places into the mate-
rial intellect as artistry places forms pertaining to artistry in the matter of the
artisan). Since they saw this later, they held the opinion that this third intellect
which the agent intellect places into the recipient material intellect (this is the
theoretical intellect) must be eternal. For since the recipient was eternal and
the agent eternal, then the product must necessarily be eternal. Because?! they
held this opinion, it happens in reality that {390} it is neither the agent intellect
nor the product, since agent and product are understood only with reference
to generation in time.*2 Or it may be said that this “agent” and this “product”
are said only by analogy and that the theoretical intellect is nothing but the
actuality of the material intellect in virtue of the agent intellect such that the
theoretical [intellect] is something composed of the material intellect and
the intellect which is in act.** What seems to be the case, that the agent intellect
sometimes understands when it is united to us and sometimes does not un-

41. Et quin. The sense requires “while.” Perhaps US\‘ /s corrupted into 0¥ or was read
as such by the translator.

42. "If the world were by itself eternal and existent (not insofar as it is moved, for
each movement is composed of parts which are produced), then, indeed, the world
would not have an agent at all. But if the meaning of ‘eternal’ is that it is in everlasting
production and that this production has neither beginning nor end, certainly the term
“‘production’ is more truly applied to him who brings about an everlasting production
than to him who procures a limited production. In this way the world is God’s product
and the name “production’ is even more suitable for it than the word ‘eternity,” and the
philosophers only call the world eternal to safeguard themselves against the word
‘product’ in the sense of ‘a thing produced after a state of non-existence, from something,
and in time.” Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930), 162; (1969), 96~97.

43. Intellectu qui est in actu. This phrase is used to denote an intellect or power of intel-
lect which is in a state of actuality. As such, it can denote the agent intellect or the acquired
intellect. Here I take it to refer to the agent intellect. The phrase intellectus qui est in actu
occurs only in Book 3, where it is found nine times, here and at {394}, {410}, {430}, {476},
{479}, {483}, and twice at {484). In its sole appearance in the De Anima Text, at Book 3, Text
36 {479}, it corresponds to the Greek 6 vodc ... 0 kat &vépyetav. At {394} it appears in a
quotation of the text of Alexander’s De Intellectu. At {484—485} Averroes identifies “the
intellect which is in act” with the acquired intellect. See the introduction pp. xix—xx,
n. 10, and p. xxiv, n. 20; and Book 2, n. 440, regarding the use of intelligentia agens and
intellectus agens to denote the agent intellect. The doctrine Averroes is expounding in
the present sentence sounds much like his own doctrine in the Middle Commentary.
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derstand, results for it because of the mixture, namely, on account of its mixture
with the material intellect. From this consideration alone Aristotle was forced
to assert [the existence of] the material intellect, not because the theoretical
intelligibles are generated and made [to exist].4*

They confirmed this by the fact that Aristotle insisted that the agent intellect
exists for us in the soul, since we seem to strip forms from matter first and then
to understand them. To strip them is nothing but to make them intelligibles in
act after they were [intelligibles] in potency, to the extent that apprehending
them is nothing but receiving them. They saw that this activity of creating and
generating intelligibles is due to our will and is able to be augmented in us in
accord with the augmentation of the intellect which is in us, namely, the theo-
retical intellect. And it was already explained that the intellect which creates
and generates intelligibles and things understood is the agent intelligence. For
this reason they said that the intellect in a positive disposition is that intellect,
though sometimes weakness afflicts it and sometimes an addition [accrues to
it] because of the mixture. This, therefore, moved Theophrastus, {391} Themis-
tius, and others to hold this opinion about the theoretical intellect and to say
that this was the opinion of Aristotle.

The questions on this are not few. The first is that this position contradicts
what Aristotle asserted, namely, that the relation of what is understood in act to
the material intellect is like the relation of what is sensed to what senses. This
contradicts truth in itself. For if conceptualization were eternal, then it would
be necessary for what is conceptualized to be eternal. Hence, it would be neces-
sary for the sensible forms to be intelligibles in act outside the soul and not [be]
material at all.*® But this is contrary to what is found regarding those forms.

See the introduction, pp. xxxv—xlii. Cf. the interpretation of de Libera at Long Commen-
tary, Book 3 (1998), 193, n. 85.

44. In this context the meaning seems to be that the interaction of the material intel-
lect and the agent intellect is not such that the material intellect by which we know is
always in constant reception of intelligibles of material things by way of the “light” of
the agent intellect. (At {441} Averroes asserts for himself that the agent intellect under-
stands nothing of things of this material world. For him it is always in act of its own
nature and so, in a different sense, always understanding.) Hence, since the material
intellect is not always receiving the intelligibles of material things, the cause of the lack
of receptivity is not the agent intellect but must have to do with the nature of the mate-
rial intellect or its reception. The fact of intermittent intellectual receiving indicates
that there are two intellects, not the fact that theoretical intelligibles are generated in
us. Cf. {450—451}. The reason for the inability of the material intellect to function at all
times would be simply because it depends not on the agent intellect alone but also on
the internal and external senses to provide intelligibles in potency.

45. Cf. De Anima 3.4, 429b27ff., and Book 3, Text and Comment 13 at {427-428}.
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Aristotle even says plainly in this book that the relation of that rational
discerning power to the intentions of the imagined forms is just as the relation
of the senses to the things sensed. For this reason the soul understands noth-
ing without the imagination, just as the senses sense nothing without the
presence of the sensible. Therefore, if the intentions which the intellect appre-
hends from the imagined forms were eternal, then the intentions in the imagina-
tive powers would be eternal. And if those were eternal, then the sensations
would be eternal, for the sensations are related to this power just as the inten-
tions which can be imagined are related to the rational power. And if the
sensations were eternal, then the things sensed would be eternal or the sensa-
tions would be intentions other than the intentions of things existing outside
the soul in matter. For it is impossible to assert these same intentions to be
sometimes eternal and sometimes corruptible, unless it were possible that a
corruptible nature be changed and converted into an eternal one. {392} For this
reason it is necessary, if those intentions which are in the soul are of generable
and corruptible things, that those [intentions] be generable and corruptible.
On this there was lengthy discussion elsewhere.#6

This, therefore, is one of the impossible things which seem to contradict this
opinion, namely, this [opinion of Themistius, Theophrastus, and others] which
we asserted: that the material intellect is a power which has not come into be-
ing. For it is thought impossible to imagine how intelligibles will have come
into being while that [power]*” will not have come into being. For when the
agent is eternal and the patient is eternal, the product must be eternal. Also, if
we assert that the product is generated (this is the intellect which is in a posi-
tive disposition), how can we say in reference to this that it generates and cre-
ates the intelligibles?

The second question is much more difficult.®® It is this: if the material intel-
lect is the first actuality of a human being, as it is explained concerning the
definition of the soul, and the theoretical intellect is the final actuality, but a
human being is generable and corruptible and [yet also] one in number in vir-
tue of his final actuality by the intellect, then it is necessary that he be so in
virtue of his own first actuality. That is, [it must be the case] that I be other
than you in virtue of the first actuality in reference to intelligibles and you be

46. Averroes discussed this issue at Book 1, Comment 13 {19). A lengthy discussion
is found below in Book 3, Comment 36 {483—486}.

47. The material intellect.

48. What is atissue here is whether each person has his or her own material intellect
from the start as a rational animal.

Janssens (1998), 723, is likely correct in suggesting one read impossibilia contingentia
(understanding sunt to be supressed) with manuscripts B and C instead of Crawford’s
conjectural contingunt impossibilia. This does not affect my English translation.
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other than I. If not, you would exist in virtue of the being belonging to me and
I would exist in virtue of the being belonging to you. Universally a human
being would be a being before having existed, and so a human being would
not be generable and corruptible inasmuch as he is a human being, but if he
were [generable and corruptible], he would be [so] inasmuch as [he is] an ani-
mal. For it is thought that just as it is necessary that the final actuality be of
this sort if the first actuality will have been a determinate particular and nu-
merable the way individuals are, {393} so too it is necessary for the contrary,
namely, that the first actuality be of this sort if the final actuality is numbered
in virtue of the numbering of individual human beings.*’

Many other impossible things result from this position. For if the first actu-
ality were the same for all human beings and [were] not numbered the way
these [individuals] are, then it would happen that when I acquire some intel-
ligible, you too would also acquire that same thing, and when I forget some
intelligible, you [would] also. '

Many other impossible things also result from this position. For it is thought
there is no difference between either position insofar as something impossible
results, namely, from the fact that we assert that the final [actuality] and the first
actuality are of the same sort, namely, [that they are] not numbered the way
individuals are. Since we seek to avoid all those impossibilities, we consequently
assert that the first actuality is this [particular] intention, namely, [the intention]
of an individual human being both generable and corruptible in matter and
numbered the way individuals are. [Yet] it was already explained from the
demonstration of Aristotle mentioned earlier that [the intellect] is not a determi-
nate particular nor a body nor a power in a body.>® How, then, can we escape
from this error, or what sort of way is there to solve this question?

Alexander,® however, bases his position on this last account and says that

49. De Libera is certainly right to call attention to this text. As it stands in the Latin,
it does not make a strong contribution to the argument but merely states that if the first
human actuality is individual for each human being, so too the final actuality of know-
ing is individual for each. But if the final actuality of knowing is individual for each,
then the first actuality would be individual for each. This is how I have translated the
Latin. I understand Averroes to start here by giving the first of two problematic expla-
nations in relation to individuals. Then he contrasts this with the equally problematic
account which would hold that both the first and the final actuality do not belong to
human begins as individuals. For his interpretation, de Libera understands huiusmodi,
“of this sort,” to refer ahead to “of the same sort, namely [they are] not numbered the
way individuals are.” See Long Commentary, Book 3 (1998), 62—63 and 196—199.

50. {387-388}.

51. Regarding the understanding of Alexander put forth here by Averroes, see the
introduction, pp. Ixxxi-Ixxxiii.
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it belongs more to Natural Philosophy, namely, [to] the account which concludes
that the material intellect {394} is a generated power such that we understand
regarding it the opinion which is held also in regard to the other powers of the
soul, that dispositions® come to be in the body per se from mixture and com-
pounding. He says this is not unthinkable, namely, that from a mixture of ele-
ments there comes to be such a noble and marvelous thing, though it is far
from the substance of the elements because of the great extent of the mixture.
He testifies regarding this that it is possible in light of the fact that it appears
that the composition which first occurred in elements—the composition of the
four simple qualities—even while that composition is small, is the cause of the
greatest diversity, inasmuch as one is fire and another is air. Since this is so, it
is not implausible that through the multiplicity of composition which is in a
human being and in animals, so many diverse powers are made there from
the substances of the elements.

He propounded this plainly and in a general way in the beginning of his
book On the Soul,%® and he enjoined that when considering the soul in the first
place one ought to know beforehand the wonders of the composition of the
body of a human being. He said also in the treatise which he authored, On the
Intellect According to the Opinion of Aristotle, that the material intellect is a power
made from the compound. These are his words:

“Since, therefore, from this body, when it is mixed in a certain mixture,
something will be generated from the whole mixture such that it is fit for be-
ing an instrument of that intellect which is in this mixed thing, since it exists
in all the body, and that instrument is also a body, then it will be called the
intellect in potency. It is a power made from a mixture which occurred in bod-
ies, [a power] disposed to receive the intellect which is in act.”* {395}

52. The Latin Averroes’ praeparatio renders slda and corresponds to Alexander’s
nutderdng, “suitability, fitness.” See n. 54 and 55 below. Hence, it is a disposition for
the reception of forms.

53. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 15.26ff.; (1979), 21ff.

54. 610V P&V 0DV £k 10D cdpatog 100 Kpadéviog mdp yévnror fi Tt Tolodtov €K
Thg nikenc, og xal dpyavov dHvachat @ v@) T0UTY TOPACYELY, GG EGTLY €V 1@ uiynat
100T® (81071 €671V £V TOVTL COUATL, 6BRO & KOl T0DT0), T0DTO T0 pyovov Suvdpet
vog Aéyetar EniThderdg Tig SUvapig £ml Th TOLG8E KPAOEL TOHV COUGTOV YLVOUEN
7p0G 10 8¢EacBon 1OV Evepyeia vodv (Alexander, De Intellectu [1887], 112.11-16). “When,
from the body that was blended, there comes to be fire or something of this sort as the
result of the mixture, which is able to provide an instrument for this intellect, which is
in this mixture—for it is in every body, and this too is a body—then this instrument is
said to be intellect potentially, supervening on this sort of blending of bodies as a suit-
able potentiality for receiving the intellect that is in actuality” (ibid. [2004], 39—40; [1990],
55-56). Regarding the Arabic version, which is available in two editions, Davidson re-
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This opinion regarding the substance of the material intellect is extraordi-
narily distant from the words and demonstration of Aristotle. [It is distant]
from his words where he says that the material intellect is separable, that it
does not have a corporeal instrument, and that it is simple and impassible, that
is, unable to be affected, and where he praises Anaxagoras because he said
that it is not mixed with the body. And [it is distant] from demonstration as it
is known on the basis of what we have written.

Alexander expounded the demonstration of Aristotle by which he concluded
that the material intellect is not passive nor a determinate particular nor abody
nor a power in a body, in such a way that [Aristotle] meant that disposition,
not the subject of that disposition. For this reason he says in his book On the
Soul that the material intellect is more likened to the disposition which is in
the tablet unwritten upon than to the tablet which has been disposed [with
writing]. He says that this disposition can be said truly not to be a determinate
particular nor a body nor a power in a body, and that it is not passive.?

marks that “neither edition of the Arabic is wholly adequate. I have translated from my
own ad hoc eclectic text, which I base on both editions and their apparatuses, with
corrections here and there from the Greek.” Davidson (1992), 7, n. 2. For the Arabic text,
see Alexander, De Infellectu (1971), 40.3—7. The text is corrupt in the faulty Jarullah
manuscript used as base by Finnegan (1956), 181—-199; see esp. 195. Also see Geoffroy
(2002). Note that although the Latin might allow “intelligible” for intellectum here, it is
more reasonable to translate intellectum as “intellect,” which happens to be in accord
with the thought of Alexander as we have it in the Greek and in the extant Arabic: J ) g
Jadl s Jaall (Alexander, De Intellectu [1971], 40.7, and [1956], 195).

55. EMTBELOTNG TG Gpa pévov E0TLY O VALKOG VOUE TTPOG THY TV e18@V Drodoy Ty
€0tk Tvokidt aypdom, pdAlov 8¢ 1@ Thg Tvakidog dypddw, GAX ol T mivakidt
OVTH. AUTO YOP 0 Ypaupoteiov fidn TL 1AV dviwy £6Tiv. 8§10 1 uEV Wyt Kol 10 Tadmy
€yov €in poALoV <Gv> KOTA TO YPOUROTELOV, TO 8& dypadov v adTh O voic 6 VALKOC
Aeyduevog, fi Emmdetdng M mpoOg 10 £yypodfivat. dg odv €nt 10D ypauuateiov 10
MEV YPOUUATELOV TACYOL <AV> GVTLYPOPOLEVOV, £V G PG TO Ypadfivar Emtmdeldng,
1 pé€vrot Emmderdng vt 0BV mdo)eL £l Evépyetay Gyopévn (008E ydp Eoti T
Imoxeiuevov), obtwg 008 dv 6 voig mdoyot T, undév ye dv 1dv évepyeiq (Alexander,
De Anima [1887], 84.24-85.5), “We must say, then, that the material intellect is only a kind
of propensity suitable for the reception of intelligible forms; it is like a tablet on which
nothing has been written, or (to express this better) more like the blank condition of
the tablet than the tablet itself, since the writing surface is an existent. Hence the soul,
or the subject to which it belongs, might more properly be compared to the writing
surface, and the intellect called material likened to the unmarked condition of the page
or its suitability for being written on. Using these terms, we can state the analogy thus:
As the surface of a tablet in which there inheres a disposition for being written on would
be affected if it were inscribed, but the disposition itself would undergo no change
by being actualized, since it is not the subject [of the writing]; so the intellect is
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But there is nothing to what Alexander said. For this is truly said of every
disposition, namely, that it is neither a body nor this [particular] form in a body.
Why, then, of [all] the other [sorts of] dispositions did Aristotle select this for
the disposition which is in the intellect, if he did not intend to show us the sub-
stance of the thing disposed but rather the substance of the disposition? But it
is impossible to say that the disposition is a substance, while we say that the
subject of that disposition is neither a body nor a power in a body. What Aris-
totle’s demonstration reaches is an intention different from this one according
to which it is said that the disposition is neither a body nor a power in a body.

This is evident from the demonstration of Aristotle. {396} For the proposition
saying that everything which receives something must not have anything of
the nature of the thing received existing in it in act is evident from the fact that
the substance and nature of the thing disposed is able to have this aforemen-
tioned thing inasmuch as it is disposed . For the disposition is not the recipient
but rather the being of the disposition on the part of the recipient is as [the
being] of a proper accident. For this reason, when there is a reception, there
will notbe a disposition [any more] and the recipient will remain [in existence].
This is evident and thought by all the commentators from the demonstration
of Aristotle.

For there are four different ways in which something can be said to be nei-
ther a body nor a power in a body. The first is as the subject of intelligibles,
and this is the material intellect, the nature of whose being has been demon-
strated. The second is the disposition itself existing in matters, and this is close
to the way in which it is said that privation without qualification is neither a
body nor a power in a body. The third is prime matter, the being of which has
also been demonstrated. The fourth is the separate forms, the being of which
has also been demonstrated. All these are diverse.

This led Alexander to this far-fetched and obviously erroneous explanation,
namely, to evade and take refuge from the questions mentioned above.> We
also see that Alexander is bolstered by the fact that the first actuality of the
intellect ought to be a generated power on the basis of general accounts said
in regard to the definition of the soul, namely, because it is the first actuality
of a natural organic body. He says that this definition is true of all the parts of
the soul with the same intention. And he gives the reason for this: since to say
that all the parts of the soul are forms is [to speak] univocally, or nearly so, and
because it is impossible for form, inasmuch as it is the end of a thing having

not a subject which is acted upon because it is none of the things which actually exist.”
(ibid. [1979], 109—110).

56. I follow the suggestion of Janssens (1998), 723, and read scilicet evadere et fugere
with manuscripts A and C.
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{397} a form, to be separate, then since the first actualities of the soul are forms,
they must not be separate. By this he refuted [the position] that there is a
separate actuality in the first actualities of the soul, as it is said of the sailor
and the ship, or generally that there will be some part which is called an actu-
ality with an intention different from the intention with which it is said else-
where.”” What he supposes is evident concerning general accounts in regard
to the soul [is something] Aristotle himself clearly said is not evident in regard
to all the parts of the soul. For to say form and first actuality is to speak equivo-
cally about the rational soul and about the other parts of the soul.

Abfi Bakr,%® however, in the literal understanding of his discussion, seems
to intend for the material intellect to be the imaginative power inasmuch as it
is disposed so that the intentions which are in it may be intelligibles in act and
[so] that there is no other power [which is] the subject for intelligibles other
than that power. Ab{i Bakr, however, seems to intend this in order to avoid the
impossible results [reached] by Alexander, namely, that the subject receiving
the intelligible forms is a body made from the elements or a power in a body.
Since, if it were so, then it would happen either that the being of the forms in
the soul would be the being they have outside the soul, and so the soul will
not be apprehending [them] or [it would happen] that the intellect would have
a corporeal instrument, if the subject for the intelligibles were a power in a
body, as is the case for the senses.

57. Averroes remarks at {405} that Alexander has taken the notion that the soul is
the first actuality of the natural organic body and applied it to the material intellect.
That is, insofar as the material intellect is a first actuality for knowing awaiting actu-
alization by the agent intellect, then it too must be an actuality of parts or powers of a
body. Yet the first actualities here are not of the same sort since one is the life of a mate-
rial body while the other is the receptivity of an immaterial intellect. See the introduc-
tion, p. Ixxxii.

58. Abubacher: Abli Bakr Muhammad Ibn B&jjah. As noted above, in Book 2 and
throughout Book 3 with the exception of the two occurences in this paragraph, the
translator has Avempache for Ibn Bajjah. Referring to the present account, Davidson
writes, “Either by reading out the implications of that statement and similar statements
of that sort in Ibn Bajjah or by drawing on sources no longer extant or still undiscovered—
as, for example, Ibn Bajjah’s De anima, the published text of which breaks off tantalizingly
in the middle of the discussion of the intellect—Averroes reports that Ibn Bajjah con-
strued the material intellect as a disposition located in the imaginative faculty of the
soul.” Davidson (1992), 261. For what we have of this work, see Ibn Béjjah, Book on the Soul
(1960), (1961). For discussion of the position of Ibn Béjjah, see the introduction, pp. xxv—
xxvii and Ixxxix-xciii. Albert the Great apparently understood Abubacher in this para-
graph to refer to the physician Abli Bakr Muhammad Ibn Zakariyah al-Razi (d. 925),
known in Latin as Rhazes. See Albertus Magnus, De Anima (1968), I11, tr. 1, c. 6, 184B-185B.
III. For more texts with this identification by Albert, see Bach (1881), 122-129.
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A more unthinkable aspect of the opinion of Alexander is that he said that
the first dispositions for the intelligibles and for the other later actualities of
the soul are things produced from the mixture, not powers produced by an
external mover as is well known of the opinion of Aristotle and all the Peripa-
tetics.” For that opinion regarding the apprehensive powers of the soul, {398}
if it is as we have understood it, is false. For from the substance and the nature
of the elements there cannot come to be an apprehensive discerning power.
For if it were possible that there come to be such powers from their nature and
without an external mover, then it would be possible for the final actuality,
which is the intelligibles, to be something produced from the substance of their
elements, as color and taste come to be. This opinion is similar to the opinion
of those who deny agent causes and those who allow only material causes:
these are those who speak of chance.®® Alexander has greater nobility than to
believe this, but the questions which were posed to him regarding the material
intellect forced him to this [position].

Let us then return to our Jown discussion] and say that perhaps these are
the questions that led Ibn Béjjah to say this regarding the material intellect.
But it is evident that what occurs to him is impossible. For the imagined inten-
tions are what move the intellect, not what are moved. For it is explained that
they are such that their relation to the discerning rational power is just as the
relation of what is sensed to what senses, not as of what senses to the positive
disposition which is sensation. If it were what receives the intelligibles, then
the thing would receive itself and the mover would be the moved.® [But] it was
already explained that it is impossible that the material intellect have a form

59. Averroes has in mind Aristotle’s famous mention of TOv vobv . . . 0Upabev, rea-
son or intellect which enters human beings from outside, at Generation of Animals 2.2,
736b27.

60. Cf. Aristotle, Physics 2.4, 196b5-6, where Aristotle says, “Others there are who
believe that chance is a cause, but that it is inscrutable to human intelligence, as being
a divine thing and full of mystery.” When Averroes comments on this text of the Phys-
ics, he may have in mind the Occasionalist view that things do not of themselves have
causal natures but depend on God for their existence at every moment. There he remarks
that the quiddity of a thing could not be known and that this would be a divine matter
(res divina). Long Commentary on the Physics (1962), 66rA-B. This is in accord with his
critique of Occasionalism found in his Explanation of the Sorts of Proofs in the Doctrines of
Religion (1998), 166; (1947), 291-292; (2001), 83—84.

61. Thatis, the imagination would be both what gives rise to intelligibles by provid-

ing intentions of material things (mover) and what receives intelligibles (moved) if the
receptive material intellect is to be identified with the imagination. As indicated in the
introduction, pp. xxv—xxvii, Averroes adopted the view of Ibn Bajjah in his Short Com-
mentary on the De Anima.

BOOK 3 315

in act, since its substance and nature is to receive forms inasmuch as they are
forms. {399}

All the things which can be said regarding the nature of the material intel-
lect seem to be impossible, except what Aristotle said, to whom also no few
questions occur. One concerns the fact that the theoretical intelligibles are
eternal. The second is the most formidable of them, namely, that the final ac-
tuality of a human being is numbered the way individual human beings are
and the first actuality is one in number for all [human beings].%? The third is
the question of Theophrastus, namely, that it is necessary to assert that this
intellect has no form and it is necessary to assert also that it is a being; and if
not, there would be neither a reception nor a disposition. For the disposition
and reception result from the fact that they are not found in a subject. Since it
is a being and does not have the nature of a form, then it remains that it has
the nature of prime matter, which is altogether unthinkable, for prime matter
is neither apprehensive nor discerning. How can this be said regarding some-
thing the being of which is such that it is separate?%3

Since there are all those things [which can be raised regarding the material
intellect], for this reason it seemed [best] to me to write what seemed to me to
be the case on this topic. If what appears to me is not complete, it will be a
start for a complete account. So I ask my brothers seeing this exposition to
write down their doubts and perhaps in that way what is true regarding this
will be found out, if I have not yet found [it]. If I have found [it], as I suppose,
then it will be clarified through those questions. For truth, as Aristotle says, is
fitting and gives testimony to itself in every way.®

The question addressing how the theoretical intelligibles will be generable
and corruptible while their agent and {400} recipient will be eternal and [that
of] what the need is for setting forth an agent [intellect] and a recipient intel-
lect if there is not something generated there, this question would not occur if
there were not another thing here which is the cause that the theoretical intel-

62. The issue here is that all human beings are from birth rational in definition by
species, yet they reach their full actuality of intellect only individually.

63. These issues are raised by Theophrastus in a long text quoted by Themistius.
See Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 107.30-108.7; (1973), 195-196; (1996), 133.
The Arabic of the account of Theophrastus is translated by Dimitri Gutas in Huby
(1999), 120.

64. Aristotle, Prior Analytics 1.32, 47a5-6: €1 Yap ndv 10 AANBEG adTo £V Opo-
Aoyoduevov elvor ndven. “For everything that is true must in every respect agree with
itself.” (ibid. [1984]) dgar JS~ e Lidzeg dwcis bl 340 0, O ooy 459 (ibid. [1948]).
Cf. Averroes’ Fasl al-Magal in Decisive Treatise (1959), 13: 4&3lsy Jo ¢ 33 sliay ¥ 34 ol
J Al 19, “Truth does not contradict truth but rather is consistent with it and bears
witness to it.” My translation. For a discussion of this, see Taylor (2000b).
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ligibles are generated. Now, however, because those intelligibles are constituted
through two things, one generated and the other not generated, what was said
regarding this follows naturally. Conceptualizing, as Aristotle says, is just as
apprehending by sense. But apprehending by sense is something which is
actualized through two subjects, one the subject in virtue of which the sense
is® true (this is the thing sensed outside the soul) and the other the subject in
virtue of which the sense is an existing form (this is the first actuality of the
sense organ). Hence, the intelligibles in act must also have two subjects, one
the subject in virtue of which they are true, namely, the forms which are true
images, and the other that in virtue of which the intelligibles are among the
beings in the world, and this latter is the material intellect. For there is no dif-
ference regarding this between sense and intellect except that the subject of
the sense in virtue of which it is true is outside the soul and the subject of the
intellect in virtue of which it is true is inside the soul. This was said by Aris-
totle regarding this intellect, as will be seen later.®

This intellect’s subject, which is its mover in some way, is what Ibn Béjjah
held to be the recipient, because he found it sometimes to be intellect in po-
tency and sometimes to be intellect in act—that is, the disposition of a recipient
subject—and he thought the converse [as well].” {401} That proportionality is
found to be more exact between the subject of vision which moves [vision]
and the subject of the intellect which moves [intellect]. For just as the subject
of vision moving [vision], which is color, moves it only when color is made to
exist in act through the presence of light after it was in potency, so too the
imagined intentions move the material intellect only when the intelligibles are
made to exist in act after they were in potency. For this reason Aristotle had
to posit the agent intellect, as will be seen later.% It is this which draws out
these intentions from potency into act. Therefore, just as color which is in po-
tency is not the first actuality of the color which is the apprehended intention
but rather the subject actualized through that color is vision, so too the subject

65. Crawford lists no variants for fit (“comes to be”). The sense of the argument which
follows indicates the likelihood that this was originally sit (“is”). For my translation I
read this as sit.

66. See {409—412}. On this topic see the insightful remarks of Michael Blaustein
(1984), 63ff. Also see Blaustein (1986). The notion of the intelligibles being true in virtue
of a subject external to the soul is discussed in the Short Commentary on the De Anima

(1985), 116-117 and (198y), 203—204; and the notion of the subject by which the intelli-
gibles exist as such is mentioned at (1985), 125 and (1987), 210. Ibn B&jjah is inspiration
for this. See Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 15-16;
Spanish, 33-35; (1968), 163-164; (1981), 188.

67. The text is problematic here and far from clear. See Janssens (1998), 724.

68. 430a10ff. Book 3, Text and Comment 17 {436ff}.
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actualized through the thing understood is not the imagined intentions which
are intelligibles in potency, but rather the material intellect, which is actualized
through the intelligibles. And so it is + that the relation of [the material intel-
lect] to [the intelligibles] + is as the relation of the intention of color to the power
of vision.®

Since all those things are as we recounted, it happens that those intelligibles
which are in act, namely, the theoretical [intelligibles], are generable and cor-
ruptible only in virtue of the subject in virtue of which they are true, not in
virtue of the subject in virtue of which they are one of the beings, namely, the
material intellect.”0

The second question, how the material intellect is one in number in all in-
dividual human beings, neither generable nor corruptible, and the intelligibles
[are] existing in it in act (this is the theoretical intellect), [yet it is also] enumer-
ated in virtue of the numbering of individual human beings, generable {402}
and corruptible through generation and corruption of individuals, this ques-
tion is very difficult and has the greatest ambiguity.

For if we hold that this material intellect is enumerated through the num-
bering of individual human beings, it will happen that it is a determinate par-
ticular or a body or a power in a body. When it is a determinate particular, it
will be an intention intelligible in potency. But an intention intelligible in po-
tency is the subject moving the recipient intellect, not the subject moved.
Therefore, if the recipient subject is held to be a determinate particular, it will
happen that the thing receives itself, as we said,”* which is impossible.

Also, if we concede that it receives itself, it would happen that it would re-
ceive itself insofar as it is different. Thus, the power of the intellect will be the
same as the power of sense, or there will be no difference between the being
of a form outside the soul and [the being of one] in the soul.”? For this indi-

69. Crawford marks this passage as corrupt. What one would expect here is rather
that the relation of the material intellect to the intelligibles is as the relation of the power
of vision to the intention of color.

70. Thatis, here intelligibles exist as intelligibles in act only in the material intellect.
If it were not for intellect, the intentions would remain at the level of intelligibles in
potency, that is, at the level of imagination or at the level of forms in things, both of
which are corruptible particulars.

71. {385}, {398}.

72. That is, intellect’s power for receiving forms will be just as sense’s power for
receiving forms—namely, that an intention different in being is received in the sense
as the actuality of the sense from the sensed object. If such were not the case and the
being of the form in the sensed object were the same as the being in the soul, then they
would not differ in being at all. Clearly this latter cannot be so. But neither can it be the
case that intellect receives the forms just as sense does, since sense receives them in
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vidual matter receives the forms only as these [determinate particular forms]
and individual [forms]. This is one of the things which attest that Aristotle
holds this intellect not to be an individual intention.”

If we hold that it is not enumerated through the numbering of individuals,
it will happen that its relation to all the individuals existing in their final ac-
tuality in generation is the same. Hence, if any of those individuals acquired
some intelligible, then that intelligible must be acquired by all of them. Con-
sider whether the conjoining of those individuals is owing to the conjoining
of the material intellect with them. Now, the conjoining of a human being with
a sensible intention is owing to the conjoining of the first actuality {403} of
sense with one who is receptive of the sensible intention. But the conjoining
of the material intellect with all human beings existing in act in their final
actuality at some time ought to be the same conjoining; for there is nothing to
cause difference in the relation of conjoining between these two conjoinings.
If this is so, I say, then when you have acquired some intelligible, it is neces-
sary that I also would acquire that intelligible, which is impossible.

It makes no difference whether you hold that the final actuality generated
in any individual is made the subject for that intellect, namely, [the actuality]
in virtue of which the material intellect is united [to individuals] and [hold
that] it is from this [actuality] as a form separable from its subject with which
it is conjoined, if there is such a thing, or whether you hold that this actuality is
one of the powers of the soul or [one] of the powers of the body, [still] the same
impossible consequences result.

For this reason one should hold the opinion that if there are some living
things whose first actuality is a substance separate from its subjects, as is
thought concerning the celestial bodies,” it is impossible that there be found

their determinate particularity and individuality while intellect receives forms as
intelligibles in act, which allows for the aspect of universality which makes science
possible.

73 That is, the material intellect cannot be a determinate particular as an individual
being because it would then have to receive things as particular individuals receive
them—that is, in accord with its own individuality and not in accord with the univer-
sality which knowledge requires. In that case, they would become intelligibles in po-
tency, not in act. This understanding is central to Averroes’ teaching that there cannot
be a plurality of material intellects—that is, that it is not possible for each human being
to have his or her own material or possible intellect as Avicenna held.

74- “And generally, since it is clear that the activity of this body is eternal, it is also
clear concerning the nature of its form that it does not subsist in a subject, and that its
subject is simple, not composed of matter and form, for if the latter were the case, the
celestial body would be generated and corruptible.” De Substantia Orbis (1986), 72. As
Geoffroy makes clear, analogy with the celestial bodies and souls is central to Averroes’
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more than one individual from one species of these. For, if among these, namely,
from the same species, we find more than one individual, for instance, with
regard to a body moved by the same mover, then the being of these [others]
would be useless and superfluous, since the motion of these {bodies] would
be owing to an intention which is the same in number.”> For example, for there
to be more than one ship in number for one sailor at the same time is useless;
and similarly for there to be more than one tool in number of the [very] same
kind of tools for one artisan is useless.”

This is the intention of what was said in the first book of On the Heavens and
the World,”” namely, that if there were another world, there would be another
celestial body. If there were another celestial body, then it would have a mover
different {404} in number from the mover of this celestial body. And if this were
so, then the mover of the celestial body would be material and numbered in
virtue of the numbering of the celestial bodies, namely, because it is impossible
that a mover singular in number belong to two bodies different in number. For
this reason the artisan does not use more than one instrument since only a unique
activity results from it. Generally it is thought that the impossible things which
result for this position result for our position because the intellect which isin a
positive disposition is one in number.”® Ibn Béjjah already listed most of these
in his short work, which he called The Conjoining of the Intellect with Human Be-
ings.” Since this is so, how then is there a way to solve this difficult question?

Let us say, then, that it is evident that a human being is intelligent in act only

mature doctrine of the material intellect. See Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 48-51, 68—69;
261. Also see the introduction, pp. xlivff.

75. The argument here is that a plurality of celestial souls of the same species caus-
ing the one movement of a single celestial body would be superfluous since only one
soul is required. For Averroes the distinct celestial movements are indicative of distinct
intentions in distinct celestial souls which receive those intentions from contemplation
of distinct separate intellects. Regarding the celestial bodies, souls, and intellects, see
Endress (1995) and Twetten (1995).

See n. 78 below.

76. That is, it is useless for the artisan to have multiple copies of the same tool at
hand since he can use only one when in the very actuality of exercising his skills.

77. De Caelo 1.8~9. He probably has specifically in mind the discussion at 1.8,
277b8-13, though the argument here goes well beyond that text. See his comments on
this text in his Long Commentary on the De Caelo (2003), 164-165 where he discusses
conceptualization on the part of the movers of the heavens.

78. That is, if the same applies analogically to Averroes’ doctrine of the intellect,
then the intellect in a positive disposition would be one, not many.

79. Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 14-16; Spanish,
31-35; (1968), 161-164; (1981), 186-189.
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owing to the conjoining of the intelligible with him in act. It is also evident
that matter and form are united to one another in such a way that the compos-
ite of these is a singular thing, and [this is likewise s0] to the greatest extent
[in the case of] the material intellect and the intention which is intelligible in
act. For what is composed from these is not some third thing different from
these as it is for other things composed of matter and form. Therefore, it is
impossible for there to be a conjoining of the intelligible with human beings
except through the conjoining of each of those two parts with [human beings],
namely, of the part which is related to one as matter and of the part which is
related to another as form.80

Since it was explained among the doubts mentioned earlier that it is impos-
sible for the intelligible to be united with each human being and be numbered
in virtue of the numbering of these by way of the part which belongs to it as
matter, namely, the material intellect, {405} then it remains that the conjoining
of intelligibles with us human beings is through the conjoining of the intelli-
gible intention with us (these are the imagined intentions), namely, of the part
which is related to it in us in some way as form. For this reason the statement
that a boy is intelligent in potency can be understood in two ways, one because
the imagined forms which are in him are intelligible in potency, the second
because the material intellect which is naturally constituted to receive the
intelligible of that imagined form is receptive in potency and conjoined with
us in potency.®!

It has therefore been explained that the first actuality of the intellect differs
from the first actualities of the other powers of the soul and that this word
“actuality” is said of these in an equivocal way, contrary to what Alexander
thought.®? For this reason Aristotle said in regard to the definition of the soul
that it is the first actuality of a natural organized body, because it was not yet
evident whether the body is actualized through all the powers in the same
way or [whether] there is some [power] among these in virtue of which the
body is not actualized, and if [that other power] is actualized, it will be in an-
other way.

However, the disposition for intelligibles which is in the imaginative power
is similar to the dispositions which are in the other powers of the soul, namely,
[similar] to the first actualities of the other powers, inasmuch as each of these

8o. That is, the material intellect and the agent intellect. Note that I remove Craw-
ford’s insertion of scilicet intellecto.

81. That is, the boy is intelligent in potency in virtue of (a) the imagined intentions
in him which are intelligible in potency, and (b) the material intellect that is in potency
with respect to those imagined intentions which are able to become intelligible in act
when they come to exist in the material intellect.

82. Cf. {396-397}.
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two [sorts of] dispositions is generated through the generation of an individual,
corrupted through its corruption, and generally numbered through its num-
bering. They differ in this: one is a disposition in a mover insofar as it is a
mover, namely, the disposition which is in the intentions {406} imagined;83 the
other is a disposition in the recipient and is a disposition which is in the first
actualities of the other parts of the soul. 3

Owing to this similarity between these two dispositions, Ibn Bijjah thought
that there is no disposition for the thing coming to be understood except the
disposition existing in the imagined intentions. But these two dispositions
differ as [much as] the earth from the heavens. For one is the disposition in the
mover insofar as it is a mover and the other is a disposition in the moved in-
sofar as it is moved and receptive.

For this reason one should hold the opinion, which already was apparent to
us from the account of Aristotle, that in the soul there are two parts belonging
to the intellect, one is the recipient whose being is explained here, the other is
the agent which is what makes the intentions which are in the imaginative
power to be movers of the material intellect in act after they were movers in
potency, as will be apparent later from the account of Aristotle.85 [Also from
Aristotle it is apparent] that these two parts are neither generable nor corrupt-
ible and that the agent is related to the recipient as form to matter, as will be
explained afterwards.86

For this reason Themistius held the opinion that we are the agent intellect
and that the theoretical intellect is nothing else but just the conjoining of the
agent intellect with the material intellect.¥” It is not as he thought. Rather, one

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

84. Theintentions imagined there constitute an active predisposition insofar as they
are intelligible in potency, while in other parts of the soul there are first actualities
which are predispositions for receptivity.

85. {438-439}-

86. {409ff]}.

87. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase 100.16-21; (1973), 182.1-7; (1996), 124-125. “We,
then, are either the potential intellect or the actual [intellect]. So if, in the case of every-
thing that is combined from what is potential and actual, something (o tode) and what
it is to be something (to tdide einai) are distinct, then the I (fo eg6) and what it is to be me
(to emoi einai) will also be distinct, and while I am the intellect combined from the po-
tential and the actual [intellects], what it is to be me comes from the actual [intellect].
Thus while the intellect combined from the potential and the actual [intellects] is writ-
ing what I am [now] discursively thinking about and composing, it is writing not qua
potential but qua actual [intellect], for the activity from the [potential intellect] is chan-
nelled to it.” Todd also translated this text in ibid. (1990), 93—94. Note that Todd changed
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should hold the opinion that there are three parts of the intellect in the soul,
one is the receptive intellect, the second is that which makes [things], and the
third is the product [of these]. Two of these three are eternal, namely, the agent
and the recipient; the third is generable and corruptible in one way, eternal in
another way.

On the basis of this account we have held the opinion that the material intel-
lect is one for all human beings and also {407} on the basis of this we have held
the opinion that the human species is eternal, as was explained in other places.*
The material intellect must not be devoid of the natural principles common to
the whole human species, namely, the primary propositions and singular con-
ceptions common to all [human beings]. For these intelligibles are unique ac-
cording to the recipient and many according to the intention received.”

his mind regarding the referent of a0t in 10 Yap £vepyel Ekeibev o01d EnoxeTEVETOL.
In the 1990 translation Todd understood the referent to be the actual intellect, while in
the 1996 translation he understood the referent to be the potential intellect. This revision
seems to be correct since Themistius is speaking of the activity of the composite human
being, which, while traced to the actual intellect, is existing in the composite only via
the actual intellect’s actualization in the potential intellect.

88. The agent intellect and the material intellect are eternal. The theoretical intellect
is eternal insofar as the theoretical intelligibles are in the material intellect and gener-
able and corruptible insofar as the theoretical intelligibles are in human individual
knowers for Averroes.

89. Averroes may be referring to Epistle 1 On Conjunction, where he speaks of the
possibility of the material intellect being “a substance one in number for all human
beings in itself, but many by accident, which is not the case for material forms.” Geof-
froy and Steel (2001), 210. Also see Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1487-1490;
(1962), 3021-303D; (1984), 103-105. In his Commentary on the De Intellectu of Alexander,
Averroes sets forth his doctrine that _.yal) 45 i 34>ty 345 4n ‘;N gl Jindl
izsei) (“the material intellect is one power shared by individual souls”) and that
the theoretical intelligibles are sl ¥y 255" & 431> 5 (“in its essence ungenerable
and incorruptible”). Commentary on the De Intellectu of Alexander (2001), 29. On Averroes’
position in this work also see Davidson (1992), 293-295. Davidson suggests as relevant
Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930), 180; (1969), 108.

go. For Averroes here the intelligibles are described as the same but received indi-
vidually into differing individuals. The common conceptions and first principles of
understanding here seem to be the first principles of demonstration—that is, such as
that a thing cannot both be and not be at the same time in the same respect—attained
via sense perception. Averroes’ understanding of these seems to follow the accounts
of al-Farabi and Avicenna, who hold that these are communicated to all human beings
by the separate agent intellect. This terminology and this understanding of primary or
firstintelligibles are dependent on the thought of al-Farabi. In The Perfect State, al-Farabi
speaks of first intelligibles and the voluntary intelligibles which can be brought about
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Therefore, according to the way by which they are unique, they are neces-
sarily eternal, since being does not desert the subject received, namely, the
mover which is the intention of the imagined forms,” and for this there is no
impediment on the part of the recipient. Therefore, generation and corruption
belong to these only owing to the multiplicity accruing to them, not owing to
the way by which they are unique. For this reason, since in relation to some
individual, one of the first intelligibles is corrupted through the corruption of
its subject insofar as it is united with us and true, it is necessary that this intel-
ligible not be without qualification corruptible but [rather be] corruptible in
relation to any given individual. In this way we can say that the theoretical
intellect is one in all [human beings].

Since consideration is given to those intelligibles insofar as they are simply
beings, not with reference to some individual, and insofar as they are not
sometimes understood and sometimes not, but rather always [understood],
they are truly said to be eternal. It is as if that being is intermediate for them
between being which perishes and being which persists.?? For according to the
multiplicity and diminution accruing to them from final actuality [in indi-

later. “The presence of the first intelligibles in man is his first perfection, but these intel-
ligibles are supplied to him only in order to be used by him to reach his ultimate perfec-
tion, ie. felicity.” Al-Farabi, Principles of the Opinions of the People of the Virtuous City
(1985), 204—205. See Druart (1997a). The same sort of description of the primary propo-
sitions is given by Avicenna at Ibn Sina, Kitdb al-Nafs (1959), 49; (1972), 96—-97. Also see
Averroes’ Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 79.15-16; (1985), 115.13-14; (1987), 202,
where he writes of Clua> (oS Yy ¢ e 2o (60 Yl e il “the intelligi-
bles which are such that we do not know when they arose nor how they arose.” Later, at
{496-497}, Averroes distinguishes between these first principles of the understanding,
which he calls natural intelligibles, and voluntary intelligibles. Also see {506}.

91. The words cum esse non fugiat a subiecto recepto, scilicet motore, qui est intentio for-
marum ymaginatarum (“since being does not desert the subject received, namely, the
mover which is the intention of the imagined forms”) are far from clear. What it is
precisely to which “the subject received” corresponds is problematic. Averroes has
already established the necessity of the material intellect’s eternal existence and set
forth his view that the human species is eternal. His point may be that the subject into
which the intentions are received as intelligible in act always exists as knower and so
the mover, “the intention of the imagined forms,” must always exist. He draws the
consequences of this in the following paragraphs, where he asserts that human beings
will always exist to provide intentions for the material intellect.

92. Cf. Averroes’ Commentary on the De Intellectu of Alexander (2001), 29—30, where he
writes that 43,Lis 3,50 g8 (S0} 352 lly cade sl 5 gl Gy dosgze 55omg 1S Las gy
SIbL; “their existence is as an existence intermediate between individual existence
and the existence which is a separate form absolutely.”
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vidual human beings] they are generable and corruptible, while insofar as they
are unique in number [in the material intellect] they are eternal.

This will be the case if it is not asserted that the disposition in regard to the
final actuality in human beings is just as the disposition in regard to {408} the
intelligibles common to all [human beings], namely, that worldly being is not
devoid of such individual being.*® For that this is impossible is not evident.
Rather, one saying this can have a reason sufficient and able to quiet the soul.
For since it is the case that wisdom exists in some way proper to human beings,
just as it is the case that [various] kinds of arts exist in ways proper to human
beings, it is thought that it is impossible that the whole habitable world shun
philosophy, just as one should hold the opinion that it is impossible for [the
whole habitable world] to shun the natural arts. For if some part of [the habit-
able world], for example, the northern quarter of the earth, were to be devoid
of them, namely, the arts, the other quarters will not be devoid of them, because
it was explained that habitation® is possible in the southern as in the northern
quarters. Perhaps, then, philosophy is found in the greater part of the subject®
in every era, as a human being is found [to come about] from a human being
and a horse from a horse.” The theoretical intellect, therefore, is neither gener-
able nor corruptible in this way. And generally it is for the agent intellect
creating the intelligibles just as [it is] for the discerning recipient intellect. For
insofar as the agent intellect never rests from generating and creating without

93. Intelligibles are able to be present in members of the human species, though they
exist independent of any perishable individual and are unchanging. As is evident in
what follows, Averroes is here asserting that there will always exist at every time one
or more individual human beings supplying intentions which are intelligibles in po-
tency for the material intellect. The same teaching is found in Epistle 1 On Conjunction,
where he asserts that it is not necessary that each and every human being have intel-
lectual knowledge but only that it be manifested in the species. See Geoffroy and Steel
(2001), 218.

94. That is, human habitation and the consequent presence of the natural arts can
be found in the southern part as well as in the northern.

95. As de Libera notes in his preface to Long Commentary Fragments (2005), at 11,
n. 2,itis evident that the Latin translator read the Arabic .24 as maudu’ (subject, subiecti)
instead of maudi‘ (place). Hence, the sense in the Arabic is that philosophy is found in
most places. In this de Libera is following the remarks of Janssens (1998), 721.

96. Thatis, philosophy exists in every age as a human activity. Even if it seems to be
hardly evident in some societies and eras, still it is an endeavor which is generated and
passed on inevitably by individual human beings, just as humans generate humans
and horses horses. This is because of the eternal nature of intellectual activity in the

material intellect.
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qualification, even if some subject is removed from this, namely, from genera-
tion, so it is concerning the discerning intellect.”

Aristotle indicates this in the beginning of this book when he says: And
conceptualizing® and contemplating are diverse, such that something else
undergoes corruption internally, but it in itself does not suffer corruption.”
He means by something else human imagined forms. He means by concep-
tualizing {409} the reception which is always [existent] in the material intellect.
Concerning this he intended to raise doubts in this passage and in that other,
when he said: We do not remember because that is not passive; the passive
intellect, however, is corruptible and without this it understands nothing.'%
He means by the passive intellect the imaginative power, as he will later ex-
plain.’®! And generally that notion appeared from extrinsic considerations,
namely, that soul—the theoretical intellect—is immortal.

97. Thatis, strictly speaking, the agent intellect is distinct and continues to carry out
its activity. And similarly, the material intellect is a being in its own right and distinct
from transient individuals: it does not cease to exist when one or another individual
perishes.

98. Formare per intellectum: At Book 1, Text 66 {88}, the corresponding term is instead
intelligere. The corresponding Greek there is kol 70 VO€iv 81} K0l 10 Oewpelv (408b24).

99. To understand and to contemplate are distinguished when something else
inside undergoes corruption, but it is in itself {89} affected by nothing. Book 1, Text
66 {8889} (408b24-25). Note that “it,” ipsum, is neuter nominative and must refer to the
activity of intellect. Crawford lists no variants for this difficult reading. See Book 1,
n. 252, regarding the mistranslation of this text.

100. Note the difference between the Latin here and the Latin at Book 3, Text 20.
Here we have: Et non sumus memores, quia iste est non passivus; intellectus autem
passivus est corruptibilis, et absque hoc nichil intelligit. Later we read: Et non re-
memoramur, quia iste est non passibilis, et intellectus passibilis est corruptibilis,
et sine hoc nichil intelligitur. “We do not remember, because that is not passible, while
the passible intellect is corruptible, and without this nothing is understood.” Book 3,
Text 20 {443} (430a24—25). This difference is likely due to the understanding of the
translator, which is more subtle in the later text.

101. Aristotle’s remarks at Book 3, Text 20 (430a24-25), that “the passible intellect is
corruptible and without this nothing is understood” {443} are interpreted by Averroes
as referring to “the forms of the imagination insofar as the cogitative power proper to
human beings acts upon them.” {449} This power is “a kind of reason,” aliqua ratio {449},
thanks only to its connection to the material intellect. But it is a kind of reason which
is bound up with the body for Averroes, a “particular material power,” virtus particularis
materialis {476}. Thomas Aquinas follows Averroes in calling this “cogitative power”
(vis cogitativa) “the passive intellect” (intellectus passivus) and “particular reason” (ratio
particularis) and describes this bodily power as “what gathers particular intentions”
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Hence, Plato said that the universals are neither generable nor corruptible
and that they exist outside the mind. The account is true in this way [which
was just explained] and false with respect to the intent of his words. This lat-
ter is the sense which Aristotle worked to refute in the Metaphysics.' Generally
that intention in reference to the soul is the part which is true in the probable
propositions which attribute to soul both kinds of being, namely, mortal and
non-mortal. For it is impossible for probable things to be completely false.!®®
The ancients recounted this and all the religious laws alike reflect it.

The third question (how the material intellect is a being and [yet] is not one
of the material forms nor even prime matter) is resolved in this way. One should
hold that it is a fourth kind of being. For just as sensible being is divided into
form and matter, so too intelligible being must be divided into things similar to
these two, namely, into something similar to form and into something similar
to matter. This is [something] necessarily present in every separate intelligence
which understands something else.’® And if not, then there would be no multi-
plicity {410} in separate forms.% It was already explained in First Philosophy
that there is no form free of potency without qualification except the First Form,
which understands nothing outside itself1% Its being is its quiddity. Other

(quae est collativa intentionum particularium). Thomas Aquinas, Quaestiones disputatae de
anima (1996), q. 13 resp., 118.266—267.

102. Metaphysics 1.9, 99oa32ff.

103. Cf. Epistle 1 On Conjunction in Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 214, 270. In his n. 63,
Geoffroy cites Aristotle, Metaphysics 8, 1047b3—5, and Averroes’ Commentary on that
passage indicating the meaning that what is possible must necessarily be realized at
some time. His reference is to Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1139~1140.

104. That s, this division of what is analogous to form and what is analogous to mat-
ter, or of act and potency, must be present in any separate intellect which is capable of
knowing anything outside itself. For insofar as it is an intelligence with itself as its object,
it need have no potency. But insofar as it is in potency for knowing something other than
its own essence or nature, it must have a certain materiality or potency for receiving form
which contains essentially a reference to something outside the nature of that particular
intelligence, namely, God. The exception among the separate substances or intelligences
is God, who, in thinking the highest being, thinks nothing outside himself.

105. That is, there will not be a plurality of separate forms or intellects.

106. The “separate forms” to which he refers here are the separate intelligences. The
“First Form” is God for Averroes. Averroes holds that the separate substances or intel-
ligences are distinguished from one another in virtue of their potency for knowledge,
a certain equivocal “materiality” found in each which is sufficient to allow their distinc-
tion from one another and to make reasonable the assertion that there is a multiplicity
of separate substances. This doctrine is also found in the Incoherence of the Incoherence.
“The difference between the First’s understanding of Itself and the understanding of
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forms, however, are in some way different in quiddity and being.1?” If it were
not for this genus of beings which we have come to know in the science of the
soul, we could not understand multiplicity in separate things, to the extent
that unless we know here the nature of the intellect, we could not know that
the separate moving powers ought to be intellects.108

This was unknown to many modern [thinkers] to the extent that they denied
what Aristotle says, in the Eleventh Book of First Philosophy, that the separate
forms moving the bodies must be in accord with the number of celestial bod-
ies.'”” To this extent knowledge of the soul is necessary for knowledge of First
Philosophy. That receptive intellect must understand the intellect which is in
act. For while it understands material forms, it is even more befitting that it

themselves which the rest of the intellects have is that the First Intellect understands
Itself as existing through Itself, not as what is related to a cause, while the rest of the
intellects understand themselves as being related to their cause so that plurality enters
into these in this way. For it is not necessary that they all be in one grade of simplicity
since they are not in a single grade in regard to the First Principle and none of them
exists simply in the sense in which the First is simple, because the First is considered
to exist by Itself, while they are in related existence.” Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930),
204;(1969), 122. My translation. Cf. Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1696~1697;
(1962), c. 51, 335H; (1984), 192-193, where Averroes follows Aristotle in stressing that
what requires something other than itself is less than the most excellent of all entities.
In his Short Commentary on the De Anima in the context of his summary of the views of
Ibn Béjjah he writes that “The First Intellect is the most simple of all the intellects and
neither is It caused at all nor does It conceptualize ( M‘Yj) anything external to Its
ownessence.” Short Commentary on the De Anima (1950), 93; (1985), omitted; (1987), 218219,
My translation.

107. Essentia eius est quiditas eius; alie autem forme diversantur in quiditate et essentia
quoquo modo. With the First Form (_Js¥) §,5.ll) as its probable antecedent, this is in all
likelihood gz ale 445 Lasgeomgs. CE. {422}, where Averroes is concerned to assert the
simplicity of all immaterial substances and there states that “in simple beings the quid-
dity and being are the same.” As indicated in n. 128 below, in the corresponding passage
of the Middle Commentary (2002), 113.17, Averroes asserts that > oo oJl &adl oL 23 :)l
dny dy 9&;‘.:' o2 L i allly; “the existence and essence of simple things are one
and the same.”

108. In this, then, lies the reason why the study of the soul is more worthy and more
noble than other studies and why it should precede others: we understand the nature
of intellect first through understanding the nature of intellect in ourselves, and only
when something of that understanding has been achieved can there be any understand-
ing of intellect in higher beings. See Book 1, Text 1 (402a1—4) {3}, with n. 11 there also,
and the introduction, pp. liff.

109. Metaphysics 12. 8, 1073a26—38. Book 11 in Averroes corresponds to Book 12 be-
cause Book 11 of the Metaphysics was not available to Averroes.
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understand immaterial forms. What it understands of separate forms, for ex-
ample, of the agent intelligence, does not impede it from understanding mate-
rial forms.

The proposition saying that the recipient ought to have in act nothing of
what it receives is not said without qualification but conditionally. [This is]
because it is not necessary that the recipient be nothing at all in act but rather
that it not be in act something of what it receives, as we said earlier.'' Rather,
you ought to know that the relation of the agent intellect to that intellect is [the
same as] the relation of light to the transparent [medium], and the relation of
the material forms {411} to [the material intellect] is [the same as] the relation
of color to the transparent [medium]. For just as light is the actuality of the
transparent [medium], so the agent intellect is the actuality of the material
[intellect]. Just as the transparent [medium] is not moved by color and does not
receive it except when there is light, so too that intellect does not receive the
intelligibles which are here except insofar as it is actualized through that [agent]
intellect and illuminated by it. Just as light makes color in potency to be in act
in such a way that it can move the transparent [medium], so the agent intellect
makes the intentions in potency to be intelligible in act in such a way that the
material intellect receives them. This, then, is how the material intellect and
the agent [intellect] should be understood.

When the material intellect is united with us'!! insofar as it is actualized
through the agent intellect, we then are united with the agent intellect. This
disposition is called acquisition and the acquired intellect,'? as we will see
later.3 That way in which we posited the being of the material intellect solves
all the questions resulting from our holding that the intellect is one and many.
For if the thing understood in me and in you were one in every way, it would
happen that when I would know some intelligible, you would also know it,
and many other impossible things [would also follow]. If we assert it to be
many, then it would happen that the thing understood in me and in you would
be one in species and two in individual [number]. In this way the thing under-
stood will have a thing understood and so it proceeds into infinity.1 Thus, it

110. {385-386}.

111. I read copulatus nobiscum with manuscripts A and C, following Janssens (1998),
724.

112. Adeptio et intellectus adeptus.

113. See {445}, but especially the extended discussion of the thought of Alexander of
Aphrodisias on this at {482—485}.

114. That s, if there is a unity in species but the object in the intellect is different in
each individual, then an infinite regress would arise insofar as the object understood
in any one mind would have a higher unity which yet again when understood would
be grasped differently by different individuals, and so forth. It is better, then, to say
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will be impossible for a student to learn from a teacher unless the knowledge
which s in the teacher is a power generating and creating the knowledge which
is in the student, in the way in which one fire generates another {412} fire
similar to it in species, which is impossible. That what is known is the same in
the teacher and the student in this way caused Plato to believe that learning is
recollection. Since, then, we asserted that the intelligible thing which is in me
and in you is many in subject insofar as it is true, namely, the forms of the
imagination, and one in the subject in virtue of which it is an existing intellect
(namely, the material [intellect]), those questions are completely resolved.

The way Ibn Béjjah thought to solve the questions arising from the fact that
the intellect is one or many, namely, the way which he gave in his treatise en-
titled The Conjoining of the Intellect with Human Beings, is not a way fit for resolv-
ing that question. For the intellect which he demonstrated in that treatise to
be one, when he worked to resolve that question, is different from the intellect
which he demonstrates there also to be many, since the intellect which he
demonstrated to be one is the agent intellect inasmuch as it is necessarily a
form of the theoretical intellect. But the intellect which he demonstrated to be
many is the theoretical intellect itself. This name, however, namely, “intellect,”
is said equivocally of the theoretical and the agent [intellects].!5

For this reason, if that which is understood concerning this word “intellect”
in two opposed accounts—namely, concluding that the intellect is many and
concluding that the intellect is one—is an intention which is not equivocal,
then what he gave later in regard to this—that the agent intellect is one and
the theoretical is many—does not resolve this question. If {413} what is under-
stood in these two opposite accounts concerning this word intellect is an
equivocal intention, then the problem will be sophistical, not subject to argu-
ment. For this reason we should believe that the questions which that man
raised in that treatise are resolved only in this way, if those problems are not
sophistical but subject to argument. In this way the question regarding what
he was uncertain about concerning the material intellect—whether it is exter-
nal or united—is resolved. Since this has been explained, let us return to the
exposition of Aristotle’s account.

6. For this reason it must not be mixed with the body. For if it were mixed
with the body, then it would be in some disposition, either hot or cold, or it

that each individual mind grasps the same intelligible thing. This argument is from
Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 104.2—14; (1973), 189.2-15; (1996), 129. But another
source is Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), section 8;
14-15; Spanish, 32—33; (1968), 162-163; (1981), 187.

115. Ibn Béjjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 13-14; Spanish,
30-32; (1968), 162; (1981), 187.
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would have some instrument!® as does sense. Yet!? it is not so. Those,
therefore, saying the soul is the place of forms did speak rightly. But [it is]
not the whole [soul] but rather the part which understands, and the forms
[are] not in actuality, but rather in potency. (429a24—29)

This is another demonstration that the material intellect is not a determinate
particular nor a body nor a power in a body. He said: For this reason it was
necessary, etc. That is, because its nature is what we have recounted, it was
right and necessary that it not be mixed with the body, that is, that there is no
power in it in virtue of which it is mixed with the body, as was explained.’®
Next he gave {414} a second reason for this. He said: For if it were mixed, etc.
That is, for if it were a power in a body, then it would be a disposition and a
bodily quality. And if it were to have quality, then that quality either would
be ascribed to what is hot or what is cold (namely, to the compound in what is
a compound), or it would be a quality existing in a compound only added to
the compound, as it is for the sensitive soul and for things similar to it, and
thus it would have a bodily instrument.!'” Next he said: But it is not so. That
is, but [the material intellect] does not have the quality ascribed to what is hot
and what is cold nor does it have an instrument. Therefore it is not mixed with
the body. You ought to consider in regard to the consequence and the refutation
whether they require demonstration or not. Let us say then: but that the con-
sequent of what follows upon the antecedent is true is evident from what was
mentioned earlier. For it was explained that every power in a composite body
either is ascribed to primary qualities, namely, to the form of the compound,
or it will be a power existing in the compounding form, and thus it will neces-
sarily be an organic soul. But the refutation is evident also from what was
mentioned earlier, for it was explained that there is no instrument different
from the instruments of the five senses (where it was explained that there is
no sixth sense).?’ Generally, if intellect were a living power in a body, then
either it would be a sixth sense or something consequent upon a sixth sense,
namely, something whose relation to a sixth sense is as the relation of imagina-

116. Instrumentum: Gpyoavov, “organ.”

117. Janssens (1998), 724, notes that modo corresponds to the Greek vbv, “now.”

118. See {387-388).

119. That is, if it is a bodily quality, then this predisposition which arises from the
compound of bodily parts would be either a quality such as hot or cold, which are ac-
cidental qualities attributed to a subject, or a quality which arises from the compound

as something additional to the blend. For example, the sensible soul is something over
and above the compound of bodily parts. If the material intellect were either of these
alternatives, it would be a bodily instrument.

120. See {325ff}.
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tion to the common sense.!* That the material intellect is not a power ascribed
to the compound is evident {415} from what was mentioned earlier, for since
the sensitive soul is not a power ascribed to the compound, how much more
is this so for the intellect!

If [the material intellectual power] were ascribed to the compound, then, as
Aristotle says, the being of the form of the stone in the soul would be the same
as its being outside the soul,’* and so the stone would be something which
apprehends, and many other impossible things would follow for this position.
Some people were uncertain about what was said (namely, that the intellect
does not have an instrument) because it was said that the imaginative power
isin the anterior of the brain, the cogitative power in the middle, and the power
of memory in the posterior. This was not only said by physicians but is said in
Sense and Sensibilia.!* But Galen and other physicians'* reasoned regarding
this that those powers are in those places by virtue of an argument of con-
comitance, which is an argument which causes one to hold an opinion, not a
true argument.

But it was already explained in Sense and Sensibilia that such is the order of
those powers in the brain through a demonstration giving the being and the
cause.'” But that does not contradict what was said here. For the cogitative
power according to Aristotle is an individual discerning power, namely, be-
cause it discerns something only in an individual way, not in a universal way.
For it was explained there that the cogitative power is only a power which dis-
cerns the intention of a sensible thing from its imagined image. That power is
one which is such that its relation to those two intentions, namely, to the im-
age of the thing and to the intention of its image, is just as the relation of the
common sense to the intentions of the five senses.'?® The cogitative power,
therefore, is of the genus of powers existing in bodies. Aristotle explicitly said

121. The common sense and the imagination use the same instrument but are dif-
ferent actualities or powers. Cf. Sense and Sensibilia 7, 449a14-19.

122. That is, the activity of thought (composing receptive potency with received
form) attributed to the material intellect would also have to be attributed to things.

123. Cf. Short Commentary on the Parva Naturalia (1949), 57-59; (1961), 26—27; (1972),
42~43. The reference may be to the discussion at De Memoria 1, 449b29ff.

124. Reference not found.

125. That is, there have been demonstrations of the fact and of the reason for the
fact.

126. The common sense unites what is received from the five senses and also has its
own operation related to the common sensibles. Cf. Sense and Sensibilia 7, 449a14—19.
Similarly, the cogitative power unites the reports of imagination in the image and
performs its own operation of discernment, by which it grasps the denuded individual
intention and places it in memory.
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this in that book, when he placed the individual discerning powers in four
orders. In the first he placed {416} the common sense, next the imaginative
power, next the cogitative power, and after that the power of memory. He set
forth the power of memory as the more spiritual, then the cogitative, then the
imaginative, and after that the sensible. Although, therefore, a human being
properly has a cogitative power, nevertheless this does not make it that this
power is rational and discerning, for [the rational power] discerns universal
intentions, not individual ones. This was explicitly said by Aristotle in that
book.'?” If, therefore, the discerning rational power were a power in a body; it
would happen that it would be one of those four powers, and so it would have
a bodily organ. Or it would be an individual discerning power different from
those four. But it was already explained there that this is impossible. Because
Galen thought that this cogitative power is rational and material, the argument
of concomitance made him err in regard to this. For because the rational power
belongs to human beings and the cogitative belongs to them, it was thought
on account of the conversion of the universal affirmative that the cogitative
power is the rational power.® One of those who erred in regard to this is Abu
al-Faraj in his Commentary on [Aristotle’s] Sense and Sensibilia.'*® Next he said:
Those, therefore, saying the soul is the place of forms did speak rightly.
That is, since it was explained that it is not mixed with some body, then those
describing the soul as the place of forms spoke correctly, although in making
known its substance they did not accept more than that similarity and congru-
ity which there is between it and a place. Next he said: But [it is] not the whole
[soul] but rather the part which understands. {417} That is, but that similarity
ought not to be taken in understanding all the parts of the soul, but only in
regard to the rational soul, for the other parts of the soul are forms in matter,
while the rational part is not. Next he said: And the forms [are] not in actual-
ity, but rather in potency. That is, but place is different from the soul which
discerns and understands insofar as a place is none of these things which ex-
ist in it, while the rational material soul is the forms existing in it, not in act,

127. Aristotle is by no means as explicit about this in the Parva Naturalia as Averroes
indicates here. But Averroes discusses just this in detail in his Short Commentary on the
Parva Naturalia in the section on Aristotle on dreams. See Short Commentary on the Parva
Naturalia (1949), 109-113; (1961), 46—48; (1972), 79-82.

128. This is the fallacy of false cause, which involves the second figure syllogism
with two affirmative premises, leading to a conclusion which is not necessary or, as
Averroes puts it, yields an opinion, not a true argument. It is a version of post hoc ergo
propter hoc. Cf. {513} and Book 3, n. 301.

129. Abelfarag Babilonensis. Abu al-Faraj Ibn al-Tayyib’s Commentary on Sense and
Sensibilia is not extant. Peters (1968), 46, remarks that it is mentioned by Hajji Khalifah
and cited by a disciple of Avicenna. See the introduction, p. xcvi.
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but in potency. He did this lest someone understand from this description that
the genus taken in this is the true genus, not a rhetorical one. But human beings
are forced in regard to such things which are understood only by analogy to
make them known through such rhetorical genera.

7- But the fact that the impassibility in sensing and in conceptualizing!3
is not similar is evident in the sense.’® For the sense cannot sense after a
strong sensible object, for instance, after loud sounds, after bright colors,
or after strong scents. But when the intellect has understood something
highly intelligible, then it will understand what is below that first object
notless well but rather better. For what senses is not outside the body, while
[the intellect] is separate. (429a29-bs)

After he had explained that the material intellect is not mixed with matter,
he began to make it known that this fits the appearances. For this is a neces-
sary condition for necessary demonstrations, namely, that things apparent to
sense do not differ from what is seen through reason. And he said: But the
fact that the impassibility, etc. That is, but the fact that the privation of change
{418} existing in sense is not similar to the privation of change existing in in-
tellect, as had been demonstrated by reason, this is [something] also evident
from the appearances. For the privation of change in intellect ought to be pure
and the privation of change in sense is not so, since sense is a material power.
Next he said: For the sense cannot sense, etc. That is, the indication of this is
that sense is unable to sense its sensibles coming to it when it has sensed
something strong and has immediately retreated from it to a different sensi-
ble, for instance, when the sense of hearing has retreated from a loud sound,
sight from bright color, or smell from a strong scent. The reason for this is the
affection and change which occurs for what senses from the strong sensible
object. And the reason for this change is that it is a power in a body. After he
had demonstrated what is seen regarding the change in the sense, he began
to make it known that the contrary is the case for the intellect. And he said:
But when the intellect has understood something highly, etc. That is, but
when the intellect has understood something highly intelligible, then it will
understand more easily something which is not highly intelligible. Hence, it
follows that it is not affected nor is it changed by something highly intelligi-
ble. After he had demonstrated that these are different in this regard, he gave

130. Privatio passionis in sentiente et in formatione per intellectum: 1 dndOel0 T0D
aiotnTikod kot tod vonukod, “the impassibility of the sensitive faculty and that of
the faculty of thought.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

131. The Greek is more specific in mentioning that this is evident in consideration

of what senses (the sense organ) and the sense itself: £mi 1@v aicOnmpiev kol Tig
olobnoeswc.
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the reason. He said: For what senses is not outside the body, while [the intel-
lect] is separate. That is, the reason for this is what was explained earlier,
namely, that what senses is not outside the body, while the intellect is separate.
We can set out this account as a third demonstration per se, but {419} one less
powerful. For when we have said that if the intellect is changed essentially,
not accidentally and through the mediation of something else (for this was
conceded in the case of the intellect), it is necessary that the change occur for
itin the course of its proper activity (which is to understand), just as it is in the
case of sense. And if it is not changed per se and essentially, it must not be a
power in a body at all. For every receptive power in some body ought to be
changed insofar as it is receptive.

For this reason one must not object to this argument on the basis of the fact
that some change occurs in the intellect due to the change belonging to the
powers of the imagination, and especially [due to a change occurring in] the
cogitative power. For fatigue is thought to happen to the intellect in this way
but it is so only accidentally. For the cogitative power is of the genus of sensi-
ble powers. But the imaginative, cogitative, and memorative powers are only
in place of the sensible power, and for this reason there is no need for them
except in the absence of the sensible [power]. They all cooperate to present an
image of the sensible thing, so that the separate rational power!3? may behold
it and extract the universal intention and after that receive it, that is, appre-
hend it. And perhaps, as we said, he presented this account to verify the ear-
lier demonstrations.

8. And when it has in this way been any of these, namely, as knowledge
is said in act (and this will occur when he has been able to understand in
virtue of himself), then he will also be in potency in a certain way, but not
in the same way by which he was previously [in potency], before he had
knowledge or discovered [something]. He is then able to understand in
virtue of himself.!*® (429bs5-9) {420}

132. That is, the material intellect in cooperation with the agent intellect.

133. Although it is almost certainly not what Averroes himself read in his Arabic
manuscript of the De Anima, I translate the Latin as edited by Crawford here and in the
quotation of this text on {420}. However, Averroes’ Comment shows he understood this
text to concern self-knowledge and that he read an Arabic text with the same meaning
as what we find in the alternate Arabic translation: 4. J_b.._, Of sl e ls 8 e 9
(Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “and in this moment he would be able to know himself.”
Manuscript A omits per here and so is in accord with the generally accepted Greek ver-
sion. Per se would be in accord with the Greek text published by Ross, who follows
Bywater in emending 8€ a0tov to 8t abtoD. See Aristotle, De Anima (1961), 292, and
also see Owens (1976), who argues for the traditional interpretation found in the Greek
manuscript tradition.
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When each of the intelligibles is in it in such a way that it is said in regard
to the knower that he is a knower in act, that is, when the intelligibles have
been in him as beings in act (this occurs for the intellect when it has been able
to understand in virtue of itself, not when it has understood in virtue of some-
thing else). What he stated is the difference between proximate active powers
and remote ones, for those proximate to act are those which act in virtue of
themselves and do not need something drawing them out from potency into
act, while remote ones need [something else]. For this reason he said that when
the intellect has been in this disposition, then it will be a potency in a way, that
is, then this word potency will be said of it not truly but by analogy. Next he
said: And he has been able to understand in virtue of himself. That is, when
the intellect has been in this disposition, then it will understand itself insofar
as it is nothing else but the forms of the things, inasmuch as it draws them out
from matter. It is as if it understands itself in an accidental way, as Alexander
says,' that is, insofar as it happens to the intelligibles of things that they have
been it, that is, its essence. This is contrary to the disposition in separate forms,
for since their intelligible is not different from them in terms of the intention
invirtue of which they are intelligibles belonging to that intellect, for this reason
they understand themselves essentially and not accidentally. This is found more
perfectly in the First Knower, who understands nothing outside Himself. We
can expound that passage in accord with what al-Farabi says in his treatise On
the Intellect and the Intelligible1® This is that when the intellect has been in act, it
will be one of the beings and it will be able to understand itself through an inten-
tion which it will abstract from itself, insofar as it abstracts the intentions of
things which are outside the soul. Thus the intelligible will have intelligibles.
We will later investigate whether or not this is possible.’% {421}

9- And since magnitude is one thing and the being of a magnitude an-
other and water is one thing and the being of water another, and so for
many other cases (but not for all, for in certain cases the being of flesh is
the same as the flesh), [the soul] must ascertain [these] in virtue of two [dis-
tinct powers] or in virtue of a different disposition [of a single power]. For
there is no flesh without matter, but, as is the case for snubness, it is a de-
terminate particular and in a determinate particular.’¥ (429b10-14)

134. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 109.4-23, esp. 109.17; (1979), 141~142.

135. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 19.1ff,; (1973), 216ff.; (1974), 99ff.

136. {434ff}.

137. Aliquid hoc et in aliquo hoc: 103e €v 1®3e, “a this in a this” (Aristotle, De Anima
[1984]); ¢ o5 5 ¢ & (ibid. [1954]); “a thing in a thing” w3 idl &5 5 o» Lalll el
4| jLall, “a’particular essence is in a given individual” (Middle Commentary [2002]),
113.22. Cf. Book 1, n. 24, and the introduction, p. lvi.
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After he had completed the demonstration making known the substance of
the material intellect and had given the difference between it and the substance
of a material sentient being, he also began to give the difference between the
intellectin act and the imagination in act. For it is thought that the imagination
itself is the intellect, and especially when we say that its relation to the intellect
is as the relation of the sensible to the sense, namely, because it moves it, and
it is thought that the mover and the moved ought to be of the same species.
And he began to say: And since magnitude is one thing, etc. That s, and since
this individual is one thing and the intention in virtue of which this individual
is a being, namely, its quiddity and form, is another thing. For instance, this
water is one thing and the intention, that is, the form in virtue of which this
water is a being, is different from the water. Next he said: and so for many
other cases. That is, and this occurs in a similar way in many things, namely,
in all things composed of matter and form. He said but not for all to make an
exception of separate things and generally simple incomposite things. Next he
said: for in certain cases the being of flesh is the same as the flesh. That is,
the reason why these two intentions are not found in all beings is {422} that in
simple beings the quiddity and being are the same, so that, for instance, the
being of flesh is the same as flesh, because [what is analogous to] the intention
of flesh in these [simple beings] is not in matter.!* After he had introduced the
antecedent in this account, he gave the consequent. He said: [the soul] must
ascertain [these], etc. That is, after it had been explained that sensible beings
are divided into a twofold being, namely, into this singular and its form, the
ascertaining power, that is, the apprehending [power], must apprehend these
things either in virtue of two powers or in virtue of one but [one operating] in
two different dispositions. It will, however, be with two powers when it has

138. Quiditas et essentia in entibus simplicibus est idem. The same is found in the cor-
responding passage of the Middle Commentary (2002), 113.17: 3 325} &lo ol I L 3Y 0L
dmy Aoy o g lgd i,allly, “for the existence and essence of simple things are one
and the same.” Since the simple entities are the immaterial and separate intellects, the
meaning must be that if they were able to be said to have some essential nature—for
example, X—then in them the being of X and X would be the same. This is because they
are not forms in subjects but rather just simple forms. Averroes seems compelled to
state it this way because he is closely following a faulty translation of Aristotle’s text,
but the meaning is clear enough. There is no distinction of being or essence from sub-
ject such that these simple beings would be composite. Rather, in these the actual being
of the simple entity is identical to its essence. Nevertheless, it should be noted that at
{410} he asserts that “It was already explained in First Philosophy that there is no form
free of potency without qualification except the First Form, which understands nothing
outside itself. Its being is its quiddity. Other forms, however, are in some way different
in quiddity and being.” Cf. Book 3, nn. 106 and 107.
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apprehended each of those per se, namely, the form alone and the individual
alone; but it will be in virtue of one power and a different disposition when it
has apprehended the divergence which there is between these two intentions.
For what apprehends the divergence between the two, as was explained, must
be one in one way and many in another way. That is the disposition of the
intellect in apprehending the divergence which there is between the form and
the individual, for it apprehends the form per se and it apprehends the indi-
vidual through the mediation of sense. It therefore apprehends the divergence
between these in virtue of a disposition which is diverse, just as the common
sense apprehends the divergence between the sensibles in virtue of a diverse
disposition, namely, that of a particular sense. But because the intellect does
not apprehend those forms except with their matters, for this reason it appre-
hends them through a disposition which is diverse.’®® And after he had revealed
that the soul must apprehend these two intentions in virtue of a diverse power
and apprehend the divergence of these through a single {423} power but accord-
ing to a diverse disposition, he gave the reason why the soul needs a diverse
disposition to apprehend those two intentions. He said: For there is no flesh
without matter. That is, the reason why the form is not apprehended by the
intellect except with matter—the consideration which makes it apprehend it
by a different disposition—is that the forms do not exist without matter. For
the form of flesh is never denuded of matter, but [rather] it is always understood
with matter,”? as snubness with nose, since snubness is a determinate par-
ticular in a determinate particular. So too it is regarding sensible forms, namely,
that they are a determinate particular in a determinate particular.

10. [The soul], therefore, ascertains hot and cold through what senses.
And the things which are in flesh are likened to those which belong to that.
Itascertains what the being of flesh is in virtue of something else, or accord-
ing to the disposition of a spiral line, as long as it lasts.'*! (429b14-18)

139. That is, while intellect must apprehend them as intelligibles without matters,
its apprehension of them with their natural matters takes place by way of its use of
sense. Judgments, then, which concern the specific or generic classification of indi-
viduals, will require intellect and the particular powers in a body.

140. Thatis, the intellectual consideration of a material form necessarily requires that
reference to matter be contained in the understanding of that form, since matter is con-
tained in the definition of the thing insofar as it is the definition of a physical entity.

141. The corresponding Greek has T L&V 00V 016OMTLK® 10 OEpUOV KOL TO YuypOV
Kkpivet, kol dv Adyog Tig i 6dpE: GAA® 8¢, fitol ywplotd mg 1 kexhaouévn £xel Tpog
abtv §tav £xtabi, 10 copxl v kpivel. “Now it is by means of the sensitive faculty
that we discriminate the hot and the cold, i.e. the factors which combined in a certain
ratio constitute flesh: the essential character of flesh is apprehended by something dif-
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Since it is necessary that diverse things be ascertained in virtue of diverse
powers (in virtue of what senses and the like the soul ascertains hot and cold
and the like), then analogously it is necessary that the thing existing in flesh in
virtue of which flesh is what it is, not that in virtue of which it is hot or cold,*?
belike the power apprehending it and it must ascertain [this] in virtue of another
power. And he said: are likened to those which belong to that, because the
relation which is of an intention to an intention, {424} namely, of an individual
[intention] to a universal [intention], is just as the relation of a power apprehend-
ing one of these to the power apprehending the other. Since the two intentions
must be diverse, the powers must be diverse. The understanding power, there-
fore, is not the imaginative power, since it was already explained that what is
apprehended on the part of the imaginative power and the sensible power is
the same thing. Next he said: It ascertains what the being of flesh is in virtue
of something else, or according to the disposition of a spiral line, etc. That s,
it must ascertain the form in virtue of another power. And this will be from
this power either in virtue of a disposition similar to a straight line, since it will
have understood the first form existing in this single thing, or according to the
disposition similar to a spiral line, when it has been turned about, in seeking
to understand also the quiddity of that form, then the quiddity of that quiddity,
until it reaches the simple quiddity in that thing. For instance, initially it un-
derstands the quiddity of flesh, then it seeks to understand the quiddity of that
quiddity, then the quiddity of that quiddity. This will go on until it finds the
quiddity in the quiddity and it will not cease until it reaches the simple form.
He meant this when he said: as long as it lasts, that is, the understanding of

ferent either wholly separate from the sensitive faculty or related to it as a bent line to
the same line when it has been straightened out.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alter-
nate translation has o> 512 L Jliy gl adsy ¢ o)Ly W e oady W3l
ke oilas 1SCa e 13 A .L.;;Cj_pi.lz'»_f Llg Gliw e 28 Lol 4yl e iy
V”LU‘ s34 OLS” Le (ibid. [1954]); “By sense it judges the hot and the cold and by way of
reason what is called the flesh part. It judges distinction: either as something separate
or as a line bent upon itself when it has thus reached its term in accord with what belongs
to the part of the flesh.” Averroes seems not to be fully aware of the corrupt status of
the text of Aristotle. Rather, he devises an interpretation (perhaps inspired by Ibn Béj-
jah) in which he understands the notion of intellect being likened to a spiral line to
represent what seems almost a Platonic view of dialectic (Republic 6, 511b—d) with intel-
lect moving from quiddities through quiddities to quiddities until it finally reaches a
simple form itself. See {424}. In his Middle Commentary, there is nothing corresponding
to this text of Aristotle. Note, however, that Averroes seems to have had some awareness
that there may have been faults in the manuscript of Aristotle’s Text here and in the
one which follows. See his remarks at the end of the next Comment at {426}.
142. That is, in virtue of its form, not in virtue of its subject.

|

|

!

{

|
4

BOOK 3 339

the intelligible will go on in a similar way in regard to flesh as long as it will be
possible in regard to flesh that its quiddity have a quiddity.4?

11. And also in the case of things existing in mathematics, the straight is
like snubness, for it has continuous quantity. According to being,!44 however,
the being of the straight is different from this.!*> If, therefore, {425} [the soul]
ascertains!6 [the being of something], it then does so in virtue of something
else and because its disposition is different. And generally the disposition
of things which are in the intellect is the same as [that of] things separate
from matter. (429b18-22)

This understanding on the part of the intellect is found not only in regard
to material things, but also in regard to mathematical things. For because the
straight is in what is continuous, just as snubness is in a nose, insofar as the
intellect understands snubness in composition with a nose, so too it is neces-
sary that it understand the quiddity of the straight in composition with what
is continuous. He said: And also in the case of things, etc. That is, and the
being of the straight and its like from among mathematical things is similar
to the being of snubness in a nose, for the straight is in what is continuous just
as snubness is in a nose. Next he said: According to being, however,* the
being in the straight is different from the quiddity of the continuous, although
one of them is found only in the other. Next he said: If, therefore, etc. That is,
when, therefore, we have asserted that in mathematics there are also two
things of which one is in the other, then the soul does not ascertain these ex-
cept through another power, or through the same [power] but nevertheless
through a disposition which is diverse, since it understands these only with
the thing, although it does not understand them with sensible matter. For it
should be known that the disposition possessed by the intellect which [dispo-
sition] is diverse in it when it apprehends the first sensible forms of things,
[this disposition] belongs to it in virtue of the senses. And the disposition
which is diverse in it in virtue of the apprehension of the quiddity and form
belongs to it as a disposition diverse in itself, not in virtue of the senses. For
this reason Aristotle likens it to a spiral line in this disposition, while Plato
[likens it] to a circular line, 8 and by this disposition he understands the forms

143. Cf. Averroes’ discussion of Ibn Bajjah on {491-492}.

144. Secundum autem esse: 10 8¢ ti Aiv €lvor.

145. The Greek text here has: “its constitutive essence is different, if we may distin-
guish between straightness and what is straight: let us take it to be two-ness.” Aristotle,
De Anima (1984).

146. Experimentatur: KpiveL.

147. Although Crawford does not italicize this, I read it as a quotation of the Text
since these are the exact words used in the Text.
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of mathematical things, since he does not allow a sensible magnitude to be
involved in the understanding of these. {426} Next he said: And generally the
disposition of things, etc. That is, as it seems to me, and generally the dispo-
sition of things which the intellect apprehends is found in [the intellect] in the
way in which they are in themselves in reference to proximity and distance
by separation from matter. Those, therefore, which are remote from matter are
able to be separated by the intellect without matter, although they may have
being only in matter, as it is in the case of mathematics. And those of them
which are proximate to matter will not be able [to be separated]. When, then,
he said as [that of] things separate from matter, he means according to the
mode of being in things separate from matter in the order in which they exist
with respect to separation, if that account is complete in the manuscript.

12. And someone will doubt that the intellect is simple and impassible
and that it is impossible for it to have something in common with some-
thing else, as Anaxagoras said. How, therefore, is it understood that
conceptualizing is an affection? For because there is something common
to both, it is thought that one of them acts and the other is affected.
(429b22-26)

After he had given the difference between understanding and imagining,
he returned to express uncertainty concerning the passible intellect. He said:
And someone may be uncertain, etc. That is, and one is uncertain regarding
what was said, that the material intellect is simple and impassible, because it
is not thought that it has anything in common with a material thing, as Anax-
agoras said, and as was explained earlier.*® The question, however, is how it
is understood that conceptualizing is an affection, that is, [is] of the genus of
passive powers, {427} and has nothing in common with the thing by which
it is affected. For it is thought that one acts and the other is affected in virtue
of something common to the agent and to the patient. For unless there were
matter, there would be no affection. And when we will have asserted the intel-
lect not to be matter nor to be in matter, how then will we understand [this]
when we also hold that understanding is an affection, not an activity? We are
therefore between two considerations: either we do not assert that understand-
ing is in the category of affection or we assert that the material intellect has
something in common with the body, to the extent that the form of the imagi-
nation which moves it is common to the body.

13. And also is it in itself intelligible? For either intellect will belong to
the other things (if it is not an intelligible in another way, but what is

148. Timaeus 37Bff.
149. See Book 1, Comment 31 at {40}.
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conceptualized is one in its form) or there will be in it a mixture from
something which has made it intelligible, as is the case for other things.'>

(429b26-29)

That is the second uncertainty about the material intellect, whether it is
intelligible in itself, not in virtue of a nature existing in it, to the extent that the
intellect and the intelligible in it will be the same in every way, as is the dis-
position in the case of separate things, or is the intelligible of it different from
it in some way. And he said: And also is it in itself, etc. That is, and also is it
that which is the intelligible of it. For it must be one of these two alternatives:
either the other things which are outside the soul have intellect (if the intellect
is the intelligible of it in every way and is not a different way in the case of
understanding things, but understanding is the same in regard to all {428}
things), or it is not intelligible per se, but in virtue of the intention in what
made it intelligible, as is the disposition in things which are outside the soul.
He was silent, as it seems, about what follows from this position, namely, that
the intellect in itself is not something which has understanding.'>' The short
account of the uncertainty, as it seems, is the following: for either it will be an
intelligible just as the other separate intelligible things, and so the things
which are outside the soul will have understanding, or it will be intelligible
as are the other things which are outside the soul, and thus it will in itself not
be something which understands or apprehends.!>

14. Let us say, therefore, that affection, as was seen earlier, is a general
notion and that the intellect is somehow the intelligibles in potency, but not
in actuality, until it understands. And what happens in the case of the intel-

150. The corresponding Greek is clearer: “For if thought is thinkable per se and what
is thinkable is in kind one and the same, then either thought will belong to everything,
or it will contain some element common to it with all other realities which makes them
all thinkable.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

151. That is, the intellect will have understanding only when it has received the
intelligible, not as an intelligible in its own right. If so, it differs from other separate
intellects in this regard.

152. Other separate intelligible things, scil. the self-thinking separate intellects, have
intellectual understanding of themselves as intelligibles in act. The material intellect
has as its function the grasping of intelligibles in act which derive from the world. If,
then, the material intellect in the same way thinks things which are intelligibles in act
and thinks things of the world, then the things of the world must be intelligibles in act
essentially. If they are so essentially, then they are also intellects in act essentially and
thereby have understanding. If, on the other hand, the material intellect is intelligible
as are things outside the soul in the world, it would be an intelligible in potency, not in
act, and so would not have understanding,




342 LONG COMMENTARY ON THE DE ANIMA

lect ought to follow such a pattern, namely, as the tablet is disposed for
drawing, [but is] not at all drawn upon in act. (429b29—-430a2)

After he had presented these two questions concerning the material intellect,
he began to resolve them, and first [he resolves] the first, saying: How is it that
we understand that the material intellect is something simple and unmixed
with anything, when we hold the opinion that understanding is an affection,
and [yet] it was already explained in the general accounts that things which
act and are affected have a subject in common?'®® And he said: Let us say,
therefore, that affection, etc. That is, and that question is resolved by means
of the knowledge that the term affection, which we used earlier in regard to
the question, is more general than something said in regard to material things
because [this latter] is [something which is] passive. Next he expounded {429}
what this term affection signifies in the case of the intellect. He said: that the
intellect is somehow the intelligibles in potency, etc. That is, that general
intention of affection in the case of the intellect is nothing but that something
is in potency in the intellect, not in act until it understands. And also to say
that it is in potency is [to speak] in a manner different from those [ways] ac-
cording to which it is said that material things are in potency. This is what we
said earlier, that it should be understood here that these terms, namely, potency,
reception, and actuality, are said equivocally of these in relation to material
things. For the diversity of that intention, namely, [of the intention] of the re-
ception which is in the intellect, from the reception which is in material things
is a thing to which reason leads. Hence, one should not hold the opinion that
prime matter is the cause of reception considered without qualification, but
[that it is] the cause of the changeable reception which involves the reception
belonging to a singular thing. The cause of reception considered without
qualification is that nature. And in this way it was possible for heavenly bod-
ies to receive the separate forms and understand them, and it was possible for
separate intelligences to be actualized per se with respect to one another. And
if not, it would not be possible to understand there [among the heavenly bod-
ies] any thing receptive or able to be received. Hence we see that what is free
of this nature [of receptivity] is the first thing which has understanding.'>

153. That is, the actuality of the agent as agent and the actuality of the patient as
patient take place in the same subject—namely, in the patient. The patient, then, is the
common subject for an actualization which is one in being but two in description. This
is the topic of discussion in Physics 3.3, 202a12-29.

154. What is completely free of such potency is the first thinking entity—namely,
God. See below {520}, where God is described as pure actuality, pura actio. In his Long
Commentary on the Metaphysics, Averroes also characterizes the First as pure actuality:
gL J:_s 45Ls. Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1599; (1984), 151. This char-
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By asserting that nature [to be such as this], the following question is resolved:
How is plurality understood and how are the separate forms understood to be
many, with the intellect being the same as the intelligible in these? After he had
made known the way of affection in the case of the intellect and that it is said
equivocally in regard to the intellect and in regard to material things, he began
to give an example from sensible things in virtue of which that intention is
understood in regard to the material intellect. Although it is not true [for the
separate intellects in precisely the same way], nevertheless it provides a way
{430} for understanding. This manner of teaching is more necessary in regard
to such things, although it is rhetorical. And he said: And what happens in the
case of the intellect, etc. That is, and it should be understood that what we said
concerning this general intention, namely, [concerning] the affection whichis in
the intellect, which'® is just reception without a change, just as the reception of
the drawing on the tablet. For just as the tablet is not affected by the drawing
and there occurs no change to it by this but there is only found in it of the inten-
tion of the affection that it is actualized by the drawing after [the tablet] was
drawn upon in potency, so too is there this disposition in the case of the material
intellect. This example which he provided is very similar to the disposition of
the intellect which is in potency with the intellect which is in act. For just as the
tablet has no drawing in act nor in potency proximate to act, so too in the mate-
rial intellect there is none of the intelligible forms which it receives, neither in
act nor in potency proximate to act. And I call here potency proximate to act a
disposition intermediate between a remote potency and a final actuality. This
is so that there is in it no intention which is intelligible in potency. This is proper
to the intellect alone. For the first actuality of a sensory power is something in
act with respect to a remote potency and is something in potency**® with respect
to a final actuality. For this reason Aristotle likened the first actuality of sense

acterization of the First is not reflected in the Latin translation of the text of Aristotle
in the Long Commentary on the Metaphysics. See the 1574 text (1962), v. 8, 319G, for the
corresponding Latin. However, in this printing, v. 8, 321 C-D, in his Comment we find
illud quod movet primum motum, cum sit non motum, quia est actus purus sine aliqua potentia,
which corresponds to Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1610: &, (3l Ol
Mol 848 ad i aoes Jad il f3 e N ocn b on 3l Jg¥l &) >e2ll; “that which moves
the first moved while being unmoved because it is pure actuality completely free from
any potentiality” (ibid. [1984], 156).

155. Ifollow Janssens (1998), 725, in reading guae with all the manuscripts rather than
Crawford’s conjecture of quod.

156. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 14.58-65: I dwlill s JLell Ly
TR C)'U‘ O LS il bl aomgy Jaddls () Jaadl o 8pally (s Jandl JU-
4 o Yol Jaa SIS Jmidl e iy il 3,800 Yy Joddu Y sgmga e b LS
055 Y OY elisy Jaill e Bl 5530 Yy faddl Y Wpiall 5 pall s 0
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to the geometer when he is not using geometry. For we know certainly that we
have a sensible power existing in act, although then we are sensing nothing, The
manner of similarity of that example to what was said by Aristotle in regard to
the material intellect has been explained.!s”

To say, however, that the material intellect is similar to the disposition which
is in the tablet, not to the tablet insofar as it is what is disposed, as Alexander
expounded {431} this account,'® is false. For the disposition is a certain priva-
tion and has no nature of its own except owing to the nature of the subject and
for this reason it was possible for the dispositions to be different in each being,
Oh, Alexander, you figured that Aristotle intends to demonstrate to us the
nature of the disposition alone, not the nature of what is disposed (the nature
of that disposition is not proper to it, if it has been possible [to know it] without
knowing the nature disposed), but [with regard to] the nature of the disposition
considered without qualification, in what sort of thing would it be? But I am
ashamed of this account and of this fantastic exposition. For if Aristotle meant
to demonstrate the nature of the disposition which is in the intellect through
all the aforementioned accounts in regard to the material intellect, either he
must mean to demonstrate through them the nature of the disposition consid-
ered without qualification or the nature of the proper disposition. It is impos-
sible, however, that the nature of the disposition proper to the intellect be
demonstrated without the nature of the subject, since the disposition proper
to each subject is consequent upon the actuality and form it has from it. But
knowing the nature of the disposed subject must necessarily be through
knowledge of the nature of the disposition. And if he meant by these accounts
to demonstrate the nature of the disposition considered without qualification,
then that is not something proper to the intellect and all this is confusion. For
every disposition, insofar as it is a disposition, is truly said to be nothing in
act [apart] from these things which it receives and [to be] something which is
impassible, and it is truly said to be neither a body nor a power in a body.

How, therefore, can we expound that what Aristotle intended to demonstrate

6_5)’}'\ JLA_{..\.MN’ ol w.;-\_{ Y aJ.>-) J.A.’J! ua».; ;u_.u \.LA_, Jjw o).n_“.:).b W A....s
35l L sy Bony 853 Bl sl L ss s» (Long Commentary Fragments
[1985], 45). The Arabic text omits Book 3, Comment 14.65-67: “And I call . . . and a final
actuality.” It appears that the Latin translator’s Arabic text was faulty w1th oY,
“unlike sense.” The Arabic differs slightly: “This is proper to the intellect alone, unlike
sense. For the first actuality is something in act with respect to a remote potency and
is something in potency. . . “ Also note that there is nothing in the Arabic correspond-
ing to the Latin quas recipit, “which it receives,” at Book 3, Comment 14.64.

157. Cf. {135~136).

158. See {395ff}.
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to us here concerning the nature of the material intellect [is] what is common

to all recipients, namely, [all those things] in which there is a disposition for

receiving {432} any kind of form, and [that he did] not [intend] to demonstrate

the nature of what is disposed through knowledge of the nature of the dispo-

sition proper to it? Unless the material intellect were only a disposition, with-

out some subject, which is impossible, for the disposition indicates a disposed

subject. Hence Aristotle, when he found the disposition which is in the intellect
to be diverse from the others, judged in a precise way that the nature which is

a subject for it differs from the other disposed natures. What is proper to that
subject of disposition is that there is in it none of the intentions intelligible in
potency or in act. Hence it was necessary that it not be a body nor a formin a
body. And since it is not a body nor a power in a body, it will also not be the
forms of the imagination, for those are powers in bodies and they are inten-
tions intelligible in potency.™ Since the subject of that disposition is neither a
form of the imagination nor a mixture of elements, as Alexander intended, nor
can we say that some disposition is stripped from a subject, we rightly see that
Theophrastus, Themistius, Nicolaus,'® and others among the ancient Peripatet-
ics hold faster to the demonstration of Aristotle and preserve his words to a
greater degree. For since they attend to the accounts and words of Aristotle,
none could bring these to bear upon the disposition itself alone nor upon the
thing subject to the disposition [as] if we had asserted it to be a power in a
body, while saying that it is simple, separate, impassible, and unmixed with
the body. If that were not the opinion of Aristotle, it would be necessary that
it be held that it is the true opinion. But on account of what I say, no one ought
to doubt that this is the opinion of Aristotle. {433} For all those who hold this
opinion believe only on account of what Aristotle said. For this is so difficult
that if Aristotle’s account of this were not found, then it would be very difficult
to come upon it, or perhaps impossible, unless someone such as Aristotle were
found. For I believe that this man was a model in nature and the exemplar
which nature found for showing the final human perfection in the material
realm.!s! Perhaps the opinion ascribed to Alexander was contrived by him

159. This is precisely Averroes’ own position in the Short Commentary on the De
Anima. See the introduction, pp. xxiii-xxviii.

160. This is presumably a reference to “On the Philosophy of Aristotle,” by Nicolaus
of Damascus (d. ca. 25 CE), a work translated into Syriac in the ninth century. For detailed
discussion of the text, its tradition in Arabic and Syriac, and its use by Averroes, see
Nicolaus of Damascus in the primary sources.

161. Cf. Endress (2005), 251. This often-cited passage is frequently understood out of
context. Note that while praising Aristotle himself as an extraordinary work of nature
for his high intellectual achievement, Averroes in the previous lines states that it is not
mere authority that governs this judgment but rather intellectual excellence: “If that
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alone and in his time it was unthinkable and rejected by everyone. For this
reason we see Themistius dismissing it altogether and avoiding it just as we
guard against unthinkable things. This is contrary to what happens for mod-
ern [thinkers], for no one is knowing and perfect in their eyes unless he is an
Alexandrian.'? The reason for this is the notoriety of that man and because
he is believed'®’ to be one of the good commentators. Although al-Farabi, while
he was the greatest among them, followed Alexander in this intention, he also
added to this opinion something unthinkable. For in his Commentary on the
Nicomachean Ethics'* he seems to deny that there is conjoining with the sepa-
rate intelligences. He says that this is the opinion of Alexander and that it should
not be held that the human end is anything but theoretical perfection.!s> Ibn
Bajjah, however, expounded his own account and said that his opinion is the
opinion of all the Peripatetics, namely, that conjoining is possible and that it is
the end [for human beings]. Perhaps this is one of the reasons why we see that
the customs and habits of most of those devoting themselves to philosophy in
this time are corrupt. This has other causes not unknown to those giving
themselves over to study of practical philosophy.166 {434}

15. It too is intelligible, just as the intelligibles. For the conceptualizing
and that which is conceptualized in these things which are without matter

were not the opinion of Aristotle, it would be necessary that it be held that it is the true
opinion.” Still, in his Middle Commentary on the Prior Analytics Averroes writes, “How
wonderful is this man and how different is his nature from human natures generally. It
is as though divine art (sind‘ah) brought him forth so as to inform us, humans, that ultimate
perfection s possible in the human species perceptibly and demonstrably. Such [a person]
is not human, that is why the ancients used to call him divine.” Translated in Fakhry
(2001), 41, from Ibn Rushd, Middle Commentary on the Prior Analytics (1982), 213. 20-24.

162. That is, a follower of Alexander.

163. Janssens (1998), 725, suggests credimus (“we believe [him]”) in lieu of creditur
following manuscripts A, C, D, and G.

164. See the introduction, pp. Ixx and Ixxxvii.

165. That is, al-Farabi is reported to have moved late in life to the view that human
perfection consists in the perfection of human intellects by knowledge, not in reaching
a state of conjoining with separate intellects. See Davidson (1992), 71. This teaching has
obvious eschatological consequences. Regarding al-Farabi's lost Commentary on the
Nicomachean Ethics, see the introduction, p- xlv, n. 84, and p. Ixxxvii, n. 162.

166. Averroes could be complaining that too much concern by contemporary philo-
sophical thinkers has been given over to theoretical study and the perfection of the
intellect to the neglect of the proper character formation which must precede true intel-
lectual excellence. His target may be a familiar one: Avicenna. Regarding Avicenna,
see Gutas (1988). Regarding the views of al-Farabi, see Druart (1997a).
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are the same. For theoretical knowledge and what is known are the same in
this way. (430a2-5)

He was uncertain about the material intellect as to whether what is intelli-
gible in it is the intellect itself or something else in some way. If the intellect
in it is the very thing intelligible, it must be intelligible per se, not through an
intention in it; and if it were in some way something else, it must be intelligible
through an intention in it. He began to explain that it is intelligible through an
intention in it, just as other things intelligible, but it differs from these in that
this intention is in itself the intellect in act, while in the case of other things it
is the intellect in potency. He said: It too is intelligible, just as the intelligi-
bles.'” That is, it is intelligible through an intention in it just as other intelli-
gible things. Next he gave a demonstration of this. He said: For the conceptu-
alizing, etc. That is, it is necessary that it be an intelligible through an intention
in it, because the conceptualizing and that which is conceptualized are the
same inimmaterial things. And if that intellect were an intellect per se, it would
follow that theoretical knowledge and what is known would be the same, which
is impossible [in this case].168

16. We must investigate why it is not always understanding. In the case of
what has matter, however, any of the intelligibles is only in potency. These,
therefore, will not have intellect (for in relation to those intellect is only as a
potency belonging to those when they have been separated from matter),
while [intellect does belong] to that, since it is intelligible. (430a5—9) {435}

It is necessary to investigate why it does not always understand in such a way
thatits intelligibles are the intellect in itself. The reason for this is that with respect
to those intelligibles which do not have matter, their intelligible is the intellect
initself and it is always understanding. But for those things which have matter,
each of the intelligibles is in it in potency and for this reason material intel-
ligible things do not understand. He meant this when he said: these, there-
fore, do not have intellect. That is, for this reason material intelligibles do not
have intellect. What is missing from the account is understood through its op-
posite and through this word, while, which indicates division. It is as if he says:

167. The difference between the Lemma’s intelligibilis and the Comment’s intellectum
here is likely indicative of the difficulty the Latin translator had in rendering soundly
the Arabic ma’gfil. The alternate translation has [sic] Uyaall Slw e Jsdns Lyl ya9
(Aristotle, De Anima [1954]), “It too is intelligible just as the rest of the intelligibles,”
substituting the plural <Y il for the singular Jsixll.

168. That is, in the case of the separate immaterial intellects, intellect and its intel-
ligible are per se the same, while in the case of the material intellect this cannot be so
because it knows things of the world by way of intentions of those things in it.
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the reason for this is because the intelligible of what does not have matter exists
always and in act, while the intelligible of what has matter is in potency.

Next he said: These, therefore, do not have intellect, etc. That is, those intel-
ligibles, then, on account of this, namely, because they are intelligible in potency,
do not have intellect. For intellect is not ascribed in reference to them but in
reference to the form of those as separate from matter. For this reason those
forms in relation to these [material things] will not be intelligible in act, that is,
will not be apprehended by these [material things] nor will they be [actually]
understanding in virtue of these [material things]. In relation to what separates
them from their matters they will be intelligible in act and in virtue of these
[intellect] will be understanding and in virtue of that same intention those will
not be understanding. This is the conclusion of the account resolving the ques-
tion mentioned earlier. For that account forced us to one of two alternatives: on
the one hand, if intellect were identical with the intelligible in the material intel-
lect, [then it would be the case] that other things which are outside the soul would
have understanding; on the other hand, if [the intellect] is different [from the
intelligible in the material intellect, then it would be the case] that it is intelli-
gible in virtue of an intention in it, [and] hence it will require [another] intellect
in order to be thought, and this proceeds in infinite regress.®® {436}

The resolution of this question, therefore, lies in the fact that the intention
in virtue of which the material intellect comes to be intellect in act exists such
that it is intelligible in act. But the intention in virtue of which the things
which are outside the soul are beings is such that they are intelligible in po-
tency, and if they were [intelligible] in act, then they would [themselves] have
understanding.

17. And because, just as in nature there is something in every genus
which is matter (and this is what is all those things in potency) and some-
thing else which is a cause and agent (and this is that on account of which
it brings about anything, as the disposition of artistry to matter), these dif-
ferences must exist in the soul. (3.5, 430a10-14)

After he had explained the nature of the intellect which is in potency and
[the nature of the intellect] which is in act and had given the difference
between it and the power of the imagination, he began to explain that it is
necessary for there to be a third kind of intellect, namely, the agent intelli-

169. That is, if the objects thought (the things outside the soul) are identical with
thought, then each would be thinking. And if they are not identical but rather are dif-
ferent, then the only way thought can be thought is in virtue of another higher intellect.
But an infinite regress is generated if in that intellect what is thought and what thinks
are different.

BOOK 3 349

gence'”? which makes the intellect which is in potency to be intellect in act.
And he said that the assertion that the agent intelligence is in this genus of
beings is just as the disposition [found] in all natural beings. Just as it is neces-
sary in any genus of natural and generable things that there be three things
from the nature of that genus and ascribed to it, namely, the agent, the patient,
and the product, so ought it to be in the case of the intellect. And he said: And
because, just as in nature, etc. That is, and because this is just as it is the case
in natural things. That is to say, and because the consideration of the soul is a
consideration of what is natural, because the soul is one of the natural beings,
while it is common to natural beings that they have {437} matter in any genus
(namely, what is in potency all the things which are in that genus), and [that
they have something else] which is a cause and agent (this is that on account of
which everything which is of that genus is generated, as the artistry is to the
matter), then it is necessary that there be these three differences in the soul.

18. It is necessary, therefore, that in [the soul] there be the intellect which
is intellect insofar as it is made everything, and the intellect which is intel-
lect insofar as it makes it understand everything, and the intellect insofar
as itunderstands everything, as a positive disposition, which is like light.'”!
For light in a way also makes colors which are in potency to be colors in act.

(430a14-17)

170. Note that Averroes’ understanding here seems to be influenced by the faulty Text
18, which follows below. As indicated in the introduction, pp. xix—xx, n. 10, the terms intel-
ligentia and intellectus translate one Arabic word, J&sJl,soany distinction is from the mind
of the Latin translator. See the introduction, n. 209; Book 2, n. 138; and Book 3, n. 43.

171. This account of three intellects is absent from the Greek text of Aristotle and
absent from Averroes’ alternate translation. It is also not mentioned by Averroes in the
corresponding passage in his Middle Commentary. See Middle Commentary (2002), 116.
The Greek text has kol £otLv 6 pev 10109106 voig 1@ ndvta yivesat, 6 8¢ 1@ névta
TOLEY, iG EELG TLG, 01OV 10 $@C. “And in fact thought, as we have described it, is what
itis by virtue of becoming all things, while there is another which is what it is by virtue
of making all things: this is a sort of positive state like light.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
The Hebrew (ibid. [1994]) corresponds well with the Greek and thereby reveals that
Averroes’ primary translation is faulty here. The text seems to have suffered two cor-
ruptions, something verified by consultation of the Hebrew translation, which is from
the same tradition as the Arabic translation. First, consider “and the intellect insofar
as it understands everything, as a positive disposition, which is like light,” for the
Latin et intellectus secundum quod intelligit omne, quasi habitus, qui est quasi lux.
The Latin intelligit likely renders the Arabic |ix, a corruption of Jaiy, “makes,” cor-
responding to the Greek mol€1v, “making.” Second, what was perhaps a marginal gloss
on the originally sound version of this text may have been moved from the margin into
the text—namely, the phrase, “and the intellect which is intellect insofar as it makes
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Since those three differences must be found in the part of the soul which is
called intellect, it is necessary that there be in it a part which is called intellect
insofar as it is made everything by way of likeness and reception. There must
also be in it a second part which is called intellect insofar as it makes that intel-
lect which is in potency to understand everything in act. For the reason why it
makes the intellect which is in potency to understand all things in act is nothing
other than that it is in act; for this fact, that it is in act, is the cause that it under-
stands all things in act. And there must also be in it a third part which is called
intellect insofar as it makes every intelligible in potency to be an intelligible in
act. He said: It is necessary, therefore, etc. He means by that the material intel-
lect. This, therefore, is his description mentioned earlier.”? Next he said: and . . .
the intellect insofar as it makes it understand everything. He means {438} by
that what comes to be, which is in a positive disposition. This [latter] pronoun
can be understood to refer to the material intellect, as we said, and can be un-
derstood to refer to the human being who is the one understanding. It is neces-
sary to add in the account: insofar as it makes it understand everything in its
own right and when it wishes.1”? For this is the definition of a positive disposi-
tion, namely, that what has a positive disposition understands in virtue of it
what is proper to itself in its own right and when it wishes, without it being the
case that it needs something external in this. Next he said: and the intellect
insofar as it understands, etc. He means by that the agent intelligence. When
he said this: it understands everything, as a certain positive disposition, he
means that it makes everything intelligible in potency to be intelligible in act
after it was in potency, as a positive disposition and form. Next he said: like
light, etc. Now he gives the way on the basis of which it was necessary to assert
the agent intelligence to be in the soul. For we cannot say that the relation of the
agent intellect in the soul to the generated intelligible is just as the relation of
the artistry to the art’s product in every way. For art imposes the form on the
whole matter without it being the case that there was something of the intention
of the form existing in the matter before the artistry has made it. It is not so in
the case of the intellect, for if it were so in the case of the intellect, then a human
being would not need sense or imagination for apprehending intelligibles.
Rather, the intelligibles would enter into the material intellect from the agent
intellect, without the material intellect needing to behold sensible forms. And
neither can we even say that the imagined intentions are solely what move the
material intellect and draw it out from potency into act. For if it were so, then

it understand everything,” et intellectus qui est intellectus secundum quod facit
ipsum intellegere omne. See Taylor (1999a). Cf. Davidson (1992), 317, n. 10.

172. {387).

173. Cf. {220ff}, {439-440}, (495-496}, {499}.
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there would be no difference between the universal and the individual, and
then the intellect would be of the genus of the imaginative power. Hence, in
view of our having asserted that the relation of the imagined intentions {439} to
the material intellect is just as the relation of the sensibles to the senses (as Ar-
istotle will say later), it is necessary to suppose that there is another mover which
makes [the intentions] move the material intellect in act, and this is nothing but
to make [the intentions] intelligible in act by separating them from matter.
Because this intention, which forces the assertion of an agent intellect dif-
ferent from the material intellect and different from the forms of things which
the material intellect apprehends, is similar to the intention on account of
which sight needs light, in view of the fact that the agent and the recipient are
different from light, he was content to make this way known by means of this
example. It is as if he says: and the way which forced us to suppose the agent
intellect is the same as the way on account of which sight needs light. For just
as sight is not moved by colors except when they are in act, which is not real-
ized unless light is present since it is what draws them from potency into act,
so too the imagined intentions do not move the material intellect except when
the intelligibles are in act, because it is not actualized by these unless something
else is present, namely, the intellect in act.}”* It was necessary to ascribe these
two activities to the soul in us, namely, to receive the intelligible and to make
it, although the agent and the recipient are eternal substances, on account of
the fact that these two activities are reduced to our will, namely, to abstract
intelligibles and to understand them. For to abstract is nothing other than to
make imagined intentions intelligible in act after they were [intelligible] in
potency. But to understand is nothing other than to receive these intentions.
For when we found the same thing, namely, the imagined intentions, is trans-
ferred in its being from one order into another,'”® we said that this must be

174. That is, the agent intellect.

175. Idem transferri in suo esse de ordine in ordinem. Averroes surely has in mind al-
Faréabi's explanation in his Letter on the Intellect: s> gy ks Jaddly CNpine cda 13
L (3 Ladgomyy sl 5 00 (o8 oo oo Ladymy p2 Jrdlly Nplnn (o2 S 0
Joidl cNpine b & o i 4a uod; “But when they become intelligibles in
actuality, then their existence, insofar as they are intelligibles in actuality, is not the
same as their existence insofar as they are forms in matters. And their existence in
themselves [as forms in matters] is not the same as their existence insofar as they are
intelligibles in actuality.” Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 16; (1973), 216; (1974), 98.
A description of this transference of intelligibles from potency to act is given in al-
Farabi’s The Perfect State, where he writes, “Neither in the rational power nor in what
nature gives (u.ln.aT) is there something sufficient to become by itself an intellect in
actuality. Rather, to become an intellect in actuality it needs something else to transfer
it (Lglisy) from potentiality to actuality. However, it becomes an intellect in actuality
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from an agent cause and a recipient cause. The recipient, however, is the mate-
rial [intellect] and the agent is [the intellect] which brings [this] about.

We found that we act in virtue of these two powers of intellect {440} when
we wish; and nothing acts except through its form; [so] for this reason it was
necessary to ascribe to us these two powers of the intellect. The intellect which
is responsible for abstracting and creating the intelligible necessarily precedes
in us the intellect which is to receive it. Alexander says that it is more correct to
describe the intellect which is in us through its agent power, not through the
patient [power], since affection and reception are common to the intellect, the
senses, and discerning powers, while activity is proper to [intellect]. It is better
that the thing be described through its activity.1”¢ I say: this would be necessary
in every way only if this name affection were said in a univocal way in regard
to these, but in fact it is said only equivocally.

All the things said by Aristotle in regard to this are so that the universals have
no being outside the soul, [for that sort of separate being] is what Plato intended.
For if it were so, then there would be no need to assert the agent intellect.

19. And that intellect is also separate, unmixed, and impassible, and in
its substance it is activity. For the agent is always more noble than the patient

when the intelligibles arise in it. The intelligibles which are in potentiality become
intelligibles in actuality when they come to be understood by the intellect in actuality.
But they need something else to transfer them from potentiality to make them come to
be inactuality. The agent which transfers them from potentiality to actuality is a certain
essence the substance of which is a certain intellect in actuality and separate from mat-
ter. For this intellect gives the material intellect which is in potentiality an intellect
something like light.” Al-FArabi, Principles of the Opinions of the People of the Virtuous City
(1985), 198—200. Translation substantially modified. Cf. The Political Regime, where al-
Farabi writes that the agent intellect “makes ( ‘_}.o,_l) the things which are not in their
essences intelligible to be intelligible.” It raises (Lg=3,) things which are not per se
intelligibles to a rank of existence higher than they possess naturally so that they are
intelligibles for the human intellect in act. In this way the agent intellect causes them
tobecome intelligibles in act for the human rational power, assisting it to reach the rank
of the agent intellect, which is the end of human beings in their perfection and happi-
ness. Al-Farabi, The Political Regime (1964), 34—35.

176. Cf. Aristotle, Physics 2.1, 193by-8. I am grateful to my Marquette University
colleague Owen Goldin for help with this reference to Aristotle’s Physics. Regarding
Alexander, see Alexander, De Intellectu (1887), 111.8-15; (1990), 53—54; (2004), 35-36. At
112.4 he writes, i810v ydp 10D voD 10 nowntLkdv. “For being productive is peculiar to intel-
lect, and its thinking is being active, not being affected” ([2004], 38; [1990], 55). My em-
phasis. Jebs &) Jaall Lol ([1971], 39.12; [1956], 195.3); “It is characteristic of the intel-
lect that it is active [or: agent].” I am also grateful to Victor Caston for his suggestions
regarding the reference of this comment by Averroes.
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and the principle more noble than the matter. And knowledge in act is the
same as the thing [knownl]. (430a17—20)

After he had explained the second kind of being of the intellect, this is the
agent [intellect], he began to make a comparison between it and the material
[intellect]. He said: And that intellect is also, etc. That is, and that intellect is
also separate, as is the material [intellect], and it is also impassible and unmixed,
as that. After he had recounted these things which it has in common with the
material intellect, he gave the disposition proper to the agent intellect. He said:
and in its substance it is activity, that is, there is in it no potency {441} for
something, as there is in the recipient intellect potency for receiving forms.
For the agent intelligence understands nothing of the things which are here.
It was necessary that the agent intelligence be separate, unmixed, and impas-
sible, insofar as it is what makes all forms intelligible. If, therefore, it were
mixed, it would not make all forms, just as it was necessary that the material
intellect, insofar as it is what receives all forms, also be separate and unmixed.
For if it were not separate, it would have this singular form and then necessar-
ily one of two alternatives would come about: either it would receive itself and
then the mover in it would be moved, or it would not receive all the species of
forms. Likewise, if the agent intelligence were mixed with matter, then it would
be necessary either that it understand and create itself or that it not create all
forms. What, therefore, is the difference between these two demonstrations
when they are considered in reference to these [two intellects]? For they are
altogether similar. The marvel is how they all concede this demonstration to
be true with reference to the agent intellect and then do not agree in regard to
the demonstration in reference to the material intellect, although [the demon-
strations] are also altogether similar, such that it is necessary to concede one
when conceding the other. We can know that the material intellect ought to
be unmixed from its judgment and apprehension. For because we judge in
virtue of it things infinite in number in a universal proposition—and it is
evident that the judging powers of the soul, namely, mixed individual [pow-
ers], judge only finite intentions-—according to the conversion of the oppo-
site the consequence is that what does not judge finite intentions necessarily
is not a mixed power of the soul. And when we have joined to this that the
material intellect judges things infinite and not acquired by sense and that it
does not judge finite intentions, the consequence is that it is an unmixed power.
{442} Ibn Bajjah, however, seems to concede this proposition to be true in his
Letter of Farewell,'’”” namely, that the power in virtue of which we judge with a
universal judgment is infinite. But he thought this power to be the agent intel-

177. Ibn Béjjah, Letter of Farewell (1943), 36.11-12, Spanish, 80; (1968), 138.
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lect, according to the evidence of his account there. Yet it is not so, forjudgment

and discernment in us are ascribed only to the material intellect. Avicenna

certainly used this proposition, and it is true in its own right.1”® After he had

made it known that the agent intellect is different from the material [intellect]

in that the agent [intellect] is always pure activity while the material is both'”

on account of the things which are here, he then gave the final cause for this.

He said: For the agent is always more noble than the patient. That is, the

former is always activity in its substance, while the latter is found in each
disposition. It was already explained that the relation of the agent intellect to

the patient intellect'® is just as the relation of the moving principle in some
way to the moved matter. The agent, however, is more noble than the patient
and the principle [more noble] than the matter. For this reason it should be held
according to Aristotle that the last of the separate intellects®®! in the hierarchy
is that material intellect. For its activity is less [immaterial] than the activity of
those [other separate intellects], since its activity seems more to be affection
rather than activity, not because there is something else in virtue of which that
intellect differs from the agent intellect other than this intention alone.’®? For
just as we know the plurality of separate intellects only through the diversity
of their activities, so too we know the diversity of that material intellect from
the agent intellect only in virtue of the diversity of their activities. And just as
it happens for the agent intellect that sometimes it acts on things existing here
and sometimes not, so too it happens for [the material intellect] that sometimes
it judges things existing here and sometimes {443} it does not. But they differ
only in that the judgment is something in the category of the actuality of the
judge, while the activity is not in that way in the category of the perfection of
the agent. Therefore consider this: there is a difference between these two
intellects and unless there were, there would be no divergence between them.
Oh, Alexander, if this term material intellect had signified for Aristotle only the
disposition alone, how would he make the comparison between it and the
agent intellect, namely, in giving these [characteristics] which they have in
common and these in which they differ? Next he said: And knowledge in act
is the same thing as the thing [known]. He indicates, as I figure, something

178. See Ibn Sina, Kitdb al-Nafs (1959), 206ff.; (1968), 76ff. Averroes also discusses
material intellect and universal judgments in his Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930),
579; (1969), 358, as noted in Davidson (1992), 254.

179. That is, it is both activity and passivity or actuality and potentiality.

180. That is, the material intellect.

181. Instead of intellectus, 1 read intellectuum with manuscript C, following Davidson
(1992), 292, n. 151.

182. That is, they are intellect but differ by way of this intention of receptivity in
knowing present in material intellect.
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proper to the agent intellect in which it differs from the material [intellect],
namely, that knowledge in act in the agent intelligence is the same as what is
known, and itis not so in the material intellect, since its intelligible is the things
which are not intellects in themselves. After he had made it known that its
substance is its activity, he gave the reason for this. He said:

20. And what is in potency is prior in time in an individual, while in
general it is not [prior] even in time. Nor does it sometimes understand and
sometimes not understand. And when it is separate, it is what it is alone and
that alone is eternally immortal. We do not remember, because that is not
passible,'®> while the passible intellect'3! is corruptible, and without this
nothing is understood. (430a20~25)

That section can be understood in three ways: (1) according to the opinion
of Alexander, (2) according to the opinion {444} of Themistius and the other
commentators, and (3) according to the opinion which we have reported (and
this one is the more obvious according to the words).

(1) For it can be understood according to Alexander that [Aristotle] meant
by “intellect in potency” the disposition existing in the human compound,
because the potency and disposition which is in a human being for receiving
the intelligible with respect to any given individual is prior in time to the
agent intellect. The agent intellect, however, is prior without qualification.
When he said: Nor is it sometimes understanding and sometimes not, he
means the agent intellect. When he said: And when it is separate, it is what
it is alone, not mortal, he means when that intellect has been united to us
and in virtue of it we understand other beings insofar as it is form for us,
then this alone of the intellect’s parts is not mortal. Next he said: We do not
remember, etc. This is a question concerning the agent intellect insofar as it
is united to us and we understand in virtue of it. For someone can say that
when we have thought in virtue of something eternal, it is necessary that we
understand in virtue of that after death as before. He said in response that
this intellect is united with us only in virtue of the mediation of the material

intellect [which is] generable and corruptible in us; and when that intellect
has been corrupted in us, we will also not remember. Perhaps, then, Alexan-
der expounded this section in this way, although we have not seen his expo-
sition on this passage.
(2) Themistius,® however, understands by “the intellect which is in potency”

183. Non passibilis: drnoféc,

184. Passibilis: 0 8& TabnTikdg vode.

185. The account which follows is based on Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899),
98-99; (1973), 169~181; (1996), 122-124.
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the separate material intellect, whose being was demonstrated. And he intends
by the intellect {445} with which he made the comparison with this the agent
intellect insofar as it is conjoined with the intellect which is in potency. This
is in fact the theoretical intellect according to him. And when [Aristotle] said:
Nor does it sometimes understand and sometimes not, he understands the
agent intellect insofar as it is not in contact with the material intellect. When
he said: And when it is separate, it is only what it is, not mortal, he means
the agent intellect insofar as it is form for the material intellect, and this is the
theoretical intellect according to him. That question will concern the agent
intellect insofar as it is in contact with the material intellect (this is the theo-
retical intellect), namely, when he said: We do not remember. For he said that
it is highly unusual that this doubt on the part of Aristotle would concern the
intellect except insofar as the agent intellect is a form for us. For he says that
for one asserting the agent intellect to be eternal and the theoretical intellect
not to be eternal, this question, namely, why we do not remember after death
what we understand in life, does not arise. It is as he said, for to pose that ques-
tion about the agent intellect insofar as it is acquired, as Alexander said, is
highly unlikely. For the knowledge existing in us in the state of acquisition is
predicated equivocally in reference to the knowledge existing through nature
and instruction. That question, therefore, as it appears, is only in reference to
knowledge existing through nature. For it is impossible for that question to
arise except in reference to eternal knowledge existing in us either through
nature, as Themistius says, or through an intelligible acquired afterward.18
Because this question in the view of Themistius concerns the theoretical intel-
lect and the beginning of Aristotle’s account concerns the agent intellect, for
this reason he held that the theoretical intellect is the agent [intellect] according
to Aristotle insofar as it is in contact with the material intellect. {446} He attests
to all those things on the basis of what [Aristotle] said in the first treatise con-
cerning the theoretical intellect. For there he posed the same question as here
and he resolved it by the same solution. For he said in the beginning of that
book: The intellect, however, seems to be a substance existing in reality and
not to be corrupted. For if it were corrupted, then this would rather be with
the weariness of old age.’¥” Later on he provided the way on the basis of which

186. In postremo. That is, as coming about in us afterwards in time.

187. Intellect, however, seems to be a substance which comes to be in a thing and
is not subject to corruption. For if it were subject to corruption, it would be more
appropriate for it to undergo corruption in the feebleness which accompanies old
age. (408b18-20), Book 1, Text 65 {87]. From consideration of the Latin Text it would ap-
pear that the translator did not bother to go back to find the text and to make this
translation consistent with what he did earlier. But perhaps Averroes did not bother to
coordinate the statements precisely.
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it is possible for the intellect to be incorruptible but understanding in virtue
of it to be corruptible, and he said: Conceptualizing and contemplating are
diverse in such a way that something else is corrupted inside, but in itself it
has no failing. Discernment and love are not the being of that, but rather of
that to which this belongs, insofar as it belongs to it. And for this reason, when
that is corrupted, we will not remember nor will we love.'®® Themistius,
therefore, says that [Aristotle’s] account in that treatise in which [Aristotle]
said, The intellect, however, seems to be a substance existing in reality and
not to be corrupted, is the same as that in which he said this: And when it is
separate, it is only what it is, not mortal, eternal. And what he said here: And
we do not remember, because that is not passible, while the passible intellect
is corruptible, and without this nothing is understood, is the same as what
he said there, namely: Conceptualizing and contemplating are distinguished,
etc. He says this on account of the fact that he meant here by passible intellect
the concupiscible part of the soul. For that part seems to have some [share in]
reason, for it listens to what the rational soul considers.

(3) Since, however, we have seen the opinions of Alexander and Themistius
to be impossible and have found the words of Aristotle evident according to
our {447} exposition, we believe that this is Aristotle’s opinion which we voiced
and that it is true in its own right. That, however, his words are clear in this
section will be explained as follows. For when he said: And that intellect is
also separate, unmixed, and impassible, he speaks of the agent intellect, and
we cannot say otherwise. This word, also, indicates another intellect to be
impassible and unmixed. Likewise, it is evident that the comparison among
these is between the agent intellect and the material intellect, insofar as the
material intellect has something in common with the agent [intellect] in many
of those dispositions. And in this Themistius agrees with us and Alexander
differs.

When he said: And what is in potency is prior in time to the individual, it
can be understood in the same way for the three opinions. For according to
our opinion and [that] of Themistius, the intellect which is in potency is con-
joined with us before the agent intellect.!® And according to Alexander the

188. Book 1 {88-89}: To understand and to contemplate (intelligere et considerare)
are distinguished when something else inside undergoes corruption, but it is in
itself affected by nothing. Discerning, loving, and hating are not the being of the
[intellect] but rather of this [whole human being], namely, what has [them] insofar
as it has [them]. Furthermore, for this reason, when this is corrupted, we will not
remember or love others. (408b24—25)

189. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 95.9-10; (1996), 119: “Now this po-
tential intellect comes into existence even among infants.”
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intellect which is in potency will be prior in us in being or generation, not ac-
cording to conjoining. When he said: while in general it is not [so] even in time,
he speaks about the intellect which is in potency. For when it is taken without
qualification, not with respect to the individual, then it will not be prior to the
agent intellectin any kind of priority, but posterior to it in all ways. That account
agrees with each opinion, namely, the one saying that the intellect which is in
potency is generable or [the one saying it is] not generable.

When he said: And it is not sometimes understanding and sometimes not
understanding, it is impossible for that account to be understood according to
its literal meaning, neither according to Themistius nor according to Alexander.
For this phrase, it is,”®® when {448} he said: And it is not sometimes understand-
ing and sometimes not understanding, refers according to them to the agent
intellect. But Themistius, as we said, holds that the agent intellect is the theo-
retical [intellect], insofar as it is in contact with the material intellect. Alexander,
however, holds that the intellect which is in a positive disposition (this is the
theoretical [intellect]) is different from the agent intellect. And it is necessary to
believe this, for the artistry is different from the artistic product and the agent
different from [its] act. But insofar as it appeared to us, that account is in accord
with its literal meaning and that phrase it is will be related to the nearest refer-
ent, which is the material intellect when it has been taken without qualification,
not with reference to an individual. For it does not occur for the intellect which
is called material, according to what we have said, that sometimes it understands
and sometimes it does not, except in regard to the forms of the imagination
existing in each individual, not with regard to the species. For instance, it does
not occur for it that sometimes it understands the intelligible of horse and some-
times it does not, except with regard to Socrates and Plato. But without qualifica-
tion and with regard to the species, it always understands this universal, unless
the human species be altogether defunct, which is impossible. According to this
the account will be according to its literal meaning. And when he said: while in
general it is not [so] even in time, etc., he meant that when the intellect which
is in potency is not received in reference to some individual, but is taken without
qualification and in regard to any given individual, then it will not be found
sometimes understanding and sometimes not, but will be found always under-
standing. Just as when the agent intellect is not taken in reference to some indi-
vidual, then it will not be found sometimes understanding and sometimes not
understanding, but will be found always to understand when it is taken without
qualification; for the mode in {449} the activity of the two intellects is the same.
According to this, when he said: And when it is separate, it is only what it is,

190. The Arabicislikely 4», “it,” without an expressed verb, something which made
it difficult for the translator to render the text literally.
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not mortal, he meant: and when it is separate in this way, in this way alone is it
not mortal, not insofar as it is taken in reference to the individual. His account
in which he said: and we do not remember, etc., will be in accord with his literal
meaning. For contrary to this opinion there ultimately arises a question. For one
asking will say: Since the common intelligibles are not generable or corruptible
in this way, why do we not remember after death any of the knowledge had in
this life? It will be said to resolve this: because remembrance comes about by
virtue of passible apprehensive powers, namely, material [powers]. There are three
powers, the being of which was explained in Sense and Sensibilia, namely, the ima-
ginative, the cogitative, and the memorative. For those three powers are in human
beings for presenting the form of a thing imagined when the sense is not present.
For this reason it was said there that when those three powers assist each other,
perhaps they will represent the individual nature of the thing insofar as it is in
its being, even though we may not sense it.”! He meant here by passible intellect
the forms of the imagination insofar as the cogitative power proper to human
beings acts upon them. For that power is a kind of reason’®? and its activity is
nothing but the placing of the intention of the form imagined in its individuality'®
in memory or the discerning of it from [the individual] in conception'* and imag-
ination. And it is evident that the intellect which is called material receives the
imagined intentions after this discernment. That passible intellect, therefore, is
necessary for conceptualization. He, therefore, rightly said: And we do not re-
member, because that is not passible, while the passible intellect is corruptible,
and without this nothing understands. That is, and {450} without the imaginative
power and the cogitative [power] the intellect which is called material understands
nothing. For these powers are, as it were, things which prepare artistry’s matter
for receiving the activity of artistry. This, therefore, is one exposition.

It can be expounded in another way, and it is this: when he said: And it is not
sometimes understanding and sometimes not understanding, he meant: when
it has not been taken insofar as it understands and is informed by generable and
corruptible material forms, but has been taken without qualification and insofar
as it understands separate forms freed from matter, then it will not be found
sometimes understanding and sometimes not understanding, but it will be found
in the same form. For instance, [it will be found] in the way in virtue of which it

191. Cf. Short Commentary on the Parva Naturalia (1949), 54ff.; (1961), 25ff.; (1972), 4off.

192. Themistius mentions that imagination can be called intellect in a way at Themis-
tius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 89.27—29 and 94.27—29; (1973), 157; (1996), 112 and 118.
Cf. Book 3, n. 98.

193. Literally, with its individual.

194. Formationem. Conceptualization, properly so called, can take place only by intel-
lect, so here Averroes is indicating the activity of imagination or cogitation together
with the material intellect.
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understands the agent intellect, whose relation to it is, as we said, like that of
light to the transparent. For it should be held that when it was explained that
this intellect which is in potency is eternal and that it is naturally constituted to
be actualized through material forms, it is [even] more fitting that it be naturally
constituted to be actualized through non-material forms which are intelligible
in themselves. But in the beginning it is not conjoined with us in this way but
rather later on when the generation of the intellect which is in a positive disposi-
tion is actualized, as we will explain later. According to this exposition, when
he said: And when it is separate, it is only what it is, not mortal, he indicated
the material intellect insofar as it is actualized through the agent intellect, when
ithas been united with us in this way, then it will be separated. Perhaps he indi-
cated the material intellect in its first conjoining with us, namely, [in] the conjoin-
ing which is through nature. He specified it through this word only in indicating
the corruption of the intellect which is in a positive disposition in the way it is
corruptible. And generally, when someone will consider the material intellect
with the agent intellect, {451} they will appear to be two in a way and one in
another way. For they are two in virtue of the diversity of their activity, for the
activity of the agent intellect is to generate while that of the former is to be in-
formed. They are one, however, because the material intellect is actualized
through the agent [intellect] and understands it. In this way we say that two
powers appear in the intellect conjoined with us, of which one is active and the
other of the genus of passive powers.””> How well does Alexander liken that to
fire! For fire is naturally constituted to transform every body through a power
existing in it, but nevertheless in the course of this it is affected in a certain way
by what it transforms and is assimilated to that in some way, that is, it acquires

195. Cf. Book 3, 1. 44. 1am in agreement with Davidson (1992), 292, 293, 332333, that
Averroes holds for the existence of two distinct intellects. Still, the account in the Long
Commentary on the Metaphysics is sufficiently equivocal to leave some doubt for its read-
ers. See Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1489-1490; (1962), 302M-303D; (1984),
104-105. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 108.32-34; (1973), 198.2—4; (1996), 134:
“and that another [intellect] is like a combination from the potential and actual [intel-
lects], which they posit as separate from the body, imperishable, and uncreated. These
intellects are natures that in different ways are one as well as two, for what [is combined]
from matter and form is one.” Also cf. Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1489;
(1962), 302M-303D; (1984), 104: “but most commentators think that the material intellect
survives and that the separate active intellect is like the form in the material intellect,
as happens in the compound of matter and form, and that it is that which creates the
intelligibles in a way and receives them in another way. I mean it makes them as form
and receives them as material intellect.” In what follows this passage of the Long Com-
mentary on the Metaphysics Averroes goes on to explain that highest human happiness
would be attained when the material intellect is fully actualized by the agent intellect.
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from it a form less fiery than the fiery form which causes the transforming. For
this disposition is precisely similar to the disposition of the agent intellect with
the passible [intellect] and with the intelligibles which it generates, for it makes
these in one way and receives them in another way. And in accord with this will
be the account in which he said: And we do not remember, etc. [This is] the
solution of the question which made the ancient commentators believe the intel-
lect which is in a positive disposition to be eternal and which made Alexander
hold that the material intellect is generable and corruptible. In regard to this
question it was said: How are the things understood by us not eternal, while the
intellect is eternal and the recipient is eternal? It is as if he says in response that
the reason for this is that the material intellect understands nothing without
the passible intellect, although there is an agent and there is a recipient, just as
there is no apprehending of color, although there is light and there is sight, unless
there is some colored thing. Then, according to whichever of those expositions
it may be said, the letter [of the text] will agree with the words of Aristotle and
his demonstrations without any contradiction or departure from his literal ac-
count. For this reason it is not right to use in the doctrine concerning equivocal
words {452} except for these which, although they are diverse, nevertheless agree
in all the intentions regarding which they can be said. He shows that he meant
here by passible intellect the human imaginative power because of what lies in
the other translation in place of what he said: because that is not passible, while
the passible intellect is corruptible. For he says in the other translation: “And
what brought us to say that this intellect is not transformed or affected is that
opinion’* belongs to the passible intellect and that it is corruptible, and does not
apprehend the intelligible and nothing understands without imagination.”%”
This term intellect, therefore, is accordingly said in this book in four ways. For
itis said of the material intellect, of the intellect which is in a positive disposition,
of the agent intellect, and of the imaginative power.

You ought to know that there is no difference between the exposition of
Themistius and the other ancient commentators and the opinion of Plato in
regard to the fact that the intelligibles existing in us are eternal and that learn-

196. Existimatio: w» ol The translator should have rendered this as ymaginatio,
“imagination,” as he does at the end of this quotation. But perhaps his Arabic manuscript
was faulty and had s-»,JI. _

197. )‘hﬂf"“fd' O G Yy o Y Jaadh s Of LS ot b OV Lles sddly)
(R3S et £33 i Yy Jaad 00 Gty (i ly ¢ PJ\“ Janl. (Aristotle, De Anima
[1954], 75); “What led us to our having said that this intellect is not passible and not
undergoing affection is that the opining faculty is the intellect undergoing affection.
The intellect does not apprehend nor does it understand anything without the opining
faculty.” This is an addition to the text of Aristotle not found in the Greek. In spite of the
use of 4-» o)l here, Averroes understands this to denote the imagination.
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ing is recollection. But Plato says that those intelligibles sometimes are in us
and sometimes are not, owing to the fact that the subject is sometimes prepared
for receiving them and sometimes not. They exist in themselves in this way
before we receive them as well as after; and thus they are outside the soul as
well as in the soul. Themistius, however, says that this, namely, that they are
sometimes united and sometimes not, occurs for them due to the nature of the
recipient. For he holds that the agent intellect is not naturally constituted to be
conjoined with us at first except insofar as it is in contact with the material
intellect. And this declination occurs for it in this way, since the conjoining
with the intentions of the imagination is in one way a reception, as it were, and
in another way an activity, as it were. For this reason the intelligibles are in
[the material intellect] in a disposition diverse from their being in the agent
intellect. Assurance {453} in regard to understanding this opinion is [found in
the fact] that the reason moving Aristotle to propose the existence of the mate-
rial intellect is not because here there is a produced intelligible. Rather, the
reason for this is either because when there were found the intelligibles which
are in us according to dispositions not in accord with the simple intelligibles,
then it was said that this intellect which is in us is composed of what is in act,
namely, the agent intellect, and of what is in potency. Or [it is] because the con-
joining of this according to this opinion is similar to generation and is, as it
were, likened to agent and patient, namely, in its conjoining with intentions of
imagination. According to this opinion, therefore, the agent, the patient, and
the product will be the same and it was said from those three dispositions in
virtue of the diversity which occurs for it. We, however, hold that nothing
moves him to impose the agent intellect except that the theoretical intelligibles
are generated in the way which we said.

Therefore consider this: there is difference among the three opinions, namely,
that of Plato, that of Themistius, and our opinion. According to the exposition
of Themistius in regard to those intelligibles there is need only to assert the
material intellect alone, or the material intellect and the agent [intellect] by
analogy, for where there is no true generation, there is no agent. We agree with
Alexander in regard to the way of asserting the agent intellect and we differ
from him in regard to the nature of the material intellect. We differ from Themis-
tius in regard to the nature of the intellect which is in a positive disposition and
in regard to the manner of asserting the agent intellect. We also agree with
Alexander in a certain way in regard to the nature of the intellect which is in a
positive disposition and in another way we differ. These, therefore, are the dif-
ferences by which the opinions ascribed to Aristotle are divided. You ought to
know that use and exercise'® are the causes of what appears to be the case

198. Cf. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 83.1-3; (1979), 107.

L
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concerning the potency of the agent intellect which is in {454} us for separating
[things] and the material intellect for receiving [things]. They are, I say, causes
on account of the positive disposition existing through use and exercise in the
passible and corruptible intellect which Aristotle called passible, and [which]
he said plainly is corruptible. If not, it would happen that the power which is
in us making the intelligibles would be material and likewise the passible power.
For this reason no one can reason on the basis of this that the material intellect
is mixed with the body. For what one holding it to be mixed says in response
to thataccount in regard to the agent intellect, we [ourselves also] say in response
to this in regard to the material intellect. By that intellect which Aristotle called
passible human beings are distinguished in terms of the four powers men-
tioned in The Topics'® which al-Farabi listed in his Sophistic Refutations 2 By
that intellect a human being differs from the other animals. And if [it were] not
[for this], then it would be necessary that the conjoining of the agent intellect
and the recipient would be with animals in the same way.?’! Indeed, the practi-
cal intellect differs from the theoretical in virtue of the diversity of the disposi-
tion existing in this intellect. These things having been explained, let us return
to our [account] and let us say:

21. There will, however, be conceptualizing of indivisible things in the
case of those things in which there is no falsity. However, in regard to
things in which there is the true and the false that [conceptualizing] is then
a composition in reference to intelligible things insofar as they are beings.
As Empedocles said that many heads and necks are distributed . . . ultimately
in virtue of the composition of friendship. So too do separate things exist
in virtue of composition, for instance, say the incommensurate and the di-
ameter.? (3.6, 430a26-31) {455}

199. “The instruments whereby we are to become well supplied with deductions are
four: one, the securing of propositons; second, the power to distinguish in how many
ways an expression is used; third, the discovery of the differences of things; fourth, the
investigation of likenesses.” Topics 1.13, 105a22—25, The Complete Works of Aristotle (1984).

200. This work is not extant. See Peters (1968), 25, n. 10. This does not seem to arise
in al-Farabi, Book of Sophistic Refutations (1986).

201. Cf. {502}.

202. “The thinking of indivisibles is found in those cases where falsehood is impos-
sible: where the alternative of true or false applies, there we always find a sort of com-
bining of objects of thought in a quasi-unity. As Empedocles said that ‘where heads of
many a creature sprouted without necks’ they afterwards by Love’s power were com-
bined, so here too objects of thought which were separate are combined, e.g. ‘incom-
mensurate’ and diagonal.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The Arabic text used by Averroes
does not render explicitly the Greek £v in the phrase donep &v Svtmv, “in a quasi-unity.”
Averroes’ alternate translation offers a quite different understanding: JS" Lg.$ =l
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After he had completed making known the substance of the three intellects,
namely, the material, what is in a positive disposition, and the agent, he began
to consider the activities and properties of intellect. This is what remained [to
be considered] concerning the knowledge of that power. Because the more well-
known of the differences in virtue of which the activity of the intellect is divided
are two activities, one called conceptualizing and the other assent, he began here
to make known the difference between these two activities.?®® He said: There
will, however, be conceptualizing of indivisible things, etc. Thatis, apprehend-
ing simple incomposite things will be through intelligibles which are neither
false nor true, which is called conceptualization, while apprehending composite
things by [intellect] will be by virtue of intelligibles in which there is falsity and
truth. He was content with the first division without the second, since opposite
is understood through its opposite. Next he said: However, in regard to things
in which there is found the true and the false, etc. That is, intelligibles, how-
ever, in which truth and falsity are found involve in them a certain composition
made by the material intellect and the intellect which first understands singu-
lars.%* If, therefore, this composition is [one] befitting the being, it will be true,
but if not, it will be false.2® And that activity of the intellect upon the intelligibles
is similar to what Empedocles says concerning the activity of friendship upon
beings. For just as Empedocles says that many heads had been separated from
necks, then friendship brought them together and composed like with like, so
too the intelligibles exist first as divided in the material intellect, for instance,
say the diameter of a square and say the incommensurate character of .the
sides. For the intellect understands those singulars first; then it composes them,
namely, what is commensurate or incommensurate. If, therefore, ithas composed
according to being, it will be true, if not, false. {456}

22. And if they are past or future things, then it understands time together
with this and composes it. For falsity is always in composition, since when
you say what is white is not white, you have already composed white with
not-white, as if speaking of a white thing. And it is possible to say all these
are [cases of] division. But not only is this true and false, namely, that So-

¢ a5 aeSU Ll Olae oS5 Ledy Biluoy (ibid. [1954]); “In the case of things in
which there is falsehood and truth and which involve the composition of intentions, it
is as if they are subsistent per se.”

203. These are 3.3, “conceptualizing,” and 34423, “assenting.” Cf. Middle Com-
mentary (2002), 117.14-17.

204. By “singulars” he seems to mean singular concepts. See his remarks at the end

of this comment.
205. That s, itis true if it is in accord with the being of things in the world and false
if not.

BOOK 3 365

crates?® js white, but additionally that he was or will be [white]. What makes
this and its like one is intellect. (430a31-b6)

If those singular intelligibles are among things which are naturally consti-
tuted to exist either in past time or in future time, then the intellect understands
together with these things the time in which they exist. Afterwards it will
compose [time] with these and will judge that those things were or will be,
just as it judges that the diameter is incommensurate with the side [in the case
of a triangle]. Because he reported first that truth and falsity are found in
composition, he began to explain that falsity is in the composition and not
found in any of the activities of intellect. He said: For falsity is always in the
composition. The reason for this is that to say in regard to a white thing that
itis not white is a composition similar to saying in regard to a white thing that
it is white, although that is false and this true. Since it appears that affirmation
is more fitting than composition and negation than division, he said: And it is
possible to say in regard to all these that they are [cases of] division. That is,
and just as we can say negation and affirmation are composition, so too we
can say that each is division, although affirmation seems more deserving of
this name, {457} composition, and negation of this name, division. For in af-
firmation the predicate is composed with the subject, while in negation first
the intellect divides the predicate from the subject and later composes them.
After he had explained that truth and falsity occur in the composition of
things with one another, he also explained that this same thing occurs when
it composes them with time. He said: But not only is that true and false, etc.
That is, both truth and falsity do not occur only in composition in the case of
propositions in which the predicate is a name, but [also] in these things in
which the predicate is a verb, for instance, Socrates was or will be. Next he
said: What makes this, etc. That is, what makes these singular intelligibles
one through composition after they were many is the material intellect. For
[the material intellect] discerns singular intelligibles and composes similar
things and divides different things. For the power apprehending simple and
composite things must be the same, since the relationship of that power to the
intentions of imagined forms ought to be just as the relation of the common
sense to different sensibles, not as it appears from the words of Ibn Bajjah in
the beginning of his account of the rational power, namely, that the composing
power ought to be different from the imaginative.2”

206. The Greek uses Cleon instead of Socrates.

207. <AL Loy a8 s Lo e il selis a0 PR NP N8yl
1 8540 43 (Ibn Bajjah, Book on the Soul [1960], 148-149); “As shown before, the faculty
by which the particulars are perceived is the imaginative faculty. But the universals belong
to another faculty.” (ibid. [1961], 120). That faculty to which he refers is Sjiil\ 342l
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23. And because the indivisible is of two modes, either in potency or in
act, nothing prevents it from being the case that when [the intellect] has
understood length, it understands the indivisible (and that is actually indi-
visible) and [does so] in indivisible time. For time according to this mode is
divisible and indivisible [as is the case] in regard to length. For no one can
say that he understands each {458} measure to be something, since it does
not exist, to the extent that it is divided, except in potency. When, however,
[intellect] has thought each of those two per se, then it will divide time also
and then there will be, as it were, two lengths, brought together, however,
in the time which encompasses them. (430b6-14)

After he had explained that the activity of the intellect is indivisible in rela-
tion to indivisible things, he began here to explain in what way [intellect]
happens to understand divisible things having quantity with indivisible intel-
lection and in indivisible time, and in what way it happens to understand these
in a divisible way and in divisible time, as is the disposition in understanding
a plurality of things. He said: And because the indivisible is, etc. That is, and
because indivisible is said in two ways, in potency and in act, it is possible to
say that the intellect understands things from among divisible things in po-
tency and indivisible things in act (as length and the implicit time which is in
these is indivisible in act), and that this comes about by indivisible intellection
and in indivisible time, to the extent that it understands indivisible things in
each way. For it necessarily understands the indivisible intention in an indi-
visible way, whether that intention will have been divisible in some way or in
no way [at all]. When he said: it understands the indivisible, etc., he means:
it understands the indivisible intention—and that intelligible is indivisible—
and in indivisible time. Next he said: For time according to that mode is di-
visible and indivisible. That is, for time is also found to be divisible in one
way and indivisible in another way, just as in the case of length. And when he
explained that the intellect understands magnitude and time and generally
everything which is indivisible in act and {459} divisible in potency, through
an indivisible intellection and in indivisible time, he also explained that it is
impossible for someone to say that understanding such things comes about
through a divisible intellection and in divisible time. He said: No one can say,
etc. That is, no one, therefore, can say that when the intellect understands a
line, it does not immediately understand it, but first one part and then another.
For those two parts are not two in act in the line until the line is divided, but
rather they are only two in potency. And when he said each measure, he meant

([1960], 148), “the cogitative power,” as I render it in the present translation, or “the
thinking faculty” ([1961], 119).
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each part of the line. [It is] as if he says: no one, therefore, can say that when
the intellect understands a line, first it understands each part per se, then the
whole. For those two parts do not exist in act until the line is divided, but rather
they are two in potency. Next he said: When, however, it will have understood
each, etc. That is, but it happens to understand each part of the length per se
whenit divides the length; then it understands that length just as it understands
two lengths. He understood this when he said: and then there are, as it were,
two lengths. Next he said: brought together, however, etc. That is, when,
however, it understands these things which have been brought together, that
is, the parts, and [understands them] as one length, it understands these in the
same indivisible time and in the same instant in which they at once exist, not
in two diverse instants. He meant this when he said (as it seems to me): in the
time which encompasses them.

24. But what is not indivisible in quantity but in form it understands in
indivisible time and through an indivisible [aspect] of the soul, and [it does
so] accidentally. But those two are divisible, namely, that in virtue of which
it understands and the time in which it understands, because they are
[themselves] {460} indivisible.2” For even in these two there is something
indivisible, but it is more fitting that it not be separable. It is what makes
time to be one and length to be one. This is in a similar mode in everything
continuous, both in time and in length. (430b14-20)

After he had explained the way in which the intellect understands what is
indivisible in quantity (this is what is indivisible in act and divisible in po-
tency), he began also to explain the way in which it understands what is indi-
visible in form (this is what is indivisible in act and in potency, except acciden-
tally). He said: But what is not indivisible, etc. That is, but what is indivisible
in form and quality, not quantity (since indivisible is said in these two ways),
is apprehended by the intellect in indivisible time and by an indivisible intel-
lection. Next he said: But [it does so] accidentally, etc. That account is short-
ened and transposed, and it ought to be read in this way: but those two are
divisible not essentially, but accidentally, namely, the time in which it under-

208. The Arabic text is faulty here, as Averroes is well aware. See {460}. The corre-
sponding Greek has xatd oupBepnkog 8¢, kai ovy T £kelva Staipetd O Voel Kol &v
Q@ xpOVe, GAX T ddiatpetar EveoTt Yap kav T0UTolG Tt Gdoipetov. “But that which
thought thinks of and the time in which it thinks are in this case divisible only inci-
dentally and not as such. For in them too there is something indivisible.” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). The alternate translation paraphrases the text: $JAxS™Y ¢ Ty 2,20l ¢ 5>
Tty Y Lo Lgd 0L ¢ Jadl 8,57 ey i el (ibid. [1954]); “<and> is divisible acci-
dentally, not like these parts by which the intellect perceives, for in them is what is
indivisible.”
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stands and the thing which is thought or by which it understands. Next he
provided the reason for the fact that they are divisible accidentally. He said:
because they are [themselves] indivisible, etc., that is, because the time in which
it understands and the thing which it understands are indivisible in their own
right, but they are nevertheless in divisible things, namely, the instant in which
it understands and the form which it understands. For an instant is indivisible
and is in time which is divisible; and the form is also indivisible and is in a
magnitude which is divisible. Next he said: For even in these [. . .] there is
something indivisible, that is, [indivisible] in magnitude and in time. Next he
said: but it is more fitting that it not be separable. That is, but {461} what is
indivisible in time and in magnitude is not separable from these, and for this
reason it was divisible accidentally. Next he said: It is what makes time to be
one, etc. That is, this indivisible [nature] existing in those things makes length
to be one and time to be one. If not, then here neither one length nor one time
would be understood, if this nature were not in them. This nature, therefore,
is the cause for those things being one while they are also divisible. And be-
cause they are in those things, for this reason they happen to be divisible ac-
cidentally. That this nature is existent in those material things is the reason
that understanding was one in time. This is the sum of what he intended in
this section. Next he said: This is in a similar mode in everything continuous,
etc. That is, that nature exists in a similar mode, namely, in time and length
and in other species, inseparable from that in which it exists. For if it were
separate, then division would not occur accidentally.

25. The point, however, and every difference and what is indivisible in
this way, are understood as an accident.?”® And so too for other things, for
instance, how it knows blackness and what is black,?!’ for it knows it through
the contrary, as it were. And what knows in potency ought to be one in its
own right.?!! If, therefore, there is something among things in which there

209. For the Latin quasi accidens, the Greek has donep 1| otépnoic. “Points and
similar instances of things that divide, themselves being indivisible, are realized in
consciousness in the same manner as privations.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); emphasis added.
The alternate Arabic renders this sufficiently with (n.L.d\ (ibid. [1954]); “privation.” Averroes’
remarks about an omission in the manuscript seem to refer to an omission of the Arabic
corresponding to i 61€pNo1G. The Latin accidens may reflect o, »Jl for gl

210. The Greek has olov ©dg 10 kokOv yvopiler 1| T0 uérav. “e.g. how evil or
black is cognized.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation has _a.S
Egwdly Slyudl Jaall 2y (ibid. [1954]); “How does the intellect know the black
or the dark?”

211. The corresponding Greek has 3€1 8¢ duvdper ivar 10 yvopilov xai éveivor
&v avt®. “That which cognizes must be its objects potentially, and they must be in it.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). This part of the paraphrasing alternate translation reflects
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is no contrariety, that understands itself alone and is in act [and] separate.
(430b20—26)

After he had explained how the intellect understands things indivisible in
actand divisible in potency, namely, magnitudes, and how also it understands
things essentially indivisible [and] divisible accidentally, namely, qualities and
forms, he began here to explain also how it understands indivisible things
neither essentially nor {462} accidentally nor in potency nor in act, for instance,
the point, the instant, and unity. He said: The point, however, etc. That is, to
understand the point, however, and its like among the things which are said
tobe indivisible, and generally every privative difference, is accidental, namely,
insofar as it happens to lack a thing [of which it is] deprived. For the point is
understood only insofar as there occurs for it a privation of the divisibility
existing in magnitude. Likewise with respect to the instant and the rest. Next
he said: And in this way it knows blackness and what is black; for it knows
through the contrary, as it were. A blank space falls in the manuscript in this
way, namely, between the phrase in [this] way and it knows. The account is
complete per se, but if something is lacking, perhaps it is this: and in this way
the intellect or sight knows blackness or what is black.?'? Generally all priva-
tions are known only through contraries, namely, through the knowledge of
a positive disposition and through knowledge of the lack of a positive disposi-
tion. Here he meant by blackness the privation of whiteness. For just as it is
concerning the senses in regard to those things, so too is it concerning the
intellect. For just as it was said there that sight apprehends darkness through
apprehension of the lack of light, so too the intellect apprehends privation
through apprehension of the lack of form. Next he said: And what knows in
potency ought to be one in its own right. That is, the intellect knowing the
positive disposition and its privation must be the same power in itself, just as

the Greek: i Led S0 o sLidl Oy ¢ 358 domy &3, 0,55 O oy (ibid.
[1954)).

212. This comment may be one of an Arabic copyist or the Latin translator referring
to “And in this way if knows.” But it may be something reflected from consideration of
the alternate translation quoted in n. 210.

The following account seems to be the result of Averroes’ reading Themistius, De
Anima Paraphrase (1899), 111.18-23; (1973), 203.7-12, “For to the intellect, as much as to sense-
perception, there are some objects of thought that [occur] in respect of a [direct] encounter
(kat'epibolén) where [the intellect] also grasps their nature, others that [occur] in respect of
privation and abstraction. Forjust as for sense-perception white and light [occur] in respect
of a [direct] encounter, and black and darkness in respect of privation (and for hearing
sound in respect of a [direct] encounter, silence in respect of privation), so too for the intel-
lect good depends on a [direct] encounter, bad on privation.” Ibid. (1996), 137.
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what knows darkness and light is the same power of sight. [It is necessary] that
this knowing power apprehend privation by apprehending in itself being in
potency, since it is in potency when it apprehends each in itself, namely, being
in potency and being in act. And that s the disposition of the material intellect.
Can we say, therefore, {463} that such a thing is the disposition alone and noth-
ing else, as Alexander said? Next he said: If, therefore, there is something
among things, etc. That is, if, therefore, there is some intellect in which there
is no potency contrary to the act existing in it, that is, if there is some intellect
which is not found sometimes understanding in potency and sometimes un-
derstanding in act, then that intellect will not understand privation at all.
Rather, it will understand nothing outside itself. This is one of these things
by which this intellect is distinguished from the agent intellect, namely, that
in this intellect each is found, while in the agent [intellect] only act [is found],
not potency. For this reason Aristotle rightly called that intellect material, not
because it is mixed and has matter, as Alexander held.

26. Both stating something of something, such as affirmation, and every
composite [statement], is true or false. Not every sort of understanding is
true, but [only] that which states the quiddity of the thing, not what [just]
states something of something. But just as proper activities are true, while
whether a white thing is a human being is not always true,?'® so likewise is
the disposition of what is separate from matter. (430b26—31)

To predicate something of something by intellect, such as affirmation and
negation, is a composition by the activity of intellect. Every composed [predi-
cation] is true or false. In the material intellect, therefore, truth and falsity are
always found mixed together. This is proper to this intellect.

Next he began to explain that this is not proper to all the activities of that
intellect, but only to the activity which is called {464} assent, not intellective
conceptualization. He said: Not every sort of understanding, etc. That is,
truth and falsity are not found mixed together in every activity of that intel-
lect, but [rather] the activity which is conceptualization is always true, not the
activity which involves predicating something of something. Next he began
to recount that what occurs for intellect is similar to what occurs for sense and
that there is the same reason for this. He said: But just as proper activities,

213. The corresponding Greek GAX donep 10 Opav 100 18iov dAnbec, €18 dvBpwnog
10 AgVKOV 1i PN, 00K GANOEG det. “But, just as while the seeing of the special object of
sight can never be in error, seeing whether the white object is a man or not may be
mistaken.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Apparently 10 0pav, “the seeing,” was omitted
from this text of Aristotle at some stage in the transmission or translation. Again, it is
curious that Averroes did not consult his alternate translation, which renders the Greek
adequately.
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etc. That is, but the reason for this is the same as the reason in the case of
sense. Activities proper to sight, namely, apprehending color, are true for the
most part, while sensing the white thing to be Socrates or Plato is not always
true but rather frequently falsity occurs in that case. This will likewise be [the
case for] the disposition of intellect, namely, that it is always true in its proper
activity. For assent occurs for it only because its intelligible is material, that is,
composite. When he said: so too is the disposition of what is separate from
matter, he meant: so too is the disposition of the material intellect which is
separate from matter in regard to its activities of apprehension, namely, because
it is correct in regard to things proper to it, namely, in conceptualization, and
false in regard to things which are not proper. This can be understood in this
way: so too is the disposition of intellects whose intelligible is separate from
matter, in that they are always correct, since in them no activity which is ac-
cidental is found because their intelligible is separate from matter.2!

27. Knowledge which is in act is the thing itself. And what is in potency
is prior in time to the individual, but universally not even in time. {465} For
everything which is generated is generated by what is in act. (3.7, 431a1—4)

Knowledge which is in act is the known object itself. Knowledge which is
in potency is for the individual prior in time to knowledge which is in act.
But universally and without qualification knowledge which is in potency is
not prior to knowledge which is in act, since knowledge which goes out from
potency into act is generated and everything generated is generated by what
belongs in act to the species of that generated thing. Hence, it is necessary
that knowledge which is in act be prior in every way to knowledge which is
in potency. Perhaps he meant here by this account to indicate the reason why
the apprehension belonging to the separate intellects is conceptualization
only and truth in these is never mixed with falsity. It is the case that knowl-
edge belonging to these [separate intellects] is the known object itself in
every way, contrary to the disposition in regard to things known by the
material intellect.

28. We see the sensible make the sense to be in act after it was in potency
and [to do so] without suffering an alteration. For this reason [sensation] is
a different kind of motion. For motion is the activity of what is imperfect,
while activity without qualification is a different [kind of] motion and is
the activity of what is perfected. It seems, therefore, that to sense is similar
to something being said only in words and to something being understood

214. Note that, perhaps due to his faulty text, Averroes transforms Aristotle’s epis-
temological generalization into a metaphysical account of the material intellectand any
other separate intellect which apprehends an intelligible separate from matter.
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by intellect. If, therefore, it is pleasant or unpleasant, as an affirmation or
negation of it, it will be pursued or avoided. (431a4—10)

What he wants here to provide concerning the disposition of that power,
namely, of the rational power, is more on account of its similarity to sense, {466}
for these things in which they are similar are more evident in the case of sense
than in the case of intellect. First he began to compare these things in the thing
which is called motion and affection in them. He said: We see the sensible
make, etc. That is, we see the sensible make what senses to be in act after it
was in potency, not in such a way that what senses, at going out from potency
into act, is transformed or altered as material things going out from potency
into act are transformed. For this reason it should be held that there is a kind
of motion and affection different from the kind which is in movable things.
For this reason what was said in regard to the intellect, namely, that there is a
going out from potency into act without change and without alteration, is not
unthinkable. Next he said: For motion is the activity of what is imperfect, etc.
That is, the reason why change and alteration occur for that motion but not for
the other is because that motion, for which change occurs, is an activity not
perfected and a process toward something complete, while the other is a per-
fect activity or rather something complete. It is as if he meant that since it is
so, the fact that understanding is an imperfect activity happens for it on account
of matter, not insofar as it is an activity. Since this happens for the activity, it
is necessary that there be some activity free from this accident. For what hap-
pens to something accidentally must not belong to it insofar as it is what it is,
and if it will not have belonged to it insofar as it is what it is, then it is neces-
sarily separate from it. What he brought up here is, as it were, the solution of
the greatest of all the questions arising in reference to this opinion. For some-
one can say: How can we imagine reception in a substance unmixed with
matter when it was explained that the reason for reception is matter? It is as if
he indicated {467} the solution in saying that matter is not the reason for the
reception without qualification, but the reason for the changeable reception,
namely, of the reception on the part of this individual being. Hence it is neces-
sary that what does not receive by way of an individual reception not be mate-
rial in any way.?"” In this way there remains no room for the question. When
he had explained the kind of similarity between sense and intellect in this
kind of affection and motion, namely, that in each there is perfect activity, he
began to make known the similarity between sensing and understanding. He
said: therefore to sense is similar to something being said only in words and
to something being understood by intellect. That is, sensing, which is per se
a perfect activity and without time, and without it being the case that an in-

215. Cf. {441]).
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complete activity precedes it, is similar to understanding an intelligible inten-
tion when that intention is expressed by another, namely, because a perfect
activity comes about from this, without it being the case that an incomplete
activity precedes it. It is as if he meant by this to explain the reason why the
intellect understands without time. Next he said: If, therefore, it is pleasant,
etc. That is, if, therefore, that which is apprehended is pleasant or unpleasant
to the sense, it will be just as the intellect affirms this to be this or denies [it by
asserting] that this is not this. Then either it will be pursued or fled in virtue
of an intellectual apprehension, just as a thing will be pursued or fled in virtue
of a sensible apprehension.

29. Feeling pleasure or feeling pain are activities with respect to a sensible
mean concerning good or bad insofar as they are such. This is to desire and
to avoid, which exist in act. What desires and what avoids do not differ {468}
from one another nor from what senses, but the being differs. (431a10-14)

Feeling pain and feeling pleasure on the part of the soul is an activity be-
longing to it through the mediation of the sensitive power. Its motion in this
way concerns the good or bad insofar as the bad is painful and the good
pleasant, not insofar as the good is good and the bad bad, just as is the dispo-
sition in the intellect’s seeking or avoiding. Next he said: This is to desire and
to avoid, which exist in act. That is, this is to desire and avoid a present thing
insofar as it is present and individual, namely, sensible desire. For this is
proper to sensible desire, namely, that it be moved only with the presence of
the object sensible in act, contrary to intellectual desire. Next he said: What
desires and what avoids are not diverse, etc. That is, the part of the soul which
pursues and flees is the same part, not two diverse ones, neither in the case of
intellect nor in the case of sense, but it is the same part in subject and diverse
ones in activity. He meant this when he said: but the being differs. He means
by this the concupiscible soul.

30. In the sensitive soul?! are found images according to the modes of the
senses. When we say in regard to something that it is bad or good not?? ac-

216. The corresponding Greek has i) 8¢ dtavontiki) yvyi}: “the thinking soul”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). In his Comment Averroes prefers the alternate translation,
which s closer to the Greek: dabll .a:J) s (ibid. [1954]); “in the rational [or: reason-
ing] soul”

217. Non occurs here without any corresponding negation in the Greek: “(and when
it asserts or denies them to be good or bad it avoids or pursues them).” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). This problem does not occur in the alternate translation, which itself is
less than a clear rendering of the Greek. Averroes’ Comment shows no awareness of
the problem.
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cording to affirmation and negation, then we either pursue or avoid [it]. For
this reason the soul understands nothing without imagination. (431a14-17)

In the sensitive soul, that is, in the common sense, images are found the
modes of which are according to the modes of the senses {469} and the sensibles
such that the relation of those images to the material intellect is just as the
relation of sensibles to the senses. This is found in a more evident way in the
other translation. For it says: “In the rational soul, however, the image is, as it
were, the sensible things.”?!8 Next he said: When we say in regard to a thing,
etc. That is, when the rational soul discerns an image and judges it to be good
or bad not insofar as it is known to be such or not such alone (this is the dif-
ference proper to the theoretical intellect), then the concupiscible soul either
will pursue that, if the rational soul has judged its image to be good, or will
avoid [it], if [it has judged its image to be] bad. This is similar to what happens
for sense with what is painful and what is pleasant. Next he said: For this rea-
son the soul understands nothing without imagination. That is, because the
relation of the images to the material intellect is just as the relation of the sen-
sibles to sense, for this reason it was necessary that the material intellect not
understand any sensible without imagination. In this he says expressly that
universal intelligibles are gathered with images and corrupted with their cor-
ruption. He also expressly says that the relation of the intelligibles to images
is just as the relation of color to the colored body, not as the relation of color to
the sense of sight as Ibn Bajjah thought.?!” But the intelligibles are the intentions
of forms of the imagination separated from matter. For this reason they neces-
sarily need in this [sort of] being to have matter different from the matter which
they used to have in the forms of the imagination. This is self-evident to those
who give it consideration. If the imagined intentions were receptive of intel-
ligibles, then the thing would receive itself and the mover would be the moved.
Aristotle’s explanation that it is necessary that there be in the material intellect
none of the intentions existing in act or there [not] have been {470} an intention
intelligible in act or in potency, is sufficient to refute the opinion. But what
made that man err, and us too for a long time, is that modern thinkers set aside
the books of Aristotle and consider the books of the commentators, and chiefly
in the case of the soul, in their believing that this book is impossible to under-
stand. This is on account of Avicenna, who followed Aristotle only in dialectics,

218. Apud autem animam rationabilem ymago est quasi res sensibiles: Joe Ly
vt L SN g 3 L2l il (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “In the rational
soul image forming is in place of the sensible things.” J..5-<)}is Badawi’s correction of
the manuscript’s |.3l, but in this note I translate the Arabic manuscript reading.

219. This is likely a reference to a discussion in the account of the rational soul in
Ibn Béjjah, Book on the Soul (1960), (1961), which is incomplete in manuscript.
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but in other things he erred, and chiefly in the case of metaphysics. This is
because he began, as it were, from his own perspective.

31. [This is] just as air is what makes the organ of sight to be of such a
disposition, and this [follows] from something else; and [it is] similarly so
in the case of hearing. For what is last in this is one and the same thing and
one and the same mean, while in being it is many. It had already been said
earlier what it is in virtue of which we judge that sweet differs from hot or
cold. Let us speak, therefore, as follows. For just as it is the same in being,
so is it in definition.?? (431a17—22)

After he had explained the similarity between intellect and sense in reference
to the need for a subject from which they receive the intentions which they
apprehend, he began now to explain that the relation of that material intellect
to the images numbered according to the species of sensibles is just as the rela-
tion of the common sense to diverse sensibles. He said: [This is] just as air, etc.
That is, it was explained that air moves the organ of sight and is moved by
another, and likewise the organ of hearing is moved by air, and air by another,
until the motion passes {471} in all sensibles to one final [point] which is in rela-
tion to those motions as a point which is the center of a circle with lines going
out from the circumference. It is likewise concerning the material intellect with
the intelligible intentions of images. Next he said: For what is ultimate is one . . .
and the mean is one. That is, for the last of the sensible motions is one and of
these what is, as it were, the center of a circle is also one (this is the common
sense). Next he said: it was already said earlier, etc. That is, it was said earlier
generally what that is in virtue of which we judge the diversity of diverse sen-
sibles, for instance, the diversity of sweet from hot and of color from sound.
Therefore in that way by which there followed there that such be the case in
regard to sense, it is necessary that it be [likewise so] here in apprehending
things of diverse images by intellect. He meant this when he said: For just as
it is one in being, so is it in definition. That is, for it was shown by the afore-
mentioned account that just as what judges diverse being in reference to sense
ought to be one, so too what judges the images of diverse things ought to be
one. It can be understood in this way: just as in the being of diverse things there
is one intention which makes what apprehends these to be one—this is the
relation which the comprehensive power takes up when it makes a comparison
between two different things—so too in diverse images there is one intention
which makes what judges these to be one. It can be understood in this way: that

220. oL yap €v 1L, oVt 3¢ Mg O dpog. “That with which it does so is a sort of
unity, but in the way a boundary is” is the rather interpretive translation in Aristotle,
De Anima (1984).
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is, the reason for this, namely, for the similarity between intellect and sense in
regard to this, is that just as in this singular being there is one which is a being
according to sense, so too in the imagined object there is one according to intel-
lect {472} which is what is imagined. When there will have been many things
according to what is imagined, many things will be in the imagination. This is
more in agreement with the account which follows.

32. This is found in proportional numbers and its disposition in them is
just as their disposition with respect to one another. For there is no difference
between a shape and a quality in the consideration of things unequal in
genus or of contrary things, for instance, of white and black. The disposition,
therefore, of A (white) toward B (black), and of C to D, is just as the disposi-
tion of those to one another, as it is found in contrary things. If, therefore, C
and D, existing in the same thing, are found only in virtue of A and B, they
are the same in this. If A will have been sweet, for instance, and B white, for
instance, then the intellect will be understanding, as it were. For it under-
stands the forms through the first imaginings. (431a22-b2)

This evident consequence is found in these according to their proportionality
in number. The disposition of the part of the soul which judges in the case of
each being, namely, the sensible and the imaginable, is just as the disposition of
each being with respect to one another. Next he said: For there is no difference,
etc. That is, it makes no difference whether the judgment will have been about
contrary things or diverse things. For shape and quality in the consideration
ought to be one and the same with the sensitive and rational power in things
diverse in genus and contraries. When he had explained that there is no differ-
ence in the consideration of those two kinds in the case of the sensitive and
rational power, he gave a demonstration of this from the proportionality {473}
and equality which they have in number, namely, the images of things with
their individuals. He said: The disposition, therefore, of A (white), etc. That is,
there is, therefore, A (white) and B (black), and C (an image of white) and D (an
image of black); the proportion, therefore, A to B will be just white to black, and
the proportion of C to D [will be] as the image of white to the image of black.
He meant this when he said, as it seems to me: the disposition of C to D, is just
as the disposition of those to one another, as it is found in two contraries, that
is, as it is found in two contraries from true images. When he had explained that
they ought to have such a proportionality, drawing the consequence he gave the
conclusion. He said: If, therefore, C and D, etc. That is, since the proportion of
AtoBisas CtoD, and A and B are apprehended by the same power, therefore
Cand D ought to be apprehended by the same power. He leaves that conclusion
out of his account. Next he gave what follows upon that. He said: If, therefore,
Cand D, etc. That is, if C and D are apprehended by the same power because
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A and B are of the same power, then the two powers in this intention and in this
way are the same and they do not differ at all, although they do differ in their
natures. In virtue of the analogy between the rational power and the sensitive
power many of the ancients thought, according to what Aristotle reported in
the second treatise, that the two powers are the same. When he had explained
that the disposition of these in apprehending contrary things is the same, he
also explained that it is so in apprehending things different in genus. He said:
if A will have been sweet, for instance, etc. That is, if we put in place of the
contraries two things different in genus, for instance, sweet and white, {474} then
the intellect will also apprehend these in a way similar to the apprehension of
these by sense. For then it will understand the forms of these with the mediation
of their firstimages, that is, true [images], just as sense apprehends the intentions
of these through the presence of sensible individuals themselves.

33. It is so concerning what is pursued and what is avoided according to
this determined pattern in these things. Sometimes it is moved without the
use of sense, when it is existing in the imagination, as when it is imagined
that a fire is lit in the towers of cities. For it is commonly thought that the
moving thing is fire and it is a signal for the soldier.?”! For one cogitates,???
as it were, that one sees a thing in virtue of the ways of the imagination,
and cogitation of it in reference to future things is according to things pres-
ent. (431b3-8)

It is so for the intellect with respect to what is pursued and what is avoided
as it is with respect to apprehension. For just as it apprehends things by me-

221. olov aicBovopevog oV pukTOV §TL TP, TH KoLV} Yvepilet, opdv kivoduevoy,
811 moréprog. “E.g. perceiving by sense that the beacon is fire, it recognizes in virtue
of the general faculty of sense that it signifies an enemy, because it sees it moving.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The Latin principium preliatori, “signal for the soldier,” cor-
responds to 1,4 8,4 (ibid. [1954]); “a signal for war” or “a battlefield signal” in the
alternate translation. The sense of principium here in the Latin seems to be that of a
signal or a first event which initiates action.

222, Note that cogitat corresponds to Aoyi{etar and cogitatio . . . est to fovAeveTon
at 431b7-8. This Text omits rendering the Greek &v tij yuyfj and i vofipaoty, which I
emphasize in the following translation. Aristotle, De Anima (1984) renders this sentence
as follows: “But sometimes by means of the images or thoughts which are within the soul,
just as if it were seeing, it calculates and deliberates what is to come by reference to
what is present.” The alternate translation, which is less literal and appears also to omit
&v M) \;mxa, renders this as the protasis in a sentence which has as its apotasis the
initial sentence of the Text which follows. Le$g U Leyd oL 5 3l S S obe Bl
2o . . . (ibid. [1954]); “When it comes to cogitate and give consideration to what it is
going to do and what is presently the case. .. .”
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diating forms of images and sense apprehends in virtue of the presence of
sensible things, so too intellect is moved by things to pursue or avoid when
the forms of their images are present, just as sense pursues or avoids in the
presence of its sensible [object]. Next he said: Sometimes it is moved without
the use of sense, etc. That is, for this reason a human being is moved toward
something, although he does not sense it, when he imagines it, just as the
soldier is moved when he imagines fire to be lit in the towers, although the fire
{475} has not yet been lit. Next he said: For it is commonly thought that the
thing moving is fire and it is a signal for the soldier. That is, when the soldier
will internally imagine the fire in the towers, immediately he will cogitate
about putting that fire out and the opposed soldier [will immediately cogitate]
about kindling it. They have a common cogitation, namely, in that the fire is
the end set forth and sought on their parts, but in two different ways. What he
said can be understood: For it is commonly thought, etc., that is, for the com-
mon proposition from which we can know all the things which follow is the
first consequence of the existence of the fire in the towers. For this reason he
said: it is a signal, in virtue of experiences of the soldier, that is, a signal for
consideration. Next he said: For one cogitates, as it were, as one who is seeing.
That is, for the signal, for his cogitation in regard to things will be in present-
ing the kinds of images of possible imaginings as existing in regard to that
thing concerning which it cogitates, to the extent that it is as if he were to see
that concerning which he cogitates. Next he said: and cogitation of it in refer-
ence to future things, etc. That is, the reason_for this is because a human be-
ing puts the starting point of his consideration of possible things in present
things which he sees. For this reason it is possible for a human being to cogi-
tate in regard to some thing to the extent that he will find from this some in-
dividual thing which he will not have sensed before, but he will have sensed
its like, not the very same thing. He indicates in virtue of this how there can
be found through cogitation a true image of which the individual [instance]
never had been sensed by someone cogitating. For he had already asserted
that true images are numbered according to individual sensibles. It is as if he
is explaining that this kind of imagining is found by cogitating on the basis of
imaginings which are individual sensibles. {476} For, as was explained in Sense
and Sensibilia, when the cogitative power draws aid for itself from the informa-
tive and the memorative [powers],?® it is naturally constituted to present on
the basis of the images of things something which it never sensed, in the same

223. See On Memory 1, 449b31—450a25. Also see Short Commentary on the Parva Natu-
ralia (1949), 53ff; (1961), 24ff,; (1972), 39ff. The three powers are those of cogitation,
memory, and imagination. I translate the Latin informativa as “informative,” but in the
mind of Averroes it clearly refers to the power of the imagination.
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disposition according to which it would exist if it had sensed it, by means of
assent and conceptualization. Then the intellect will judge those images with
auniversal judgment. The intention of cogitation??* is nothing but this, namely,
that the cogitative power presents a thing absent from sense as if it were a
sensed thing. For this reason things able to be apprehended by human beings
are divided into these two, namely, into the apprehensible which has as its
principle sense and the apprehensible which has as its principle cogitation. We
have already said that the cogitative power is neither the material intellect nor
the intellect whichis in act,® but it is a particular material power. This is evident
from the things said in Sense and Sensibilia.??® It is necessary to know this, since
the custom is to ascribe the cogitative power to the intellect. It should not be
the case that someone says that the cogitative power composes the singular
intelligibles. It was already explained that the material intellect composes them.
For cogitation is only for discerning individual instances among those intelli-
gibles and to present them in act as if they were present in sensation. For this
reason when they are present in sensation, then cogitation will cease and the
activity of intellect in regard to them will remain. On the basis of this it will be
explained that the activity of intellect is different from the activity of the cogi-
tative power, which Aristotle called the passible intellect and which he said is
generable and corruptible. This is evident concerning this [power], since it has
a determinate organ, namely, the middle chamber of the brain. A human being
is not generable and corruptible except in virtue of this power and without this
power and the imaginative power {477} the material intellect understands noth-
ing. For this reason, as Aristotle says, we do not remember after death, not
because the intellect is generable and corruptible, as one can believe.

34. When you have judged that something pleasant is here or there, then
something unpleasant will be either avoided or pursued, and so universally
in regard to actions. For falsity and truth are not involved in operation.
They both are in the same genus as also is the case in regard to what is good
and in regard to what is evil, but there is a difference because it is said
absolutely and in a limited way.?? (431b8-12)

224. That is, this is the meaning of cogitation in the present context. The cogitative
power is used both in apprehension and, as here, in the practical process of seeking out
individuals of a certain kind.

225. That is, the agent intellect.

226. See On Memory 449b31—450a25. Also see Short Commentary on the Parva Natura-
lia (1949), 55-56; (1961), 25; (1972), 41.

227. “That too which involves no action, i.e. that which is true or false, is in the same
province with what is good or bad: yet they differ in this, that the one is absolute and
the other relative to someone.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The Greek 1} seems perhaps
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When you have judged by sense that something pleasant is here or there,
then something unpleasant before the intellect will be either fled if the intellect
has thought that this is evil or pursued if it has thought that this is good. It
happens universally in this way for the intellect [working together] with sense
in regard to all actions, namely, either to contradict this by seeing that some-
thing unpleasant is good and by seeking that which sense fled, or to be in
agreement with sense by seeing that something pleasant is good. Next he said:
For falsity and truth are not involved in operation. They are . . . in the same
genus. A blank space was here in the manuscript. It could be: For falsity and
truth are, etc,, that is, for falsity and truth existing in the theoretical intellect
are different from falsity and truth existing in the practical intellect.?8 Next
he said: They both are in the same genus as also is the case in régard to what
is good and in regard to what is evil. It can be understood that these two are
in the same genus because each is a [sort of ] knowledge and because truth is
in the genus of what is good and falsity in the genus of what is evil. What he
said, {478} in regard to what is good and what is evil, can be understood such
that it is an exposition of what he said: They are . . . in the same genus. It is as
if he says: they are in the same genus, that is, in regard to what is good and
what is evil. When he had explained that both are united under [the notion of ]
the good and the evil, he explained what distinguishes them. He said: but
there is a difference, etc. That is, but nevertheless they are distinct, because
truth is in the theoretical intellect as absolutely good and falsity is in it as evil
without qualification. Truth in the practical intellect is what is good?® in a
certain respect and conditionally (he meant this when he said: and particular),
while falsity is what is evil with respect to that end which should be found

to have been lost, with the result that the Arabic translator understood the sentence as
we have it above. It is not clear why Averroes apparently refrained from consulting the
alternate translation, which renders the Greek accurately.

228. There are some Arabic fragments which correspond rather generally albeit
unclearly to Book 3, 34.18—20: J.a.:dl > O gy Lagis LdSTly Buall Lt Ao g
u‘L‘”"“ gree SRS | Prees u" <¢J.54_J| (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 45). “a
repetitive statement, for the true and the false both exist in the theoretical intellect in
another kind . . . not the practical kind.”

229. Some Arablc fragments correspond generally to Book 3, 34.28-33: Ay i
((de..A_:L,o_g_.gJ Jl.ev_; ledu&bJ&‘waJ@JdM!dﬂ
&b A B Y S e Ay Glle o gl Jaal 3 Guall of o
e L;L,o..x.“ (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 45); “one genus because the true falls
under the genus of the good and the false falls under the genus of the evil. Then he
said: but they are distinguished, that is, the true in the theoretical intellect is uncon-
ditioned good and the false in it is evil without qualification. So the unqualified nature
of the good in the practical [intellect] is good.”
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[existing]. It can be understood in virtue of what he said: and particular, that
is, in virtue of an end, namely, they are distinct because one is good without
qualification and the other is good with respect to a given end. The closest
intention is [to be found] in those two.

35. It also knows things which are said by way of negation,?® insofar as
snub-nosed qua snub-nosed is indivisible. But in the case of what is concave,
if the intellect has understood, then it will understand the intention of
concavity denuded of flesh. But mathematical intentions are not [the same
as] singular things in this way. (431b12-16)

He means by things which are said by way of negation mathematical
things. He means by negation separation from matter. He means that when
the intellect understands things in separation from matter, it does not do this
{479} because they in themselves are not in matter, as some have thought. But
what it does, namely, that it understands these things as not in matter although
they are in matter, is as if it were understanding snub-nose, insofar as it is
snub-nose, separate from matter. But it is impossible for snub-nose insofar as
it is snub-nose to be separate from matter. It is possible, however, for its genus,
which is concavity, to be distinct from matter. He indicates by this that this
possibility in reference to the separation of those by the intellect is consequent
upon their natures and quiddities, not because it happens that they are not in
matter. Next he said: And mathematical intentions, etc. That is, the mode of
being of mathematical intentions outside the soul is not [the same] as the mode
according to which they exist in the soul. That account can be read in this way:
the intellect can also know mathematical things by some kind of definition,
for understanding differs according to the diversity of the nature of the thought
object. For instance, snub-nose, insofar as it is snub-nose, is not divided [into
distinct parts] when it is thought; but insofar as it is concavity, then if the intel-
lect understands it to be a singular per se, it will not understand the intention
of concavity except as denuded of flesh. The example which he brings up sup-
plies what is missing from the account.

36. As a separate thing is thought when [the intellect] understands those
things (for what is in act universally is the intellect which is in act), our
cogitation later will concern whether or not it can understand any of the
separate things while it is separate from magnitude.?? (431b16—19) {480}

230. Res que dicuntur negative corresponds to the Greek 10 8¢ €v dparpéocet
Aeyopeva, “The so-called abstract objects” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); cL-3Y! Jaad &yl
St oo 81l (ibid. [1954]); “the intellect’s apprehending things stripped of matter.”

231. This Text is far from the Greek: 0UT® T0, LOOTUOTLKG, 00 KEYOPLOUEVO, <GVTO>,
@G KEXWPLoPEVA VOEL, GTav voTj <f]> €xelva. 6Awg 8¢ O voig €0TLV 0 KOT EvEpyELay



382 LONG COMMENTARY ON THE DE ANIMA

The intellect becomes the thing which the intellect separates when it sepa-
rates and understands it, since it is necessary universally in regard to the intel-
lect that what is intelligible in act be intellect in act. Hence, we must investigate
and cogitate later on whether that intellect which is in us can understand
something which is in itself intellect and separate from matter, just as it un-
derstands what makes it intellect in act after it was intellect in potency. He
said: while it is separate from magnitude. It occurred this way in this manu-
script. If it is correct, it should be understood this way, that is to say, we ought
to cogitate later on whether it is possible for the intellect which is in us to un-
derstand things separate from matter insofar as they are separate from mag-
nitude, without relation to something else. In place of that account there ap-
peared in the other text the following: “Later on we will investigate whether
or not the intellect, when existing in the body, not as separate from it, is able
to apprehend any of those things which are separate from bodies.”?32 This
question is different from the one mentioned earlier. For that is a question on
the part of one who allows that the intellect which is in potency understands

0 Tpdypata. dpa 8 EvBExeTar TAV KEXWPLOUEVOY TL VOELY GvTa adTdV pi| Ke-
xwpiopévov peyéoug, fj 0V, okentéov Votepov. “It is thus that the mind when it is
thinking the objects of mathematics thinks them as separate though they are not sepa-
rate. In every case the mind which is actively thinking is the objects which it thinks.
Whether it is possible for it while not existing separate from spatial conditions to think
anything that is separate, or not, we must consider later.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
The alternate Arabic translation is less than completely accurate and literal but much
better than Averroes’ primary translation, which misses the point of this famous pas-
sage: &) )y Jaadlalod) 3y — o250l Y (e 83k o da s lall LS LIS
o s Aol ¢t By ¢ i) (6 O O] Lot i fad Hs) sl Y
s LS e 9t NS ICT 5L (ibid. [1954]); “Likewise the things known are not
separate from matter except by imagination. And in general the intellect apprehends
the things with an active apprehension. Later on we will investigate whether or not
intellect is able to apprehend any of the things separate from bodies while it is in the
body.” Regarding this text, also see the following note.

232. Et cecidit in alia scriptura loco istius sermonis sic: Et in postremo perscrutabimur utrum
intellectus, essendo in corpore, non separatus ab eo, possit comprehendere aliquod eorum que
separantur a corporibus, aut non. &3] ¢ r_.MJ;-\ s 32y ¢ Jandl d_ig O™ O st oy
s S o ST ola N OB lis e e L5 (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]). The Latin non
separatus ab eo, “not as separated from it,” is not reflected in the extant Arabic and yet
seems to correspond precisely to the Greek of Aristotle: 00TOV ) kexwprouévov. Never-
theless, Dimitri Gutas, who has undertaken the task of preparing a new edition of the
Arabic text of Averroes’ alternate translation, has suggested to me that <aJ 3,les &>
was perhaps added from a marginal gloss and merely explains essendo in corpore, gEY)
(,.M.A,-\ g_é, which is a paraphrastic rendering of the Greek. This view is supported by
the Text at De Anima 429a12. See Book 3, n. 3 {379}.
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forms which are without qualification separate from matter, not insofar as the
intellect is united with us. On this understanding there will be an investigation
into the question of whether [intellect] can understand forms insofar as it is
united with us, not whether it can understand forms at all. This understanding
was mentioned by Themistius in his book on the soul,?*® and the first question,
which [Aristotle] meant for later, was omitted.

It is necessary, therefore, first to investigate whether or not it is possible for
the material intellect to understand separate things {481} and, if it does under-
stand them, whether or not it is possible for it to understand them insofar as
it is united with us. For this reason it is possible that in the copy from which
we took this account the word “not” dropped out, so that it should be read this
way: our cogitation later on will concern whether . .. it can understand any
of the separate things while it is not separate from magnitude, that is, insofar
as it is in contact with magnitude and united with us, in such a way that we
ourselves understand the intellect which it understands. This investigation
which he intends is extremely difficult and ambiguous and we must investigate
this insofar as we are able.

Let us say, therefore: it seems to me that he who asserts that the material
intellect is generable and corruptible can find no natural way by which we can
be conjoined with the separate intellects. For the intellect ought to be intelli-
gible in all ways, and chiefly in the case of things freed from matter. If it were
therefore possible for a generable and corruptible substance to understand
separate forms and be made to be the same as these, then it would be possible
for a possible nature to become a necessary one, as al-Farabi said in [his] Com-
mentary on the Nicomachean Ethics.** This follows necessarily according to the
principles accepted by the wise.

[Such would be the case ] unless someone says that the intention which Al-
exander meant, namely, concerning the existence of the acquired intellect, is
not a newly created conceptualization in the material intellect which did not
exist before. But, rather, [this intellect] is united with us by a uniting to the
extent that [this intellect] is form for us in virtue of which we understand other
beings, as appears from the account of Alexander. Still, it is not apparent from
this how that conjoining is possible. For if we assert {482} that the conjoining
came to exist after [previously] not existing, as is necessary, it follows that at
that time at which it is asserted to exist, there is a change in the recipient or in
the received object or in both. Since it is impossible for it to be in the received

233. See Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 114.31-33; (1973), 209.13-16; (1996),
141.

234. Regarding this lost Commentary, see n. 163 and the introduction, p. Ixx and
Ixxxvi-Ixxxix and the notes there.
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object, it remains that it is in the recipient. And since there is a change existing
in the recipient after it did not exist, there will necessarily be there a newly
created reception and a recipient substance newly created after it did not exist.
When, therefore, we assert a newly created reception, the aforementioned
question will arise. If we do not assert a reception proper to us, there will be
no difference between its conjoining with us and its conjoining with all beings
and between its conjoining with us at one time and at another time, unless we
assert its conjoining with us to be in a way different from that of reception.
What then is that way?

Owing to the obscure character of that way according to Alexander, we see
he is uncertain in regard to this. Sometimes, therefore, he says that what un-
derstands a separate intellect is not the material intellect nor the intellect
which is in a positive disposition, and these are his words in his book on the
soul.?® The intellect, then, which understands this is the one which is not cor-
rupted, not the intellect which is a material subject. For the material intellect
is corrupted in virtue of the corruption of the soul, because it is one power
belonging to the soul; and when that intellect is corrupted, its power and its
actuality will be corrupted. Next, after he had explained that it is necessary
for the intellect which is in us and which understands the separate forms to
be neither generable nor corruptible, he recounted that this intellect is the ac-
quired intellect according to the account of Aristotle, and he said: “The intel-
lect, therefore, which is not corrupted is that intellect which is in us as sepa-
rate, {483} which Aristotle calls acquired because it is in us from outside, not a
power which is in the soul nor a disposition in virtue of which we understand
different things and also understand that intellect.”236

If, therefore, by the acquired intellect in virtue of which we understand
separate intelligences he meant the agent intelligence, then the account con-
cerning the way of conjoining of that intellect with us still remains [to be
given]. If he meant a separate intellect different from the agent intellect, as
appears from the opinion of al-Farabi in his Letter on the Intellect,”” and also

235. Cf. Alexander, De Anima (188y), 87.24-88.16; (1979), 114—115.

236. 6 0hV voovuevog GdBaptog v My vodg 0D1dg EoTiv, <BTL YWPLOTOC TE &V
nuiv kol G¢Baptog vodg, Ov kai BVpabev’ Apiototéing Aéyet, voic ¢ &Ewbev
YWOpevog &v Miv,> AN oby 1) SOvapg g &v v yuyfic, 008E 1 EEic, kaf fiv EEwv
0 duvdper voig d e GAAa kal TodTov voel. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 90.23-91.4;
(1979), 119.

237. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 20.1-22.8. “When the intellect in actuality
thinks the intelligibles which are forms in it, insofar as they are intelligibles in actuality,
then the intellect of which it was first said that it is the intellect in actuality, becomes now
the acquired intellect (sLaz. | J.Z.x.ﬂ).” Ibid. (1983), 20.14; (1973), 217; (1974), 99—100. “How-
ever, these forms [i.e, separate forms which never existed in matter] can only be per-
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insofar as we are able to understand from what is evident of that account, then
the question in regard to the way of conjoining of that intellect with us is also
the same as the question in regard to the way of the conjoining of the agent
intellect on the view of one holding that the agent intellect is the same as the
acquired intellect. This is more evident from the account of Alexander. He,
therefore, said this in his Book on the Soul?® in regard to the way of the conjoin-
ing of the intellect which is in act with us.

But what he said in a treatise which he composed, entitled On the Intellect
According to the Account of Aristotle, seems to contradict what he said in his book
on the soul. These are his words: “When the intellect which is in potency is
complete and fulfilled, then it will understand the agent intellect. For just as
the potency for walking which a human being has at birth becomes actual in
time when that in virtue of which walking comes about is actualized, so too
when the intellect is actualized, it will understand these things which are in-
trinsically intelligible and it will make sensibles into intelligibles, because it is
the agent.”?° What is evident from that account {484} contradicts his account
in the Book On the Soul, namely, that the intellect which is in potency does not
understand the intellect which is in act.

But when one considers all the accounts by that man and brings them to-

fectly thought after all intelligibles or most of them have become thought in actuality, and
the acquired intellect has come into being.” Ibid. (1983), 21.8—22.1; (1973), 217; (1974), 100.

238. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 90.19ff.; (1979), 119ff.

239. Ef hec sunt verba eius: Et intellectus qui est in potentia, cum fuerit completus et aug-
mentatus, tunc intelliget agentem; quoniam, quemadmodum potentia ambulandi quam homo
habet in nativitate venit ad actum post tempus quando perficitur illud per quod fit ambulatio,
ita intellectus, cum fuerit perfectus, intelliget ea que sunt per suam naturam intellecta, et faciet
sensata esse intellecta, quia est agens. 10010 &M KOl QVTO 6 duvdpel vodg TeleloVUeEVOg
Kol avEGUEVOg VOEL. domep yop N tepLrotntikt SOvauis, fiv £xel 0 AvBpmnog ev8Lg
) yevéohat, €ig Evépyelav dyetol Tpoidviog 10D xPOvou TEAELOVHEVOL 0UTOD OV
katd T600¢ TL, TOV aTOV TPOROV KOl 0 voUG TEAELOOELS T4, TE PVOEL VONTQ VOEL KOl
10 olotnta 8¢ vontd avT@ ToLEl, Gte GV montikog (Alexander, De Intellectu [1887],
110.30-111.2). “This then [is what] the potential intellect, when it is being perfected and
has developed, thinks. For just as the power of walking, which a human being has as
soon as he comes to be, is led to actuality, as time advances, by being perfected itself
and not by being affected in some way, in the same way the [potential] intellect too
when it has been perfected both thinks the things that are intelligible by nature and
makes sensible things intelligible to itself, as being productive” (ibid. [2004], 34-35;
[1990], 53). 05835 = 21 853 OF LaS a5¥ ¢ lda Jie Uy @ 15] 5,20l o) Lzt Jaadly
¢l 0G4 Gl gl STy Olapl ag padl B3] foaddl ) s 453y e DL
Lgns®) LBV fammg ¢ Uginn Lgznridey 2 A els e JAS_:_.,I 3] Jaadl glis”

Jo Y Ugins (ibid. [1971], 38.1-4; cf. [1956], 191.10-192.1).
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gether, one will see that he holds that when the intellect which is in potency
is actualized, then the agent intelligence will be united with us [and it is] in
virtue of this that we understand separate things and in virtue of this that we
make sensible things intelligible in act, insofar as it becomes form in us. It is
as if he means by this account that when the intellect which is in potency is
actualized and perfected, then that intellect [i.e., the agent intellect] will be
united with [the material intellect] and the form will come to be in [the material
intellect]. Then we will understand other things in virtue of that [agent intel-
lect]. [This is] not in such a way that the material intellect understands [the
agent intellect] and on account of that understanding there comes to exist a
conjoining with that intellect [i.e., the agent intellect], but rather the conjoining
of that intellect [i.e., the agent intellect] with us is the cause of the fact that [the
material intellect] understands [the agent intellect] and we understand other
separate things through [the agent intellect].240

You are able to know that this is the opinion of that man in virtue of what
he said in that treatise: “Since what is intrinsically intelligible, which is intellect
in act, is the cause of the material intellect’s separating and conceptualizing
any of the material forms by ascending in the presence of that form, then it is
said that it is the acquired agent [intellect]. It is not part of the soul nor a power
of the soul, but rather it comes to existin us from outside when we have thought
in virtue of it.”?! It is evident, therefore, that he understands in virtue of this

240. I have supplied the referents of pronouns in accord with my understanding of
this passage. Without those referents supplied, the passage is pervasively ambiguous.
The sense of the passage is that the material intellect’s thinking is consequent upon
conjunction with the agent intellect and not causative of the conjunction. Then in virtue
of this conjunction, we are able to think separate things through the material intellect
and through our conjunction with the material intellect. Averroes is stressing that un-
derstanding the agent intellect means nothing more than the actualization of intelligibles
inactin the material intellect. Separate immaterial substances such as the agent intellect
are not direct objects of our knowing. But when the material intellect is receptive of the
intellectually transformative “light” of the agent intellect, it is appropriate to say that it
is in a sense understanding the consequences of the activity of the agent intellect and
thereby understanding the agent intellect. It is in our will and power—that is, in the
ability of our imaginative or cogitative power taken broadly—to provide the images
needed to bring about knowledge in the material intellect and thereby in ourselves. Note
that the Arabic |4ll can be rendered intellectus or intelligentia. Perhaps the translator’s
use of intelligentia here is to emphasize that the agent intellect is separate in existence.

241. Et potes scire quod ista est opinio istius hominis per hoc quod dixit in illo tractatu: Illud
igitur intellectum per suam naturam, quod est intellectus in actu, cum fuerit causa intellectus
materialis in abstrahendo et in formando unamquanque formarum materialium ascendendo
apud illam formam, tunc dicetur quod est adeptus agens; et non est pars anime neque virtus
anime, set fit in nobis extrinseco quando nos intellexerimus per ipsum. 10070 &1 10 vonTéV
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account that when the intellect which is in act has become formal cause of the
material intellect in its proper action (this is through the ascension of the ma-
terial intellect {485} in the presence of that form), then it will be called the ac-
quired intellect. This is because in that disposition we will be understanding
in virtue of it since it is form for us, for then it will be the final form for us.

What, therefore, supports that opinion is that the agent intellect is first a
cause bringing to actuality the material intellect and the intellect which is in
a positive disposition. For this reason it is not united with us and we do [not]
understand separate things from the start in virtue of it. When, therefore, the
material intellect has been actualized, then the agent will become the form of
the material [intellect|*? and will be united with us and we will understand
other separate things in virtue of it. [This does] not [occur] in such a way that
the intellect which is in a positive disposition understands this intellect, since
the intellect which is in a positive disposition is generable and corruptible,
while that one is not generable or corruptible.

But on this account the aforementioned question occurs, namely, that what
now is form for the intellect which is in a positive disposition after it did not
previously exist arises from some newly created disposition in the intellect
which is in a positive disposition. This [newly created disposition] is the reason
why that intellect is form for the intellect which is in a positive disposition
after it previously was not. If that disposition is not a reception in the intellect
which is in a positive disposition in reference to the agent intellect, what then
is that disposition? For if there is a reception, it will happen that something
generated receives something eternal and is made like it, and in this way what
is generated will become eternal, which is impossible.

For this reason we see later that since al-Farabi believed the opinion of Al-

e T aTod phoet Kal kot EvépyeLay vodg, 0iTiov yivopevov ) VALK v 10D KaTd,
TV TPOG T0 010970 £1805 Avadopdy ywpilely e Kal wpeichon kol vogiv Kol v
EvOAV eiddv £K00TOV KAl TOLELY VOMTOV GDTH, 00pabév £t Aeydpevog voic 6
TOWNTLKOG 0VK BV HOpLov Kot Shvapic Tig The uetépog yuxfig, GAX EEmBev yryduevog
&v Nuiv, 6tav avtov voduev (Alexander, De Intellectu [1887], 108.19~24). “This thing
that is both intelligible in its own nature and intellect in actuality comes to be the cause
of the material intellect’s, by reference to such a form, separating and imitating and
thinking each of the enmattered forms as well, and making it intelligible. It is the intel-
lect said to be ‘from without,” the productive [intellect], not being a part or power of our
soul, but coming to be in us from outside, whenever we think of it” (ibid. [2004], 29-30;
[1990], 49). L"SJY).:.é_” Jaald e Lo I3 ¢ Jailly Jie ga ol azap oy Jgindl ligs
L s 452 s S ¢ Nyl Speall o iy S0 sl sl gl
Sy ¢ Lo il 3,3 Y, ey 52 edy ¢ Jeladl slazed) Jaall o 5 J3 35l
o blie o513 @L;- o Led Suss (ibid. [1971], 34.19-22; [1956], 186.2-6).
242. Cf. {445}, {486)}.
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exander to be true in regard to the generation of the material intellect, it was
necessary in his view to hold according to this opinion that the agent intelli-
gence is nothing but a cause acting upon us only, and he said this clearly in
his Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics.**® {486} This is contrary to his opin-
ion in The Letter on the Intellect, for there he said that it is possible for the mate-
rial intellect to understand separate things.?** This is the opinion of Ibn Bajjah.
Those then are the questions for those who assert that the material intellect is
generated and that the end is to be conjoined with separate things.

We also see that for those asserting it to be a separate power questions no
less [challenging] than those follow. For if it is in the nature of that material
intellect that it understands separate things, it is necessary that it be under-
standing them always, in the future and in the past. It is thought, therefore,
that it follows upon this position that as soon as the material intellect is con-
joined with us, the agent intellect too is conjoined with us, which is unthinkable
and contrary to what people assert.

But that question can be resolved by what we said earlier, namely, that the
material intellect is not united with us per se and initially but is united with
us only in virtue of its uniting with the forms of the imagination. Since it is so,
it is possible to say that the way in which the material intellect is united with
us is different from the way in which it is united with the agent intellect. If it is
different, then there is no conjoining at all.>*> If it is the same, but initially it
is in some disposition and afterwards in another, what then is that disposition?
If, however, we assert that the separate material intellect does not have the
nature for understanding separate things, then the uncertainty will be greater.
Those, therefore, are all questions which arise {487} for those asserting that
human perfection is to understand separate things.

We must also recount the accounts on the basis of which it is thought to fol-
low that we have a nature for understanding separate things ultimately. For
these accounts are completely opposite to those and perhaps in virtue of this
we will be able to see the truth. The reason for that uncertainty and labor,
however, is that we find no account by Aristotle concerning this intention,
although Aristotle did promise to explain this.?*

Let us say, therefore, that Ibn Bajjah investigated this question at length and
worked to explain that this conjoining is possible in his treatise which he
called, On the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man. In his Book on the Soul and in

243. Regarding this lost commentary, see n. 234.

244. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 17.9—22.8; (1973), 216—217; (1974), 98—101.

245. That is, if it is altogether different, then our conjoining is no literal and direct
conjoining at all.

246. De Anima 3.7, 431b17-19.
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many other books it will be seen that this question did not leave his mind nor
over time did he take his eye off it. We already expounded that treatise to the
extent that we could.?”” For this topic is extremely difficult, and since such was
the case for Ibn Béjjah in regard to this question, how much more [can be ex-
pected] of any one else?! The word of Ibn Bajjah in regard to this is more firm
than [that] of others, but nevertheless the questions which we recounted arise
for him. We must recount here the methods of that man, but first what the
commentators said in regard to this.

Let us say, therefore, that Themistius was supported in this by way of the
major. For he says that since the material intellect has the power to separate
forms from matters and to understand them, how much more [reasonable is it
that] it has a natural disposition for understanding these which are from the
outset free of matter.2*8 That account will come about in such a way that the
material intellect is either corruptible {488} or not corruptible, namely, sepa-
rable or not separable.”® But according to the opinion of those saying that the
material intellect is a power in the body and generated, that account will be
sufficient in a qualified respect [only], not probable [in its own right]. For it
does not follow that what is visible in itself is more visible for us. For instance,
considering color and the light of the sun, [we see that] color has less of the
intention of visibility than does the sun, since color is visible only in virtue of
the sun, but we cannot look upon the sun as [we do] color. This occurs for
sight owing to the mixture of matter.

But if we assert that the intellect is not mixed with matter, then certainly
that account will be true, namely, that what is more intelligible is apprehended
more [perfectly]. For in the case of things capable of apprehending which are

247. “Ibn Bajjah, however, expounded his own account and said that his opinion is
the opinion of all the Peripatetics, namely that conjoining is possible and that it is the
end [for humanbeings]” {433}. Averroes is likely referring to his summary of Ibn Bjjah’s
Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man in his Short Commentary on the De Anima
(1950), 90~95; (1987), Spanish, 214-221. On the doctrine of Ibn Bajjah, see the introduc-
tion, pp. xxv—xxvii and Ixxxix—xciii. Also see Altmann (1965).

248. 0g yap xai 16 Evuro €16n ywpilov thg VAng voel, dnovott mépuke pdAlov
0 KeEYwpLopéva voelv (Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase [1899)], 115.6—7); “For just as
it also thinks the enmattered forms by separating them from matter, so is it clearly all
the more naturally fitted for thinking the separate forms.” (ibid. [1996], 141); J.E.H LS
e e 058G O st ST o) s Syl on [Lg3,i] 0L Jyegdd dallnll |yl
Byl LsY faay OF (ibid. [1973], 210.6-8); “For as it thinks enmattered forms by
separating them from matter, so it is clear all the more that it is of its nature to know
separate things.”

249. That is, that argument would hold regardless of whether the material intellect
were corruptible or incorruptible, separate or not separate.
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not mixed with matter, what apprehends the less perfect necessarily appre-
hends the more perfect and not the contrary. But if this is necessary from its
nature and substance, then the aforementioned question arises, which is: how
is [the agent intellect] not conjoined with us in the beginning, namely, imme-
diately when the material intellect is conjoined with us? If, therefore, we assert
that it is conjoined with us finally, not initially, we ought to give the reason.

On this topic, however, there is support for Alexander in what I say, and this
is the fact that when every generated being reaches the end in generation and
final actuality, then it will reach the completion and end of its activity, if it is
among beings which act, or in its affection, if it is from among passible beings,
or in both, if it is of both. For instance, one does not come to the end in the
activity of walking except when he comes {489} to the end in generation.?> And
because the intellect which is in a positive disposition is one of the generable
beings, it is necessary that when it will have come to the end in generation, it
come to the end in its activity. Since its action is to create and to understand
intelligibles, when it is in final actuality, it necessarily possesses these two
activities actually. Actuality in creating intelligibles is to make all intelligibles
in potency to be intelligibles in act. Perfection in understanding is to under-
stand all things separate and not separate. It is necessary, therefore, that when
the intellect which is in a positive disposition comes to perfection in its gen-
eration, it have these two activities.

In regard to this there are no few questions. For it is not self-evident that the
perfection of the activity of understanding is to understand separate things,
unless this term, to imagine,®! were to be said of these things and material
things in a univocal way, as this term, to walk, is said of the less actual and the
more actual.

Also, how is the agent intellect’s proper action, which is to make intelligibles,
ascribed to a generable and corruptible intellect, namely, what is in a positive
disposition? Unless [perhaps] one asserts that the intellect which is in a positive
disposition is the agent intellect in composition with the material intellect, as
Themistius says,?? or asserts that the final form belonging to us by which we
separate the intelligibles and understand is composed of the intellect which is
in a positive disposition and the agent intellect, as Alexander and Ibn Bajjah
assert, and we also figured to be apparent from the account of Aristotle.

250. Walking is essentially a motion, and so it is an imperfect or incomplete activity.
When its end is achieved, there is no motion.
251. Ymaginarihereis surely ;425 tasawwur, which in the case of material entities is

imagination but in the case of immaterial entities is conceptualization.
252. This is the point of an extended discussion by Themistius. See Themistius, De
Anima Paraphrase (1899), 99.8ff; (1973), 179.6ff; (1996), 123ff.
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Even if we had asserted this to be so, nothing would result from the perfection
of this activity of creating intelligibles {490} except the perfection of the activity
of understanding these things, not [perfection of the activity] of understanding
separate things. For it is impossible that understanding these be ascribed to
generation or to coming to be by some generated being (for instance, [to coming
to be] by the intellect which is in a positive disposition), unless accidentally. If
[it were] not [so], then the generable will be made eternal, as we said.

A question of great importance also arises in the case of the account saying
that the form by which we extract intelligibles is the intellect which is in a
positive disposition in composition with the agent intellect. For what is eternal
does not need the generable and corruptible in its activity. How, then, is the
eternal in composition with the corruptible in such a way that there comes to be
from them one activity? But we will speak about this later.?> For it seems that
this position is, as it were, the starting point and foundation of what we want to
say concerning the possibility of conjoining with separate things according
to Aristotle, namely, the position that the final form belonging to us by means
of which we extract and make intelligibles in virtue of our will is composed of
the agent intellect and the intellect which is in a positive disposition. We see,
therefore, from the account of the Peripatetic commentators directed toward this
end that this is possible,”** namely, to understand separate things ultimately.

Ibn Béjjah, however, said a great deal on this matter, chiefly in the treatise
which he called On the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man. What supported his
position on this question is this: first he asserted that the theoretical intelli-
gibles have come to be; then he asserted that everything which has come to be
has a quiddity; then he asserted that for everything having a quiddity, the in-
tellect is naturally constituted to extract that quiddity; and from these he con-
cluded that the intellect is naturally constituted to extract the forms and quid-
dities of intelligibles.>> Al-Farabi is in agreement with him on this in his book
{491} On Intellect and the Intelligible®® and it is from there that Ibn Bajjah drew
this. With this Ibn Bajjah concluded that the intellect is naturally constituted
to extract forms and quiddities of intelligibles.

He went about this in two ways, one in the Treatise?” and a second in his

253. {4971f}.

254. I read possibile with manuscripts A, B, D, and G instead of possibilem.

255. This is the doctrine implicit in the account of the grasp of intelligibles given by
Ibn Béjjah in sections off. of his Treatise on Conjoining with the Intellect. Tbn Bajjah, Treatise
on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 15ff; Spanish, 33ff.; (1968), 163ff.; (1981),
188ff.

256. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 12.4-17.8; (1973), 215-216; (1974), 96-99.

257. That is, Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), (1968),
(1981).
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Book on the Soul,*8 and they are similar to one another. In the Book on the Soul
he joined to this that multiplicity does not accrue for the intelligibles of things
except in virtue of the multiplication of spiritual forms with which they will
be sustained in each individual. According to this the intelligible of horse in
me will be different from its intelligible in you. From this it follows by conver-
sion of the opposite that for every intelligible not having a spiritual form by
which it is sustained, that intelligible is one in me and in you.?® Next he joined
to this that the quiddity and form of the intelligible does not have an indi-
vidual spiritual form by which it is sustained, since the quiddity of an intel-
ligible is not the quiddity of a singular individual, be it spiritual or bodily, for
it was explained that the intelligible is not an individual. From this it follows
that the intellect is naturally constituted to understand the quiddity of the
intelligible belonging to the intellect which is one for all human beings and
what is such as this is a separate substance.?

In the Book on the Soul he first asserted in regard to the quiddity of an intel-
ligible insofar as it is intelligible, [1] if it has not been conceded by us not to
have a quiddity and [has not been conceded by us]*! to be simple but rather
[is asserted to be] composed (as is the disposition in all quiddities which have
come to be), and [2] [if] it has been said that the quiddity of that intelligible
insofar as it is intelligible also has a quiddity, namely, the intelligible of that
quiddity, {492} then that intellect [which considers these] will also be naturally
constituted to revert and to extract that quiddity.26?

If it has not been conceded by us that this quiddity is simple and that the
being belonging to it is the same as the intelligible, then what occurs in the
first case will occur in regard to this, namely, that it also has a quiddity which
has come to be. It is then necessary either that this proceed into infinity, or
that the intellect be stopped there [in its regress]. But because it is impossible
for this to proceed into infinity (because it would make infinite quiddities and
intellects infinitely diverse in species exist, namely, insofar as some of them

258. The incomplete extant text of this work ends abruptly in the course of a discus-
sion of the rational faculty. See Book 3, n. 33, at {397).

259. Thatis, the intelligible is one in itself, but it has distinct spiritual forms by which
it is a particularized intention in each of us.

260. That is, the human intellect is naturally constituted to know the intelligible
form in itself which exists in the separate agent intellect.

261. I follow de Libera in Long Commentary, Book 3 (1998), 381, n. 820, in preferring
manuscripts A, C, D, and G, which omit non here.

262. That is, if we say that each intelligible has a quiddity and is composed, not
simple, then if the quiddity has a quiddity and it is the nature of the intellect to extract
quiddities, then the intellect will aim to extract the ultimate quiddity. The unacceptable
consequences of this position are immediately given by Averroes in what follows.

BOOK 3 393

are more freed from matter than others), it is necessary that the intellect be
stopped. It will come to a stop when it reaches either [1] a quiddity which does
not have a quiddity, or [2] something having a quiddity but [one such that] the
intellect does not have the natural ability to extract it, or [3] [when] it reaches
something which neither has nor is a quiddity. But it is impossible to find a
quiddity which the intellect is not naturally constituted to extract from a quid-
dity, for that intellect then would not be called intellect except equivocally,
since it was asserted that the intellect is naturally constituted to separate the
quiddity insofar as it is a quiddity. It is also impossible for the intellect to reach
something which neither has a quiddity nor is a quiddity, for what is not a
quiddity and does not have a quiddity is a privation without qualification.
There remains, therefore, the third division, namely, that the intellect reaches
a quiddity not having a quiddity,?® and what is so is a separate form. He sup-
ported this by what Aristotle is accustomed to say in such demonstrations,
namely, that when it is necessary to cut off an infinite regress, it is better to cut
it off in the beginning.?%4 {493}

The conclusion of that demonstration, therefore, will be the same as the con-
clusion of the aforementioned demonstration. For if he had not added this,
someone would have been able to say that there are many intellects intermedi-
ate between the intellect which is in a positive disposition and the agent intel-
lect, either one, as al-Farabi intends in his treatise On Intellect and the Intelligible,
which he called there acquired,*® or more than one. It is thought that al-Farabi
concedes this in his Commentary on [Aristotle’s] On Generation and Corruption,
where he says, “How are those intermediate intellects exhausted?”2¢ that is,
those whose existence we asserted to be between the theoretical intellect and
the agent intellect. Those, therefore, are the more firm ways by which that man
[scil, Ibn Bajjah] proceeded in regard to this intention.

Let us say, however: But if this name quiddity is said of the quiddities of
material things and of the quiddities of separate intellects in a univocal way,
then the proposition saying that the intellect is naturally constituted to sepa-
rate quiddities insofar as they are quiddities will be true. Similarly, if saying
that intelligibles are composite and individuals are composite were something
univocally said, [the same would be the case]. If, however, [the predication] is
equivocal, the demonstration will not be true. But how [this is so] is very dif-
ficult, for it is self-evident that this name quiddity is not said of these with pure

263. That is, it is the quiddity itself, not merely something having a quiddity.

264. De Anima 3.2, 425b17-18; Metaphysics 7.6, 1032a2ff.

265. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 21.8-22.6; (1973), 217; (1974), 100—-101.

266. This work is not extant. What is at issue here is how the many intermediate
stages of intellectual abstraction, the intermediate intellects, are traversed in order for
the intellect to reach the complete grasp of the intelligible quiddity itself.
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univocity nor with pure equivocation. But whether it is said in many ways
because it is intermediate needs consideration.?¢’

But if we concede this to be said in a univocal way, the aforementioned
question will occur, [the question of] how what is corruptible understands
what is not corruptible, according to the opinion of those saying that the mate-
rial intellect is corruptible {494} (this is the opinion of Ibn Béjjah); or how what
is naturally constituted to understand these things in the future and in the
past understands by virtue of a new intellection, according to the opinion of
those saying that the material intellect is not generable or corruptible. Also, if
we have asserted that to understand separate things is in the substance and
nature of the material intellect, why, then, is that intellection not analogous to
the material intellections belonging to us in such a way that this [sort of] un-
derstanding is one of the parts of the theoretical sciences and will be one of
the things sought in theoretical science?

Ibn Bajjah seems to be undecided in this passage. In the treatise which he
called Of Farewell he said that possibility is of two sorts: natural and divine,
that is, that the intellection of that intellect is of a divine possibility, not of a
possibility of nature.?8 In the treatise On Conjoining, however, he said, “When
the philosopher has ascended in another way to the contemplation of the in-
telligible insofar as it is intelligible, then he will understand separate sub-
stance.” It is evident from this that [the activity of] understanding the intelli-
gible according to him is part of the theoretical sciences, namely, natural
science.?® This also appeared in his investigation.

Since itis so, the ignorance of that science which occurs for all of us human
beings either will be because still we do not know the propositions which
lead us to this science, as it is said of many arts which seem to be possible
but are of causes unknown, for instance, alchemy; or [it will be because] this
understanding of this is acquired through exercise and use of natural things,

267. Atissuehereis whether intellectual understanding of composite material things
of the sublunar world is the very same activity as intellectual understanding of im-
material incomposite substances, in particular the agent intellect.

268. Ibn Bajjah, Letter of Farewell (1943), 38—39; Spanish, 84-85; (1968), 141.11~142.7. In
this work Ibn Bajjah holds that we are able to exercise a natural capacity for science but
that the ability to know one’s essence and to know separate intellect requires the help
of God.

269. Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 16ff.; Spanish,
35£f.; (1968), 164£f.; (1981), 189ff. There and in sections 1215 of his Letter of Farewell ([1943],
24-30; Spanish, 59-69; [1968], 123-131), Ibn B&jjah discusses the progression of abstrac-
tion through various levels, from that of the common folk to that of the natural phi-
losopher concerned with material forms and finally to the highest level of abstraction
which grasps the forms themselves.
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but we have not yet had enough exercise and use to be able {495} to acquire
this intellection; or this will be on account of a deficiency of our nature in a
natural way.

If, then, this occurs on account of a deficiency in nature, then we and all
who are naturally constituted to acquire this science are called human beings
equivocally. If this occurs on account of ignorance of the propositions leading
into this science, then theoretical science will not yet have been realized.
Perhaps Ibn Bajjah means this to be a view one cannot hold, but not [alto-
gether] impossible. If this occurs on account of custom, then the account will
be close to the account saying that the reason for this is ignorance of the
propositions which lead to this science. All this is said while seen to be un-
likely, although not impossible. How, therefore, can he evade those questions
mentioned earlier?

Those, then, are all questions arising in this inquiry and they are as difficult
as you see. We must say what has appeared to us to be the case regarding this.
Let us say, therefore: the intellect existing in us has two activities insofar as it
is ascribed to us, one of the genus of affection, namely, understanding, and
the other of the genus of activity, namely, to extract forms and denude them
of matters, which is nothing but making them intelligible in act after they
were such in potency. [Hence] it is evident that after we have possessed the
intellect which is in a positive disposition, it is in our will to understand any
intelligible we wish and to extract any form we wish.

This activity, namely, to create and make intelligibles, is prior in us to the
action which is understanding, as Alexander says.2” For this reason he says
that it is more appropriate to describe the intellect in virtue of this action, not
in virtue of affection, since {496} in affection it shares in something else [also]
belonging to the animal powers of the soul, but this is according to the opin-
ion of those saying that affection in these is not said equivocally.

270. €71 x0l TPdTEPOV AVTH TO TOLELV KOl 0VGLADSEG. TPOTEPOY Y& TOLEL Ti)
ddopéoet vontév, €18 otog AapPdvet Tovtmv TL O Voel 1 kai opiletat, 11 168
i £oTt. KAl Yap el dpo ywpileton kot Aoppaver, dGAAG 1 yopilely Tpoemvosito-
10070 Yép €01V AT 10 AnmTik elvan 10D €i8ovug (Alexander, De Intellectu [1887],
111.15-19). “Moreover, its producing is prior and [part of] its substance. First it produces
by abstraction [something] intelligible, and then in this way it apprehends some one of
these things which it thinks and defines as a this-something. Even if it separates and
apprehends at the same time, nevertheless the separating is conceptually prior; for this
is what it is for 1t to be able to apprehend the form.” (ibid. [2004], 36; [1990], 54). L.,a_.Tj
LA.J.:—LJ U\_..._.:- }AMUW\) .\9-)_4 [Y_}]yyu){cdé_:b)ﬁ}c (JJIMJ.U:J\ Q\J
¢ Lo ub}i_. uu fodsfy Ll Lt s oal 31 OLS™ Oy asls ¢ 147 Ly Ladomyg Lglans 5 5
gl At on Lia oL ¢ A e S Jg¥) Ob (ibid. [1971], 38.15-18); cf. (1956),
193.1—4.
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Owing to that activity, namely, extracting any intelligible we wish and mak-
ing it in act after it was in potency, Themistius held that the intellect which is
in a positive disposition is composed of the material intellect and the agent
[intellect].2”! This is the same thing that made Alexander believe that the intel-
lect which is in us is composed, or as it were composed, of the agent intellect
and that which is in a positive disposition, since he holds that the substance
of this [intellect] which is in a positive disposition ought to be different from
the substance of the agent intellect.?”2

These two fundamental points have been asserted, namely, that the intellect
which is in us has these two activities, namely, to apprehend intelligibles and
to make them, while the intelligibles come to be in us in two ways: either
naturally (they are the primary propositions with respect to which we do not
know when, whence, and how they came forth) or voluntarily (they are intel-
ligibles acquired on the basis of the primary propositions).?3 It was explained
that it is necessary that the intelligibles possessed by us naturally be from
something which is in itself an intellect freed from matter (this is the agent
intellect). When this has been explained, it is necessary that the intelligibles
possessed by us from the primary propositions be some product brought to-
gether from propositions known and the agent intellect. For we cannot say that
the propositions do not enter into the being of acquired intelligibles; nor can
we even say that they alone are agents of these (for it was already explained
that the agent is one and eternal), as intended some of the Ancients who held
that Aristotle meant these [primary propositions] by agent intellect.?”

Since it is so, it is necessary that the theoretical intellect {497} be something

271. See Book 3, n. 233.

272. See Alexander, De Anima (1887), 89.11-91.6; (1979), 117-120, for his discussion of
the separate productive intellect (agent intellect) in relation to our intellect and under-
standing. Cf. Alexander, De Intellectu (1887), 111.27—32; (1971), 39.6—10; (1956), 194.1—6.
“The intellect that is by nature and from without will assist that in us, because other
things too would not be intelligible, though being [so] potentially, if there did not exist
something that was intelligible by its own peculiar nature. This, being intelligible by
its own nature, by being thought comes to be the one who thinks it; it is intellect that
has come to be in the one who thinks, and it is thought ‘from without’ and [is] immor-
tal, and implants in the material [intellect] a disposition such that it thinks the things
that are intelligible potentially.” (ibid. [2004], 36—37; [1990], 54-55).

273. Cf. Book 3 {407} and {506}, as well as Book 3, n. go.

274. The primary propositions gathered empirically are not themselves intelligibles,
but they do contribute to the being of acquired intelligibles; nor are they the agents in
the generation of acquired intelligibles since that agent is the separate agent intellect.
Note that in the present context Averroes is using the same term, “primary proposi-
tions,” sometimes to denote first principles of the understanding (cf. Book 3, n. 9o) and
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generated by the agent intellect and by primary propositions. That sort of intel-
ligible happens to exist voluntarily, contrary to the way the first natural intelli-
gibles exist. For with respect to every activity which has come to be from the
compound of two different things, it is necessarily the case that one of those two
be as it were matter and instrument and the other be as it were form or agent.
The intellect in us, therefore, is composed of the intellect which is in a positive
disposition and the agent intellect, either in such a way that the propositions are
as it were matter and the agent intellect is as it were form, or in such a way that
the propositions are as it were the instrument and the agent intellect is as it were
the efficient [cause]. For the disposition is similar in this case.

But if we have asserted that the propositions are as it were the instrument,
it will happen that an eternal activity arises from two things, one of which is
eternal and the other not eternal (or it may be asserted that the instrument is
eternal; and thus the theoretical intelligibles will be eternal). This will happen
all the more if we have asserted these propositions to be as it were matter. For
it is impossible for something generable and corruptible to be the matter of
something eternal. How, then, can we escape this question?

Let us say, therefore, that if what we said, that the propositions necessarily
are from the agent intellect either as matter or as instrument, if they enter into
the being of the theoretical intelligibles, then it was not the account of a neces-
sary consequence insofar as matter is matter and instrument is instrument.
Rather, insofar as it is necessary here that there be proportion and disposition
between the agent intellect and the propositions {498} which are likened to
matter and an instrument in some way, not because it is true matter or a true
instrument, it then seems to us that we can know the way in which the intel-
lect which is in a positive disposition is as it were matter and the subject of the
agent [intellect]. And when that way has been set forth by us, perhaps we will
be able to know easily the way in which [the intellect which is in a positive
disposition] is conjoined with separable intelligibles.

Let us say, therefore: the account, however, of one saying that if the conclu-
sions are acquired by us from the agent intellect and the propositions, it is
necessary that the propositions be in relation to the agent intellect as it were
true matter and true instrument, that account, I say, is not necessary. But to an
extent it is necessary that there be [some] relation in which the intellect which
is in a positive disposition will be likened to matter and the agent intellect will
be likened to form. What, then, is that relation and from what does it arise for
the agent intellect that it has this relation to the intellect which is in a positive

sometimes to denote propositions known from experience which contribute to the
content of the theoretical intellect.
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disposition, while one is eternal and the other generable and corruptible? For
all of these [thinkers] concede this relation exists. That the theoretical intelli-
gibles are existing in us from these two intellects, namely, from what is in a
positive disposition and from the agent intellect, compels them [to accept this
view], as it were.

But Alexander and all those holding that the material intellect is generable
and corruptible are not able to provide the cause for this relation. For those,
however, who assert that the operating intellect is the intellect which is in a
positive disposition, it will happen that the theoretical intelligibles are eternal
and many other impossible things following upon this position.?”> {499}

But for us who have asserted that the material intellect is eternal and the
theoretical intelligibles are generable and corruptible in the way in which we
mentioned, and that the material intellect understands both, namely, the mate-
rial forms and the separate forms, it is evident that the subject of the theoretical
intelligibles and of the agent intellect in this way is one and the same, namely,
the material [intellect]. Similar to this is the transparent which receives color and
light at one and the same time; and light is what brings color about.?’

When this conjoining in us between the agent intellect and the material
intellect has been established, we will be able to find out the way in which we
say that the agent intellect is similar to form and that the intellect which is in
a positive disposition is similar to matter. For in regard to any two things of
which one is the subject and the second is more actual than the other, it is nec-
essary that the relation of the more actual to the less actual be as the relation
of form to matter.”” With this intention we say that the proportion of the first
actuality of the imaginative power to the first actuality of the common sense
is as the proportion of form to matter.

We, therefore, have already found the way in which it is possible for that
intellect to be conjoined with us in the end and the reason why it is not united
with us in the beginning. For when this has been asserted, it will necessarily
happen that the intellect which is in us in act be composed of theoretical
intelligibles and the agent intellect in such a way that the agent intellect is
as it were the form of the theoretical intelligibles and the theoretical intelli-

275. Thatis, given that eternal intelligibles are grasped in intellectual understanding,
if the agent in the process is the intellect in a positive disposition (intellectus in habitu,
I J.i;d\) which resides in us, then the eternal intelligibles will reside in us.

276. The transparent receives actualization as transparent from light and at the same
moment receives color thanks to the light which enables color in potency to become
color in act. Likewise, the material intellect receives actualization as intellect from the
agent intellect and at the same moment receives intelligibles thanks to the agent intel-
lect, which enables what is intelligible in potency to become intelligible in act.

277. Cf. De Anima 3.5, 430a10—-11, and above {436~437}.
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gibles are as it were matter. In this way we will be able to generate intelli-
gibles when we wish. For because that in virtue of which something carries
out its proper activity is the form, while we carry out {500} our proper activ-
ity in virtue of the agent intellect, it is necessary that the agent intellect be
form in us.

There is no way in which the form is generated in us except that. For when
the theoretical intelligibles are united with us through forms of the imagina-
tion and the agent intellect is united with the theoretical intelligibles (for that
which apprehends [theoretical intelligibles] is the same, namely, the material
intellect), it is necessary that the agent intellect be united with us through the
conjoining of the theoretical intelligibles. It is evident [then] that when all the
theoretical intelligibles exist in us in potency, it will be united with us in po-
tency. When all the theoretical intelligibles exist in us in act, it will then be
united with us in act. And when certain [theoretical intelligibles] exist in po-
tency and certain in act, then it will be united in one part and not in another.
Then we are said to be moved to conjoining.

It is evident that when that motion is complete, immediately that intellect
will be conjoined with us in all ways. Then it is evident that its relation to us
in that disposition is as the relation of the intellect which is in a positive dis-
position in relation to us. Since it is so, it is necessary that a human being un-
derstand all the intelligibles through the intellect proper te him and that he
carry out the activity proper to him in regard to all beings, just as he under-
stands by his proper intellection all the beings through the intellect which is
in a positive disposition when it has been conjoined with forms of the imagi-
nation. {501}

In this way, therefore, human beings, as Themistius says, are made like unto
God in that he is all beings in a way and one who knows these in a way, for
beings are nothing but his knowledge and the cause of beings is nothing but
his knowledge.””® How marvelous is that order and how mysterious is that
mode of being!

278. 510 xal Oe®d pdAiota otie” Kol yap O Oe0g TG PEV 00Th T4 BvTa £0TL, THX
3¢ 6 ToUTOV xopNYOC. TYLDTEPOG 88 6 vOTG K080 dnuiovpyel pailov fi ka8d ndoyeL
movtaxod yap N mowntikn apyn The UAng Tyietépa, kol yiveton uév, donep Env
TOAAAKLG, O 00T0G VoG KOl VONTAG, Bomep 1) EMOTAUN T KOT £vépyetav ovtd 0Tt
10 €niotntov. (Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase [1899], 99.23-28); “That is why it also
most resembles a god; for god is indeed in one respect [identical with] the actual things
that exist, but in another their supplier (khorégos). The intellect is far more valuable
insofar as it creates than insofar as it is acted on; that is because the productive first prin-
ciple is always more valuable than the matter [on which it acts]. Also, as I have often
said, the intellect and the object of thought are identical (just as are actual knowledge
and the very object of knowledge)” (ibid. [1996], 124-125). aols a iy 43 UL lg
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In this way will be established the opinion of Alexander, according to which
he says that to understand separate things comes about through conjoining of
that intellect with us. This is not because understanding is found to exist in us
after previously it did not, which is the cause in the conjoining of the agent
intellect with us, as Ibn Bajjah intended, but rather [it is because] the cause of
intellection is conjoining, not the contrary.?”?

In virtue of this the question of how it understands what has long existed
with a new intellection is solved. It is also evident from this why we are not
conjoined with this intellect in the beginning but rather in the end. For so long
as the form is in us in potency, it will be conjoined with us in potency and for
so long as it is conjoined with us in potency, it is impossible for us to understand
something in virtue of that. But when the form is made to exist in act in us
(this will be in its conjoining in act), then we will understand all the things
which we understand in virtue of [this intellect] and we will bring about the
activity proper to ourselves in virtue of it.

From this it appears that its intellection is not something which belongs to
the theoretical sciences but rather is something analogous with a thing {502}
generated naturally by the learning of the theoretical sciences. For this reason
itis not far-fetched that human beings help themselves in regard to this inten-
tion, just as they help themselves in the theoretical sciences. But it is necessary
for there to be found what arises from the theoretical sciences, not from oth-
ers. For it is impossible for false intelligibles to have conjoining, since they are
not something occurring naturally, but are things unintended, such as a sixth
finger and a monster in creation.?*°

St o 35T felil) s.k,.l\;g.‘» K oL Jrin b gyb e ae 34 o,&, oL,
i podall o2 fnddly a0 LaS ™Y g M aramy 328,28 |0 A5 LaST ayy (ibid.
[1973], 180.6—10). In his Long Commentary on the Metaphysics, Averroes also speaks of
God’s knowledge as the cause of being: “The truth is that because it knows only itself, it
knows the existents through the existence which is the cause of their existences. . . . For His
knowledge s the cause of being and being is the cause of our knowledge.” Long Commentary
on the Metaphysics (1952), 1707—1708; (1962), 337 A-B. (1984), 197. Also see Druart (1995b).

279. Conjoining is a necessary condition for knowing. We do not have understand-
ing so that we may conjoin with the separate agent intellect, as Ibn Bajjah has it, but
rather we conjoin with the separate agent intellect so that we may have understanding.
The end, then, is intellectual understanding, which fulfills our natures as rational be-
ings, and this is not a means to a greater end beyond our intellectual fulfillment.

280. The agent intellect brings to actuality as intelligibles only those which truly are
naturally occurring intelligibles in potency, the images of which are formed thanks to
the individual internal powers of imagination, cogitation, and memory and presented
to the agent intellect. On the issue of “fictional forms” in Avicenna, see Black (1997).
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It is also evident that when we assert that the material intellect is generable
and corruptible, we will then find no way in which the agent intellect will be
united with the intellect which is in a positive disposition by a uniting proper
to it, namely, with a uniting similar to the conjoining of forms with matters.

When that conjoining has not been asserted, there will be no difference
between relating it to a human being and relating it to all beings except in
virtue of the diversity of its activity in them.?8 In this way its relation to a hu-
man being will be only the relation of the agent to the human being, not a
relation of form, and the question of al-Farabi which he voiced in his Commen-
tary on the Nicomachean Ethics arises. For assurance of the possibility of the
conjoining of the intellect with us lies in explaining that its relation to a human
being is a relation of form and agent, not a relation of agent alone. This, there-
fore, appeared to us in regard to the way sought after. If more appears to us
later on, we will write [it].2%? {503}

37. Let us, therefore, gather by way of summary the things which have been
said in regard to the soul. Let us, therefore, say that the soul is in some way
all beings. For beings are either intelligible or sensible. But knowing intelli-
gible things is after the manner of sensing a sensible thing. (3.8, 431b20-23)

Since it has been explained what are the kinds of apprehensive powers of
the soul and that they are of two sorts, namely, of sense and of intellect, it is
necessary for us now to make a summary [account] concerniné the soul and
to say descriptively that it is in a way all beings. For all beings are either sen-

281. Cf. {454).

282. On this account, the agent intellect is our “form” in its actualization of the
theoretical intelligibles in the individual human being’s theoretical intellect. Because
of the nature of this relationship of what is analogous to form (agent intellect) and what
is analogous to matter (the individual’s theoretical intellect), there are no grounds here
for the assertion of personal immortality for individuals. While the agent intellect is
the form and actuality of our intellects and understanding—that is, of our individual
perishable theoretical intellects and of our imperishable shared material intellect—there
is no substantial change transforming our individual generable and corruptible intel-
lects into eternal substances, as al-Farabi had it. Nor is there here the denial of conjoin-
ing with the agent intellect and pessimism about the attainment of knowledge as a
consequence of a denial of substantial conjoining, as al-Farabi is reported to have held
in his late lost Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics. See n. 243.

In Epistle 1 On Conjunction, Averroes writes, “It is clear . . . that the agent intellect is
not cause of the material intellect in as much as it is agent cause alone but in a way such
that it is also its final perfection according to the mode of formal and final [cause], as
is the case for sense in relation to what is sensed. This is one of the things which deceived
al-Farabi, when he thought that [the agent intellect] was only the agent cause, as are
material movers.” Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 216. My translation of the French.
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sible or intelligible. The disposition of sensibles to sense, however, is just as the
disposition of intelligibles to intellect and + sense to the sensible +2 It hap-
pens, therefore, necessarily that the soul is all beings in one of the ways in
which it is possible to say that the soul is all beings.

38. And it should be known how. Let us say, therefore, that knowing and
sensing are divided according to the division of beings. If, therefore, [know-
ing and sensing] are in potency, the intelligible and the sensible will be in
potency, if in act, in act.?®* For it is necessary that they be either those beings
or [their] forms. They are not those beings, for the stone does not exist in
the soul but rather the form. For this reason the soul is like the hand, for
the hand is an instrument for instruments and intellect is a form for forms
and sense a form for sensibles. (431b23—-432a3)

After he had explained that the soul is in a way all beings, he began to
explain that way. He said: Let us say, therefore, that knowing, etc. That is,
the differences belonging to the beings in virtue of which they are divided
are {504} the same as the differences belonging to the soul. These are potency
and act. For just as sense and intellect are either in potency or in act, so too
every sensible and intelligible is either in potency or in act. Since it is so, if
that which senses is in potency, the sensible will be in potency, and if it is in
act, the sensible will be in act. It is similarly so for the intellect with respect

283. Sensus ad sensatum. Crawford marks this text as corrupt.

284. The Text here omits the following Greek at 431b26—28: Tfig 8¢ Yvyfig 10
0loNTLKdV Kol 10 EMoTNHOVIKOV SUVAUEL TADTH £0TL, TO UEV <TO> £MLETNTOV TO 8E
<10> 0loBnT6v. “Within the soul the faculties of knowledge and sensation are potentially
these objects, the one what is knowable, the other what is sensiblf:.” Aristotle, De Anima
(1984). The alternate translation retains this text to some extent: &Madly dwld iili 3434
gy ¢ lall e S 13) 4y 9;;':‘ Loa (ibid. [1954]; “With respect to the soul’s
power for sensing and cognizing, these two are one when they are related to what is
known and what is sensed.” In his Middle Commentary Averroes seems to give evidence
of knowing the correct text: <Y s a6 8 5411, 83 gm0 SN g iall s gl . 0LS™ Of ST £S5
N ISy ¢ Jaddly Clgms s feally SNsaall ol Oy s5ally Asdas oo
e & & sstl; “For, if the intelligible existents are in potentiality, the intelligibles
are, too; while, if the intelligibles are in actuality, so are the existents; and likewise for
sensible objects with the senses” (Middle Commentary [2002], 122.11—14). The corruption
could have been in the Arabic manuscript of the Latin translator, or early in the trans-
mission of the Latin text. Another possible alternative is that when composing the Long
Commentary, Averroes may have known this text by way of Themistius. Cf. Themistius,
De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 115.12-13; (1973), 210.13-15. “That is because existing objects

are either objects of perception or objects of thought, and actual knowledge is [identical
with] the objects of knowledge, while actual perception is [identical with] the objects
of perception.” (ibid. [1996], 141).
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to the intelligible. [Hence,] it must be truly said that this part belonging to the
soul is that part belonging to the beings.?> For things which have differences
which are the same are themselves the same in that way in which they have
the same differences. Intellect, therefore, is the intelligible and sense is the
sensible. Next he said: For it is necessary, etc. That is, there are only the two
modes, so that the intellect is the intelligible existing outside the soul or its
form, and likewise sense with the sensible. It is impossible for the being itself
to be intelligible or sensible,?8 namely, through its form and its matter, as the
ancients held, for then, when it would understand a stone, the soul would be
a stone, and if wood, it would be wood. It remains, therefore, that what exists
in the soul with reference to beings is the form alone, not matter. He meant
this when he said: for the stone, etc. That is, for the stone does not exist in the
soul but rather only its form. Next he reported that this is the reason why the
soul takes on many different forms, like the hand which is an instrument
which takes on all instruments. He said: For this reason the soul is like the
hand, etc.

39. And because, as is thought, magnitude is + to exist as sensibles of
sensible things + and it is the species of sensible things {505} individually,?®’
while intelligibles are those things which are said by way of what is fleet-
ing, while things existing in sensibles are according to the mode of positive
disposition and affection. For this reason he who senses nothing, learns
nothing and understands nothing. If, therefore, one sees, one will necessar-
ily see?® some images, for images are similar to sensibles but without mat-
ter.”® Forimagination is different from affirmation and negation. For assent

285. The use of pars, “part,” here is awkward\since what is at issue is the mode of
existence (potential or actual) of the object and its respective apprehending faculty, as
Averroes makes clear in the lines which follow. The term denotes the intention. The
problem is with the Latin translation, rather than the Arabic, in all likelihood.

286. That is, it is impossible for it to be per se intelligible in act or per se sensible in
act since that would mean that it is per se apprehensive. Rather, it is something intel-
ligible or sensible in potency only by reference to a distinct apprehending power, that
of the soul or that of the intellect.

287. Singulariter: kEx®PLOUEVOV, “separate in existence.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

288. Viderit . .. videt corresponds to the Greek Bewpfj . . .0ewpeiv, but Averroes’
Comment makes it clear that he understands it to refer to intellectual understanding.
See below {506}.

289. Crawford marks part of this problematic passage as corrupt: Et quia, secundum
quod existimatur, magnitudo est + esse sensibilia sensibilium +, et est species sen-
sibilium singulariter, intelligibilia autem sunt que dicuntur modo velocis, res autem
existentes in sensibilibus sunt secundum modum habitus et passionis. The Greek
here at 432a2-10 is rendered, “Since it seems that there is nothing outside and separate
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and non-assent are found in virtue of the composition of certain beliefs with
certain others. In virtue of what, however, are primary beliefs discerned in
such a way that they are not images? For if they are not images, they never-
theless do not come to be without images. (432a3-14)

Because, as is thought, body, which is the more universal genus of sensible
things, exists in sensible things, it is also a universal form for sensible things
insofar as the intellect discerns and separates it from sensibles. Next he said: and
intelligibles are, etc. That is, and since body, which is the more universal of
intelligibles, is separated by intellect but is existing in sensible things, it is neces-
sary that the forms existent in the intellect be in accord with fleeting movement
and the nature of fleeting change,? not stable, and that those same forms be
existent outside the soul in sensible things in accord with the fact that the posi-
tive disposition exists in what has the positive disposition and the thing which
is stable [exists] in the thing affected.?! {506} Next he said: For this reason he

in existence from sensible spatial magnitudes, the objects of thought (t& vonta) are in
the sensible forms, viz. both the abstract objects and all the states and affections of
sensible things. Hence no one can learn or understand anything in the absence of sense,
and when the mind is actively aware of anything it is necessarily aware of it along with
an image; for images are like sensuous contents except in that they contain no matter.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984); Greek added. The alternate translation is also problematic:
oo O L ot ¢ daugdl e (spandly Lpdll sl ¥l o lily Ll o Jadiall 0485 OF g
Led & mall aVlg dwgnt) W1 & (ibid. [1954]); “It is necessary that the intelligible be
either one of the things said by abstraction from matter or what is without the charac-
ter of the sensible and the abstracted affections belonging to it.” Note that modo velocis
fails to render correctly the corresponding Greek €v d¢alp€cel, “in abstraction.” The
precise nature of the error here is not completely clear, but perhaps it is one of scribal
errors in the Arabic transmission of the text with J.:.—na’ (which is found in Themistius;
see the following note) or a form from the root ¢, (which is found in the correspond-
ing passage of the Middle Commentary, in the phrase Jig;l} dagudl L 21 542y, “the
existence of fleeting things” [Middle Commentary (2002), 122.24], which Ivry renders as
“the kind of transitory existence”) substituted for what may have been an original
translation using a form of ..

290. Averroes, challenged by his corrupt Text, appears to have drawn on the work
of Themistius for assistance where mention is made of 7| L&V Yap dnaVGTOG PO TV
owudtwv (Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase [1899], 115.21); & 45 ¥ (s} ‘nL“._;YI Jj oo
(ibid. [1973], 211.3—4); “the incessant flux of bodies.” (ibid. [1996], 142).

291. “The difference between the two types of existence is that the existence of forms
in the intellect and sense is of the kind of transitory existence which is called ‘disposi-
tion (\ﬂ):-\),' while the forms’ existence outside the soul is of the kind of stable existence
which is called “habit (1S Ls).” Middle Commentary (2002), 122.23-123.1; Arabic added.
The existence of forms in the soul or in the senses is not one of fixity or stability, but
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who senses nothing, learns nothing. That is, because the intelligible intention
is the same as the thing which sense apprehends in the sensible, what senses
nothing necessarily learns nothing by way of knowledge and discernment by
intellect. Next he said: If, therefore, one sees, etc. That is, that same thing is the
reason why, when the intellect which is in us has seen and understood some-
thing, it will not understand it unless it is joined with its image. For images are
certain sensibles for the intellect and exist for it in place of sensibles during the
absence of sensibles, but they are immaterial sensibles. Next he said: For the
image is different, etc. That is, we said that the images are of the genus of sen-
sible things and are not of intellect because intellect has its own affirmation and
negation, but affirmation and negation are different from imagination. But as-
sertion and non-belief,?? existing in the intellect not from sense but from reason,
come to be in the composition of beliefs which are had in turn from sense. He
said this because there is uncertainty concerning natural propositions (which
are such that we do not know whence they come or when) as to whether or not
they arise from sense.”® It is said: perhaps they do not arise from sense as [so]
many conclusions. Next he said: In virtue of what, however, are primary beliefs
discerned? That is, as it seems to me, in virtue of what, therefore, can someone
say that the first propositions are discerned from sensibles and do not need them
atall, and for this reason are different from imagination? For if we concede that
the first propositions are not imagination, nevertheless, they seem {507} to exist
with the imagination, and this shows that they need sense. This completes the
account of the rational [part of the soul].

40. Because the souls of animals are defined in virtue of these two powers,
of which one is a discerning [power], because it is for the activity of sense
and intellect, and the other [a power] forlocal motion, and we already settled
the account of sense and intellect, now it is necessary to say in regard to the
mover what [part] of the soul it is and whether it is a part distinct in mag-
nitude or in definition, or whether it is the whole soul. And if it is a part of
it, [we must say] whether it is something in its own right different from
those customarily mentioned, or those things mentioned are not one of
those.?** (3.9, 432a15-22)

rather one of transitory internal intellectual or sensory “dispositions” or “states.” In
contrast, the existence of forms in things external to the soul and its powers is one of
independent fixity and stabilty called i), which in the present context might be
better rendered “[external] disposition.”

292. Incredulitas. That is, assertation of negation.

293. Cf. Book 3 {407} and {496).

294. The Text is slightly corrupt in the version Averroes used here. The Greek has
KGv €l uopdv 1, mdtepov 1810V Tt mapd t0 elwboTa AéyecBor kol T4 eipnuéva,
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After he had completed the account of the discerning powers, he returned
to the account of the power for motion in place and he began to give the reason
why he began to speak about this power. He said: Because the souls of animals,
etc. That is, because the ancients were accustomed to define the souls of animals
by two powers, one of which is an apprehensive and discerning power, while
the other is for motion in place (we already completed the account of the dis-
cerning power with what we said about the power of sense and intellect), it
is necessary for us to say now about the mover in place just what [part] of
the soul it is. Next he said: whether it is one part, etc. That is, it should also be
sought out with respect to this power whether it is a part of the soul or the
whole soul and, if it is a part of the soul, whether it is separate from the others
in quiddity and place, as many ancients held, or it differs only in quiddity and
definition. Next he said: And if it is a part of it, etc. That is, and if that power
is {508} part of the soul, whether it is one of these parts mentioned by the an-
cients or [whether] it is not one of those but rather a different one.

41. With this account there also arises a question and it is how there are
parts of the soul and how many they are. For they seem in a way to be infinite
and [it seems] that they are not those parts which people count in the defini-
tion, namely, the rational, the emotional, and the desiderative. Some divide
it into rational and irrational. For it seems to be divided according to differ-
ences dividing it also into different parts among which there exists greater
diversity than among those of which even we speak, namely, the nutritive
power existing in plants®® and the sensitive power which no one wishes to
count, for it is neither non-rational nor rational. Also the power in virtue of
which imagination comes about differs per se from the others. (432a22-b1)

Toutwv €v TL. “If it is a part, is that part different from those usually distinguished or
already mentioned by us, or is it one of them?” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). In composing
his Middle Commentary, Averroes may have had a different version of the same transla-
tion of the De Anima, one in accord with the Greek: ¢l;2¥1 ;& ¢ & yaf Lgra lejar OLS™ Og
Lee dly g of i) s SIS Boladl O u“‘“" “Moreover, if it is part of the soul, is
it something other than the parts which are customarily mentioned, or one of them?”
Middle Commentary (2002), 123.17-18. Although it is far from certain, he may have been
working with the alternate translation, which has some similarities: l¢ 3o o) J.él o Oly
SU,S5 ) o omy ¢ L oS OF Lol e 3l slio s (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]);
“And if the mover is one of [the soul’s] parts, is it distinctly other than the parts we
sought to mention and [parts] other than those we mentioned?”

295. The Text here omits the Greek ko1 ndiot 10ig {gotg, “the nutritive, which belongs
both to plants and to all animals.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); my emphasis. As Badawi
notes (ibid. [1954], 80, n. 3), the alternate translation is corrupt with Ol3l, “time,” in
place of the expected OlsH, “animals” & L) ) Ols ! & ¥ “inregard
to all time and in regard to all growth.”
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There arises in this investigation a question common to all the powers of
the soul, namely, how the parts of the soul are many and one and how many
they are. Next he gave the reason why it is difficult to know how many its parts
are. He said: For they seem, etc. That is, for when someone wishes to count
them, they seem to be infinite rather than finite, for its parts are not those parts
which human beings have been accustomed to count {509} when they define
the soul. He said in a way because if someone wished to count the concupis-
cible soul by the number of things which it desires, then it seems that it is in-
finite. He cites Plato for saying that the parts of the soul are three: rational,
emotional, and desiderative. He asserted that the emotional and desiderative
are two and [yet] they belong to one power, namely, to the concupiscible soul.
Next he said: Some divide, etc. That is, in this they make an error and mistake.
For it seems that according to the differences it should have, the soul is divided
into parts which are more diverse than those parts into which they divide the
soul. Next he enumerated those parts. He said: namely, the nutritive power,
etc. That is, for instance, the soul is divided into the nutritive power and the
sensitive [power]. For no one can put the sensitive soul into the rational power
nor into the irrational power. It is not among those things which lack reason
because it is something which has apprehension, nor is it among things having
reason, for reason does not exist in all animals. He meant by this to make
known the error of the two [sorts of] division, namely, of one division of it into
rational, emotional, and desiderative, and of the other division of it into ratio-
nal and non-rational. For one who divides it into these two finds it difficult to
be able to put many powers into both of those, for instance, sense and imagina-
tion. But one who divides it into those three has erred in two ways. He sets
aside many differences, for instance, to take nourishment and to imagine, {510}
and he even has divided the same power, the concupiscible, into more than
one. When the soul is divided in such a way, then the parts of the soul will be
infinite, as he indicates at the beginning.

42. An important question arises regarding in which of those [parts
imagination] is taken to be and whether it is the same or different, and
chiefly if someone has asserted that the parts of the soul are different. It
is unthinkable also, in light of what we said, to distinguish this which is

296. The Text here omits npdg 8¢ T00T01G 10 OpEKTLKOV, O KOl AdY® Kal duvduel
&1tepov Gv d0Eerev elvar tdvtwv; “and lastly the appetitive, which would seem to be
distinct both in definition and in power from all hitherto enumerated.” Aristotle, De
Anima (1984). Averroes’ alternate translation, while obviously corrupt, does contain
some remnants of this passage: Laax sVl ol .8 )Y 4y 3sidl U UG Lia &9

852y L>_;.«.L\_g (ibid. [1954])); “Then we find desire, which is the end wholly other than
these parts in intention and power.”
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thought to be different from all things in definition and activity. For what
governs exists in the cogitative part,”” while desire and anger are found in
the non-rational. If, therefore, the soul has three parts, then desire is found
in each of those.?® (432b1—7)

There arises for us a question in regard to which of those three or two
powers we have counted as having the power of imagination, namely, whether
this power is one of those powers into which we divided the parts of the soul
or [whether] it is different from them, chiefly if someone asserts that the parts
of the soul are different in definition and place. Next he said: It is unthink-
able, etc. That is, it is unthinkable to divide this power which is thought to
be different from all in definition and activity (he means the desiderative
power) and to put it both in what has reason and in what lacks reason and
not to assert it as something proper to one of the two modes, as is the case
with other powers of the soul, but [to put it] in both. For the governing power
exists only in the rational soul (he meant this when he said in the cogitative
part) {511} and a non-governing [power], such as desire and anger, exists in
the non-rational. But we see that power to be enumerated according to the
number of powers in such a way that if the parts of the soul are three, then
desire will be found in all of them. He meant this when he said: If, therefore,
the soul, etc.

43. What, however, we have reached in the account is [the issue of] what
it is which moves animals from place to place. It is thought that motion,
which involves growth and deterioration, exists in all animals and what
exists in all animals is what the generative and nutritive are thought to move.
Later on we will consider breathing,?” sleep, and wakefulness, forin regard
to those there are many questions. (432b7-13)

297. &v 1 10 AoyioTicd yap 1 BodAnsig yivetar; “for wish is found in the calculative
part” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984)); JS.&J\ & &9, (ibid. [1954]); “wish is in cogitation.” In
the Middle Commentary (2002), 124.12-13, we find, “The principal expression of this
part, which is called choice (},L,=3)), occurs in the cogitative faculty ( JS.A.H L>_9)” Arabic
added.

298. The Greek has: “It is absurd to break up the last-mentioned faculty: for wish is
found in the calculative part and desire and passion in the irrational; and if the soul is
tripartite appetite will be found in all three parts.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Corre-
sponding to the Latin’s inopinabile, “unthinkable,” the Middle Commentary (2002), 124.10,

has sl o9, “difficult,” while the alternate translation has c....aﬂ 9, “Tepugnant”
(ibid. [1954]).

299. The Text drops kai €knvofig, “and [breathing] out.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984);
my addition. This is not dropped from Averroes’ alternate translation (ibid. [1954]):
zl>L nor from the Middle Commentary (2002), 124.19: 4ol 5y
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But we did not intend [to take up] those questions in this place. For our in-
tention is to investigate the nature of what it is which moves the animal in
place. Next he said: It is thought that the motion, etc. That is, it is thought that
motion of an animal in growth and deterioration exists in all animals and what
is such is ascribed to the power which moves [the animal] to generating and
to taking nutrition. He intended with this to make it known that this motion
is different from local motion existing in what is moved in a local way, although
each is in place, and that the mover in these is different. Next he said: Later on
we will consider, etc. That is, after we have spoken concerning this power, we
will consider breathing, sleep, and wakefulness, since each is a motion by the
soul and involves many questions.

44. Let us, therefore, consider local motion and what it is which moves
animals by local motion. {512} It is evident that this [motion] is not by the
nutritive power, for [the nutritive] power is always ascribed to those, while
[local motion] is either with imagination or with desire.3® For nothing is
moved except either by desire for something or by flight from something,
unless its motion is violent. If that were also a disposition of plants, they
would be moved and they would have an organic part assisting this mo-
tion. (432b13-19)

The activity of the nutritive power is always [present] and is ascribed to plants,
while the activity of that [other] power is not always [present] nor is it in plants.
And that motion which is in place always involves imagination and desire for
something, for nothing is voluntarily moved except either out of desiring or out
of fleeing something. Consequently, if that motion were from the nutritive soul,
it would occur that this soul would be desiring and imagining, If the nutritive
power were something which moves in place, it would happen that plants would
be moved in place. And if plants were moved in place, then they would have
this disposition, namely, imagination and desire, and they would also have an
organic member in virtue of which motion comes to be.

45. Itis different from sense in this way too. For many animals have sense
and are motionless in the same place and completely unmoving. If, then,
nature does nothing in vain and works in a complete way in the cases of
necessary things, unless it is in reference to things that are monstrosities
which are not complete (for such animals are complete, not monstrosities,
and the indication of it is that they generate and have {513} maturation and

300. The Text here carries a sense different from the Greek: “for this kind of move-
ment is always for an end and is accompanied either by imagination or by appetite.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation is awkward but closer to the Greek:
Ay gg_f}: J=1 e (ibid. [1954]); “for the sake of one thing.”
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decline), then for this reason they do not have organic members through
which there comes to be local motion. (432b19—26)

Itis also necessary in this way for that power moving in place to be different
from sense. For many animals have sensation but are completely unmoving.
It is necessary that those animals not move at all. For since nature does noth-
ing in vain, that is, it makes no member without benefit nor does it lack neces-
sary things, that is, nor does it abstain from providing an animal with a
member in which there is a necessary benefit (unless this is due to occurrences
happening infrequently, as a sixth finger). Those unmoved animals do not
have an instrument for walking and they are still complete, not monstrous.
The indication of it is that they generate [animals] like themselves and also
have maturation and decline in their lives as do other natural beings whose
being is natural. Hence it is necessary that those animals be unmoved and for
this reason they do not have members for motion. You ought to know that he
employs the argument from concomitance to refute [the position] that these
powers are causes of motion only in this way because what is at issue is the
proximate cause of motion. If not, then sense is one of the causes of that motion,
but a remote cause.30!

46. But what causes motion is neither the cogitative part nor that which is
called intellect. For the cogitative part® does not see what it does nor does
it say anything in regard to what is fled or in regard to what is pursued.

301. The argument from concomitance is that of the second figure of the syllogism
in the affirmative, which does not yield a necessary conclusion. Cf. {416}, Book 3, n. 128.
Here the argument would be that because one kind of animal has sensation and another
kind has sensation, then whatever other characteristics the first has (here, local motion),
the second must have. The argument would then be that the cause of local motion is
the possession of sensation. But this conclusion is not necessary. If it were, one would
conclude that everything having sensation has local motion, which is not the case.
Consequently, the proximate cause of local motion is not sensation and so must be at-
tributed to another power of the soul. Nevertheless, the remote cause of local motion
for those things which have local motion is indeed sensation since appetite and desire,
which arise because of sensation, move what has local motion.

302. Thisisasignificant corruption of the text of Aristotle, for which the correspond-
ing Greek here is 0 8ewpnTikog <vodc>, “mind as speculative.” Aristotle, De Anima
(1984). The alternate translation has Jiadl 5 bl (ibid. [1954]); “theoretical contempla-
tion in the intellect,” and it was consulted by Averroes, as is evident in his Comment.
Without mentioning his source, Averroes seems to correct this text in his Comment at
Book 3 {46.12}ff,, using Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 118.8—9. There Themis-
tius writes of the first theoretical intellect: £nel yap 8171106 6 vode, 6 uév Bempntikodg
008ev Bewpel OV MPaKTAY 0VSE TEPL PeVKTOD KaL dpekToD Sravoeitat. “For there
are two kinds of intellect: the contemplative <and the practical>. <The contemplative
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Motion, however, is always found either in what flees or in what pursues.
It is also not among the things which, when they have seen {514} such a
thing, they set forth in pursuit or flight, as frequently we hold something
to be desirable or fearful and are not sent into fear. The heart, however, is
moved when a different member is enticed.3® (432b26-433a1)

By the cogitative part one can understand the theoretical intellect and by
the part which is called intellect the practical intellect. For this reason he said:
For the cogitative part does not see, etc. That is, for the theoretical [intellect]
does not consider practical things nor anything useful and pursued nor any-
thing harmful and fled. Motion in place, however, is found only either in what
pursues or in what flees. Next he said: It is also not among the things, etc.
That is, neither is it also a part of the intellect which is naturally constituted to
consider what is pursued and what is fled and which excites a movable mem-
ber to motion toward the desirable thing or [which excites] a movable member
in fear to motion [away from a fearful thing]. [This is what] happens for us
when we imagine something desirable or fearful because the member proper
in reference to that desirable thing is moved in us and the heart is constrained
then by that fearful object. The intellect sees nothing of this, but we see it to
be unmoved from that fearful object or to that which is desirable. He meant
this when he said: The heart, however, etc. It is this way in the manuscript.
[But] perhaps there is missing from this only that the intention was this,
namely: the heart, however, is moved out of fear or out of desire when another
member is moved from desire. What we find in the other translation shows

[intellect]> does not contemplate about what has to be done, nor think discursively
about what is to be avoided and desired” (ibid. [1996], 144); JUis (st cidedl Lot ety
i s Gl BB las 3V Gl Lot Olyyas Jia 015 381 4 iadl o
osllally aie Lol il e lees 52 Y g N paall (ibid. [1973), 217.9-12); “Moreover, it
is not the case that the rational part which is called the intellect is the mover, for intel-
lect is of two sorts, one theoretical and the other practical. The theoretical does not
contemplate intelligibles (!) and does not discern anything to be fled or pursued.” Cf.
Book 2, Text 32 {177}, at 415a11—12, where 100 Bewpntiko¥ vovis rendered Intellectus . . .
speculativus et cogitativus.

303. “Further, neither can the calculative faculty or what is called thought be the
cause of such movement; for mind as speculative (0 . . . 0e@pnTLKOC) never thinks what
is practicable, it never says anything about an object to be avoided or pursued, while
this movement is always in something which is avoiding or pursuing an object. No,
not even when it is aware of such an object does it thereby enjoin pursuit or avoidance
of it; e.g. the mind often thinks of something terrifying or pleasant without enjoining
the emotion of fear. It is the heart that is moved (or in the case of a pleasant object some
other part).” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); Greek added.
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this, namely: “Frequently the intellect cogitates regarding something fearful
or something desirable, but there will not be fear or desire on account of this.
The heart, however, is moved with the motion of fear {515} but not from the
intellect. When it cogitates regarding something desirable, then a member
different from the heart is moved with the motion of desire.”3%

47. When the intellect has commanded and cogitation has affirmed to flee
something or to pursue it, [the heart] will not be moved, but it does what is
in concert with desire, just as one who cannot restrain himself. Generally
we see he who has the art of medicine does not [always] cure because there
is something else which governs activities which come about through
knowledge. (433a1-5)

We see also that the intellect frequently commands that something be pur-
sued or fled, but nevertheless people are not moved by the fact that the intellect
gives its assent but from the fact that it is in concert with desire, as happens
for a human being seeking pleasure who does not restrain himself. Next he
said: Generally, etc. That is, generally we see frequently that many people who
know some art do not act in virtue of that art, as we see many physicians not
cure themselves when they are ill. This is only because there is another mover
governing the activity of those activities which are carried out through knowl-
edge and art. If it were not so, it would happen that everyone having knowledge
of some operation would do that thing which he knows.

48. Governance in regard to this motion does not belong to knowledge.
Nor does it even belong to desire. For hermits’® have desire and longing,
but they do not do these things toward which they are moved by desire,
because they follow intellect. (3.10, 433a10) It appears, therefore, that {516}

304. The corresponding Arabic in Badawi’s edition is: 5 Jaal S b \J....Sj
Jjar...r g,..l.a.ﬂd\.e‘JﬁoAMYJflfd)}‘U)LWJL;w@JIM;w
il e Veae OlS A ‘gs"”;s";g-‘“b‘) M!u.;;,l.buﬁ.}j yd) 1S~
8l &S > 4 >\l (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “Oftentimes the intellect cogitates
about something dreadful or something desirable, though there is no dread involved
and no movement of desire. The heart is moved by the motion of fear—and this is not
from the intellect. When it cogitates about something desirable, what is moved by the
notion of desire is a part other than the heart.” The final part of this citation of the al-
ternate translation corresponds to the beginning of Book 3, 47.1~4 {515} Et cum intel-
lectus miserit et cogitatio affirmaverit fugere aliquid aut querere aliquid, non
movebitur, sed facit illud quod convenit delectationi, sicut qui non potest se reti-
nere. There is no mention of heart in the corresponding section of the Middle Commen-
tary (2002), 125.14-17.

305. Heremite: The corresponding Greek, ol . . . £ykpateic, is rendered “those who
successfully resist temptation.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

-
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the causes of the motion are these two, namely, desire and intellect, even if
someone asserts that imagination is similar to intellect. For in most things
we follow imagination without knowledge, for other animals do not have
opinion or cogitation,’* but only imagination. These two, therefore, namely,
desire and intellect, are what cause motion from place to place. (433a5-13)

What, therefore, predominates in regard to that motion and is proper to this
is not knowledge, since we are frequently moved by desire, although the intel-
lect sees that we ought not to be moved. Nor is what predominates in that
motion even desire, because many human beings have desires but do not fol-
low desire, but rather [follow] intellect. When he had explained that it is impos-
sible for local motion to be ascribed to one of those powers individually, and
it also appears that each of those takes part in causing the motion (for motion
does not come about without desire nor without intellect or imagination), he
said: It, therefore, appears, etc. That is, it therefore appears from what we said
that what causes the motion is two, namely, intellect and desire, or imagination,
which is similar to intellect. For in most matters we are moved by imagination
without knowledge, as animals are moved. For other animals do not have
knowledge, but in place of it they have imagination. Those two powers, there-
fore, are what cause motion from place to place, namely, desire and intellect or
imagination.

49. And the practical intellect (this is what cogitates concretely) differs
from the theoretical [intellect] in actuality.>”” For every {517} desire is a desire
for something. For desire is not the principle of the practical intellect, but
that particular thing is a principle of the intellect.3% For this reason it neces-

306. Sine cognitione . ..non habent estimationem neque cogitationem: Tapd TV
£motiuny . . . 00 vONolg 0V8E AOYLOUOG E0TLV; 433a10-12; “(for many men follow their
imaginations contrary to knowledge, and in all animals other than man there is no thinking
or calculation).” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); emphasis added. While cogitatio is reasonable
as ultimately derived from AoylopOG, estimatio is far from vénoig. The alternate trans-
lation is also problematic here: (b, 9o 5l Y] ALY et Ol Sl 9) (ibid.
[1954]); “in the other animals there is no apprehension except by imagination and
cogitation.”

307. “It differs from speculative thought in the character of its end (1) T€Ae1)” Ar-
istotle, De Anima (1984); Greek added.

308. It appears that the Greek 00 ydp 1) 6peig at 433a15-16 was read as 00 ydp 1
Spekic, “For desireisnot . . . ” for the original Arabic translation from Greek. The Greek
is rendered: “for that which is the object of appetite is the stimulant of practical thought;
and that which is last in the process of thinking is the beginning of the action.” Aris-
totle, De Anima (1984). Gpy1 T npa&eng, here rendered “the beginning of the action,”
is not soundly reflected in principium intellectus. The alternate translation suffers from
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sarily appears that these two are what cause motion, namely, desire and
cogitation in reference to action. For the object of desire causes motion and
for this reason cogitation causes movement, because it is a desiderative
[power].*” (433a14-19)

The intellect in virtue of which there is activity (this is the cogitative practi-
cal [intellect]) differs from the theoretical [intellect] in actuality and end. For
the end of the theoretical [intellect] is just to know, while that of the practical
[intellect] is to act. Next he said: every desire, etc. That is, because every desire
is desire for something, for this reason desire is not the principle moving the
practical intellect, but that desired object moves the intellect. Then the intellect
will desire and when it has desired, then the human being will be moved,
namely, by the desiderative power, which is the intellect or imagination.? Next
he said: For this reason it necessarily, etc. That is, because the principle of
motion is from the desired object, it appears that these two move the human
being, namely, desire and belief which exist in reference to operation, in this
way, namely, that what causes desire and what causes movement (which is
intellect) are the same, but it is the cause of movement because it causes desire

textual difficulties here also, reading 00 as 00 and rendering the last part of the sentence
less that soundly: Jiad) edg Jaidl Jaadl chiaf o ¢ Jlaid) Jadl sun sggidiodn oy
(ibid. [1954]); “and this desire is not the starting point of the active understanding but
rather parts of active understanding are the starting point of the intellect.” Some of the
Greek manuscripts, however, do have 00. See ibid. (1956). Note that Jlail! J.E.dl, “active
understanding,” is here a term carrying the sense of “the intellect which is active in
practical action.”

309. The Greek text has: 70 0peKTOV YOp KLVEL, Kal dtd 10010 ) Srdvola Kivel,
&t apyn adrtiic €0t 10 dpekTOV. KAl 1| daviacio 8& dtav kivi), 0O KIvel dvev
OpeLewg; “for the object of appetite starts a movement and as a result of that thought
gives rise to movement, the object of appetite being to it a source of stimulation. So
too when imagination originates movement, it necessarily involves appetite.” Aristo-
tle, De Anima (1984). GpxT seems perhaps to have been moved toward the end of the
sentence so as somehow to be read with the sentence which follows. See Text 50 below.
The alternate translation is sound: &, >, ¥ 8 > 13} v ay2lls — . Sl a8 25 sl
8345 o (ibid. [1954]); “That which is desired is the beginning of the motion of
cogitation. And when imagination causes motion, it does not cause motion in the
absence of desire.”

310. Ivry (Middle Commentary [2002], 208, n. 7) notes that this sentence appears in the
Middle Commentary, which has SL.oY1 & )4 S By Jesadl o fandl il as > 130
‘.}.:.».:J!) J.E_‘.S\ @ Agzallsall o u_:._cT ¢ 42e ; “When it elicits motion, the in-
tellect or imagination desires [the object]; and when desiring, the person moves due to

it—that is, due to the appetitive faculty which is the intellect and imagination.” Ibid.,
126.6-8.
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for the thing.®"! He meant this when he said: For the object of desire, etc. That
is, for because the object of desire is itself what moves that which apprehends
(this is the practical intellect or imagination) and when the intellect apprehends
something, it will desire in virtue of knowledge and will move in virtue of
desire, it is necessary that the intellect itself be a cause of motion insofar as it
is what desires, not insofar as it is what apprehends, and not insofar {518} as
desire is a power different from the intellect which is also a cause of motion,
as he himself will explain later. What he said concerning the practical intellect
should be understood concerning the imagination, for animals universally are
moved by imagination. If, therefore, form is imagined on the basis of cogitation,
then motion will be ascribed to the practical intellect. If it is not on the basis
of cogitation, then it will be ascribed to the imaginative power itself.

50. The beginning of this will be at the time at which imagination is
moved. There is, therefore, no motion in the absence of desire. There is
therefore one mover, namely, what desires. For if the mover were two,
namely, intellect and desire, then it would move in a common way. But the
intellect does not seem to cause motion at all in the absence of desire. For
when will and desire are moved in cogitation, then will causes motion.3"?
Desire moves with motion which does not involve cogitation. Desire is a
certain kind of appetite. (433a19—26)

The beginning of this motion which is from the thing desired will be at the
time at which the imagination is moved by the thing desired without appetite.
For imagination first apprehends the object of desire, namely, it is affected by
it by way of apprehension; when it apprehends it, it will perhaps desire [it];
and when it has desire and there is there no different contrary desire nor a
different contrary power {519} of soul, then the animal will move in place to-
ward that object of desire. Next he said: There is therefore one mover. That
is, for because the mover, therefore, which is the object of desire, is one, it will

311. The corresponding sentence in the Middle Commentary helps elucidate what we
have in the Latin of the Long Commentary. & gzil) o Lt glay 814 Toe O J3 e
J-:-."-'J\ 9 JLE_LG\)\) 8 pginl L;:.;T ¢ O\.w.'cy\ O ey Ol Lea O.g.:\.h Of Lyl gty “As it
is evident that the principal factor of motion derives from the desired object, it is also
evident that both these—namely, desire and belief or imagination—are the factors
which move a person.” Middle Commentary (2002), 126.9-11.

312. () Yop BovAnoig Spekie, dtav 3¢ kota TOV AOYLOHOV Kiviitol, Kol KOt
BovAnoy kiveitar); “(for wish is a form of appetite; and when movement is produced
according to calculation it is also according to wish).” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The
alternate translation also varies from the Greek: Jis)l 8,49 ¢ 85459 2)f agy, ) OF &AI3y
Gg L Sy \.flgj JS.AJ\_- (ibid. [1954]); “For will is wish and desire and moves the intel-
lect by cogitation. So, then, it is moved only by will.”
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happen that what is moved by it, which is what moves the animal, namely, the
power of desire, is one also. This is either intellect or imagination insofar as
each is what has desire. If what moves the animal were two, namely, intellect
per se and the desiring power per se insofar as they are different, then the
motion of the animal would not proceed from them except incidentally,?3
namely, in virtue of a nature common to those two powers which would be
different from each of those. Next he said: But the intellect, etc. That is, if it
were so, then it would happen that the intellect per se and also desire per se
would move the animal, and it is not so. For intellect does not seem to cause
motion except voluntarily, just as imagination does not seem to cause motion
without desire. The difference between will and desire is that when will and
desire cause motion, then will moves in virtue of cogitation, while desire moves
[but] not in virtue of cogitation.* Next he said: Desire is a certain kind of
appetite. This is how it stood in the manuscript and it is wrong and should be
read: Appetite is a certain kind of desire. That is, that the part of the soul
which desires is what causes motion universally. If, therefore, it desires in
virtue of cogitation, it will be called will and if it is without cogitation, it will
be called appetite. This error is shown in the other translation, in which it is
said: “Appetite, however, causes motion without cogitation, because appetite
is a kind of desire.”316

51. All intellectual understanding, therefore, is correct, while appetite
and imagination are sometimes correct and sometimes not. For this reason
the appetitive part always causes motion, but this®” either {520} will be good
or will be thought to be good. But [this does] not [occur] in regard to all

313. 8,42 0T G e sygidly bi Lo Jiall aef 0L Olpemdd 8, 41 015" 1,
Lojle Lagis oy JS7 0 Ol d; “Were an animal to have two [independent] sources
of motion—the intellect by itself and desire by itself—then the motion induced by each
one would be an incidental sort.” Middle Commentary (2002), 126.20-21.

314. With the exception of the lemmata and this last sentence, the content of what
Averroes says here is virtually identical with what he says in the Middle Commentary
(2002), at 126.11-127.5. What is different is the explanation of the role of cogitation as a
power involved with the will. There is no mention of cogitation in this context in the
Middle Commentary.

315. Averroes here suggests rightly that an error has occurred in the transmission
of Aristotle’s text. The Greek has 1 yp £mBvuia dpetic 1ig £otiv; “for wish is a form
of appetite.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). His view, like that of the English translators, is
based on the understanding that émBupia is a species of the genus 8pe&i¢. The same
view is found in the alternate translation. See the following note for that text.

316. Gyt o o oa U Byg il 0¥ — SG a8 £ Libs 34g.21 Laly (Aristotle, De
Anima [1954]). i

317. Hoc: a particular object of appetite.

[goods], for that [good] as actual is praiseworthy,*® and the actual®” [good]
is that for which it is possible that it can be otherwise. (433a26-30)

Every activity of intellectual understanding is correct, while activities which
come about from appetite and imagination are sometimes correct and some-
times not. For this reason the appetitive part always causes motion, because it
causes motion toward what is correct and toward what is not correct. Intel-
lectual understanding, however, causes motion only toward what is correct
alone, and for this reason it does not always cause motion. Next he said: but
this either is good, etc. That is, but this toward which the appetitive power
causes motion either is good or is thought to be good but is not. This good
toward which that power is moved is not the good common to all, for that good
which is always in act is praiseworthy without qualification. He meant this
when he said: But [this does] not [occur] in regard to all [goods], for that
[good] as actual is praiseworthy, that is, that good existing in all things, for
that good which is always actual is praiseworthy.*” Next he said: and the
actual is that which [. . .] is otherwise. That is, and the good which is pure
activity is the good which moves in a way different from the way in which
those goods which sometimes are in potency and sometimes in act move. This

318. The sense requires that we understand that what is praiseworthy is something
which is attractive for us. That is, it is deemed praiseworthy because we find some good
in it to be desirable.

319. The Latin actuale here may reflect a corruption of e, “practical,” into a3,
“actual,” with the loss of the notion of practical doing contained in the Greek npoKkTov.
Or it may reflect difficulty in understanding J se.sl), which in fact appears in the cor-
responding passage of the alternate translation. Aristotle, De Anima (1954). The latter is
likely the case since, as indicated in the next note, Averroes gives two interpretations
of this text corresponding to two senses of  s..s), “active” or “actual” and “practiced”
or “practical.” The Greek here is rendered: “Now thought is always right, but appetite
and imagination may be either right or wrong. That is why, though in any case it is the
object of appetite which originates movement, this object may be either the real or the
apparent good. To produce movement the object must be more than this: it must be
good that can be brought into being by action; and only what can be otherwise than as
it is can thus be brought into being.” Ibid. (1984). In the Middle Commentary Averroes
writes only of Jesll 3, “the practical good,” and says nothing of the “actual
good.” Middle Commentary (2002), 127.14.

320. In what follows Averroes gives two interpretations of this Text and finds more
suitable the second, which is in fact more in accord with the original text of Aristotle.
Here in the first interpretation Averroes is uncertain about J s\l as used in the Arabic
Text. That is, he understands it here as concerning the value of what is in actuality over
what is in potentiality rather than concerning what is actual as practical. See the previous
note. This also affects the comments of Averroes in the lines which follow here.
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can be understood in light of his having said But not in regard to all [goods],
that is, but not universally. That is, the good toward which that power is moved
is not wholly good, that is, always and without qualification, for that good
whichisinactis asserted to be praiseworthy. Or another way: But notin regard
to all [goods], that is, but a good which that power apprehends is not the good
existing as praiseworthy by all, but rather it is a good for the practical intellect
as something praiseworthy for that power and [also] a good which {521} can
be found in a way different from the one in which it is a good. The common
good for all, however, is the pure good. The intention in those is fairly similar
and the latter [intention] seems, as it were, more fitting.

52. It already appeared, therefore, that such a power of the soul causes mo-
tion and it is what is called the appetitive [power]. If those who divide the
soul [into parts], divide it according to powers, then they will find a great
many parts, namely, the nutritive, the sensitive, the understanding, the cogi-
tative,®”! and the desiderative. For those are distinct from one another and
more so than are the desiderative and likewise the irascible.?? (433a31-by)

It already appeared from this account that such a power from among the
powers of the soul, which apprehends and desires a thing, is a power moving
the animal and that it is what is called the appetitive [power]. For those who
are accustomed to dividing the soul into three parts or into two parts, it was
necessary for them, if they intended to divide that according to the powers it
should have, that they divide it into more parts, since it has more parts than
those three, for instance, the nutritive, the sensitive, the understanding, and
the cogitative.

53. Owing to diversity, appetites are contrary to one another. This happens
when the sorts of appetite are opposed,®? and this will be only for what has
sense through time. Intellect compels us to resist for the sake of a future
thing and appetite [compels us to motion] for the sake of the reality of a
present pleasure. It is thought, therefore, that the thing providing present

321. Here cogitantem corresponds to the Greek BovAgvticdv. However, the Middle
Commentary (2002), 128.20, has &, 1}.\\, "deliberative.”

322. 1aDT0 YOP TAEOV Stadépel GAAMAGY A £mBuunticdv, kol Bupticdv; “for these
are more different from one another than the faculties of desire and passion.” Aristotle,
De Anima (1984).

323. 100710 3¢ ovuPaiver 6tav O Adyog kol ai émbupiar évavtiol dot; “which
happens when a principle of reason and a desire are contrary.” Aristotle, De Anima
(1984). Note that the plural oi £miBupion is rendered singular by Smith and Barnes in
this edition. The alternate translation also has the singular: ,SCall Cales 13 ¢ o)

8 54219 (ibid. [1954]).
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pleasure {522} is pleasure without qualification, because it does not refer to
a future thing. (433b5-10)

It can be understood: on account of the diversity of the appetites which are
in the concupiscible soul, they contradict one another in regard to motion. Or
[it can be understood] in another way: that is, on account of the diversity of the
appetite of the concupiscible soul from the intellect, they contradict one an-
other. This latter is the more evident. Next he said: This happens, etc. That is,
this happens in one and the same thing®* when the sorts of the appetites in it
are opposed. That sort of contrariety is found only in an animal which ap-
prehends time, because in the present it apprehends with respect to the thing
something different from that which [it apprehends with respect to the thing]
in the future, for instance, to judge that now it is something pleasurable and
in the future painful.*”® Next he said: Intellect compels [us] to resist. He meant
to show the diversity of the two sorts in reference to appetite, namely, the ap-
petite of intellect and the appetite of the concupiscible soul. For the concupis-
cible soul causes movement toward a thing which is pleasurable in act. The
rational soul, however, frequently resists this on account of future harm, for
instance, [regarding] intercourse and intoxication.3? Next he said: It is thought,
therefore, etc. That is, many therefore think that the thing presently pleasur-
able is pleasurable without qualification and never painful, because the con-
cupiscible power does not see the pain occurring in the future.3”

324. That is, in one and the same soul.

325. This sentence is found in the Middle Commentary (2002), 127.23-128.2: FESUINEY
e el ot gy O Jie ¢ Jodzadl ol P R ET R PRUR VRV S P el (b p ol
Jeidd * 33+ -2 “This sort of contrariety occurs to an animal who apprehends
time—namely, a rational animal—for he apprehends in the present something in the
object other than that which he apprehends in it in the future. For example, he appre-
hends that the object is pleasant now, but injurious in the future.”

326. This sentence is also found in the Middle Commentary: ) o Leqpl) ol
& JH e (i) ey 5 g (._<.>u Gl ga Jaadly ol LA Ry
U I T LI glatl; “It is the appetitive faculty which moves toward present
pleasure and the intellect which judges its future harm, as occurs with copulation and
gourmandizing.” Middle Commentary (2002), 128.2—4.

327. This sentence too is found in the Middle Commentary, although the difference
should be noted. The Middle Commentary has mention of the intellect failing to consider
future harm, while the Long Commentary has “the concupiscible power.” PULLERN TR
&Syubﬁurhé‘}u\bd_g?of&jy awg.b,u,.bu\;u_,w\mwuly
& e Jdzndl 3 “Many people think that the currently pleasant is absolutely
pleasant, because their intellect does not consider the injury which will be incurred by
it in the future.” Middle Commentary (2002), 128.4-6.
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54. The cause of motion is the object of appetite inasmuch as it is an object
of appetite. For the object of appetite precedes the others, for this causes
motion and is [itself] unmoved, because it moves imagination and intel-
lect.®”® Things causing motion, however, are many in number because the
things in virtue of which motion comes about {523} are three, one is the
mover, another is the thing in virtue of which it causes motion, and the third
is what is moved. The mover exists in two ways: one is as immovable, while
the other is as movable.’” What is unmoved is that which is understood to
be good.’* But the appetitive part is mover and moved. (For it moves what
is moved insofar as it is an object of appetite, because appetite is a kind of
motion, namely, [appetite] which is in act.) What is moved is the animal.
The instrument causing motion is appetite. Those are bodily things, and
for this reason they should be investigated in the context of actions common
to the soul and to the body. (433b10-21)

The first mover in this motion is the thing which is the object of appetite
insofar as it is an object of appetite. For the thing which is the object of ap-
petite precedes the other things which move the animal in this motion be-
cause it moves and is not moved, and that is the disposition of a first mover.%!
Next he said: because it moves imagination and intellect. That is, it is a

328. Thebeginning of this Text fails to reflect €ide1 pév £v Gv €in, with the result that
the sentence is construed differently. “It follows that while that which originates movement
must be specifically one, viz. the faculty of appetite as such (or rather farthest back of all the
object of that faculty; for it is it that itself remaining unmoved originates the movement
by being apprehended in thought or imagination), the things that originate movement
are numerically many.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); emphasis added tg indicate omitted
text. The alternate translation differs from the Greek: oda  Jgf 3,502)L \S o0 3521 (5,08
ildall gradle Jadl pag ¢ S, (ibid. [1954]); “So desire accounts for motion by form
as prior to these movers. This [mover] is the thing desired and sought after.”

329. The Text here may be faulty. The Latin’s mobilis corresponds to 10 3& kKivoiv
KOl KlvoOuevov, “or that which at once moves and is moved.” Aristotle, De Anina (1984);
emphasis added. The alternate reflects the Greek well with 4w 3 & > Y Leadsi
JJMJ’ & za J}V\j ¢ (ibid. [1954]); “One of the two is unmoved in itself and the other
causes motion and is moved.”

330. Bonum intellectum corresponds to the Greek 10 npoxTOVv Gyadov, “the realiz-
able good.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

331. Theseinitial sentences of this Comment are virtually identical to what Averroes
writes in the Middle Commentary: ya \ gz B Jadt & J.s*-\}
OY (S Hoedn b u\j...a.U s, 2 el i) Sl addny ESA ;JMJ\ Of Wby ¢ giva
Jedt 8, 2as PR RS Yy as 4l odn & S s g {ia; “The prime mover
in this motion is the object of desire qua desideratum. It is prior to other things which
move an animal in this [sort of] motion, for it causes motion of this sort and is not
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mover because it moves imagination when appetite belongs to the imagina-
tive part or intellect if appetite belongs to that part of the soul.33? Next he
said: The things causing motion, however, are many in number. That is,
the things causing motion, however, by which that motion comes to be are
more than one.>®® Next he said: because the things in virtue of which mo-
tion comes about, etc. That is, it happens that the mover is more than one on
account of what was explained in the general accounts,?* namely, that every
motion comes about through three things, of which one is the mover which
is unmoved, another that in virtue of which it moves (this is the mover and
moved), and the third is what is moved and not a mover.3> Next he said: The
mover {524} exists in two ways, etc. That is, it was explained there that the
mover exists in two ways, namely, as unmoved mover (this is the first) and
as mover which is moved (it is this in virtue of which the first mover causes
motion). Next he showed what each of those three is in regard to this motion.
He said: What is unmoved is that which is understood to be good , etc. That
is, what is mover and unmoved in this motion is what is thought good and
what the appetitive soul apprehends. The mover and the moved is the thing

moved, which is the attribute of a prime mover.” Middle Commentary (2002), 128.6-9. In
the Middle Commentary this text is continuous with the texts cited in the following notes
for much of the rest of this Comment. Averroes has broken that continuity here in the
Long Commentary with citations of the relevant Text of Aristotle.

332. Again, this sentence is virtually identical to what Averroes writes in the Middle
Commentary: Josell g5old 85 20l COWSTIY fodeall 8 ey 3T 3 0 Vo WS e JLo Ll
Loyl jeadl oy g5l g Sttt OLST 13} J.E.x.” 4,y of; “Itis indeed a prime mover,
since it moves the imagination when desire occurs to the imaginative part of the soul,
or it moves the intellect when desire occurs to it also.” Middle Commentary (2002),
128.9-11.

333. Again, this sentence is virtually identical to what Averroes writes in the Middle
Commentary: >y o ST 4gd 5 45,4 odn & iy ol u)SJ_é\ Ols; “The moving
agents in which this motlon is coordinated are more than one.” Middle Commentary
(2002), 128.12-13.

334. Physics 8.5, 256b14ff.

335. Again, this sentence is virtually identical to what Averroes writes in the Middle
Commentary: ¢lodd &35 pn 0t2l5 g3 45> SO LI J 71T S L JSOE N E PR L 3
Jj}u JJM R U.A) JJ:U 4y e ;_u_..Jl J:-Y\) cJJ_»_..u N At _S,g‘ Ladsi &5 J.ﬁT
Groen ordl 8 ezl ey S . 8, > g Gl g Lageganay; “this, in
that it has been explained in general terms that every motion is coordinated by three
things, at least: one is the mover which is not moved; another, that with which it moves,
which is moved, moving, and a combination of both and is called self-moved; and the
third is the moved object which does not cause motion.” Middle Commentary (2002),
128.13-16.
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which has appetite,3¢ that is, the member of the body in which that part of the
soul exists, while appetite is the motion which arises from the thing which is
the object of appetite in virtue of what is understood in act.3¥ Perhaps he meant
this when he said: because appetite is a motion, namely, [motion] which is
in act, that is, appetite which arises from the thing which is the object of ap-
petite in act. Or alternatively: that is, the appetite which is appetite in act. What
is moved and not a mover, which is a third thing in regard to this motion, is
the animal 3% Next he said: The instrument . . . is appetite, etc. That is, because
that in virtue of which the first mover moves is necessarily a body, since it is
moved, as was explained in the general accounts,®® and appetite here is that
in virtue of which the first mover causes motion, therefore the thing which has
appetite in virtue of which the animal is moved is the body and appetite is its
form. For this reason it is necessary to seek out these things in virtue of which
that motion comes about where he speaks about actions common to soul and
body, that is, in the part of natural science in which he speaks about those
common actions, such as sleep and wakefulness. He had spoken about this in
the treatise which he wrote On the Motion of Animals,** but that treatise has

336. Again, this part of this sentence is virtually identical to what Averroes writes
in the Middle Commentary: o3| yg5 & >exa & & e i M 0dn 3 g1 sl g 2 LG
Ol oo ag il o3 b el 8 M Laly ¢ Jgdnll; “That which moves and is not
moved in the motion under discussion is the intelligible good; the moving and moved
thing is the desiderative part of the body.” Middle Commentary (2002), 128.16-18.

337. That is, appetite as mover results from actual thought of the desired object.

338. Again, this sentence is virtually identical to what Averroes writes in the Middle
Commentary: C)l).,.;\ g Spome i) 8 el Ls; “and that which is moved and does
not cause motion is the animal.” Middle Commentary (2002), 128.18-19.

339. Physics 8.5, 256b15-19.

340. Again, these sentences are virtually identical to what Averroes writes in the
Middle Commentary: O™ 3| Lo 04 Of Loy Jo¥ & 8 oy 4 (o g c2dh OS™ U
Jo¥ &, 8 ey 4y ) o Lale s il ColSy UL JesBY 8 oas Lo St
.45)}.\@6&8}@_.’;.5\) - 3R Q\)_:_,L\ .ﬂﬁu".g.q‘si.“ ‘5:\).@.\“‘ ;‘}.&JU (.35_,4—‘ odn )
& IS e i ,L odn o225 Lgy ol plaa ¥l Bdme osds OF iy Al odigdy
(._Ld! oo s b sy o dly el gl JLY Ly g'_LJ._; LS el
Ay g all LS 2y Oy eadd as ) Jlas¥l s 4 ',_Li.._. TS S
s Oly4; “As the object in which the first mover acts has to be a body, since it is
moved (as has been explained in the {preceding] general remarks), and as it is actual
desire with which the first mover performs this motion, the desiderative faculty whereby
the animal moves is corporeal, and desire is its form. It is appropriate, for this reason,
to seek knowledge of the bodies with which this motion is coordinated when we engage
in explaining the factors whereby the activities common to soul and body are coordi-
nated. This is that part of natural science in which we speak [of such activities], which
is the book known as De motu animalium.” Middle Commentary (2002), 128.19-129.5.
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not come down to us, but what was transmitted to us was a part of the sum-
mary of Nicolaus.*! {525}

55. 1 say now generally that the body is moved by motion of a very similar
sort. For where the starting point is, there also is the end, as circular mo-
tion.>* For in this convexity and concavity are found one as end and the
other as starting point. For this reason one is at rest while the other is moved,
although in definition they are different; in spatial magnitude, however,
they are not distinct. For everything which is moved is moved by pushing
and pulling. Hence it is necessary that the thing be at rest, as what happens
in the case of a wheel, and that the starting point of motion be from this.

(433b21-27)

After he had made it known that the inquiry concerning things in virtue of
which that motion comes about is more fitting elsewhere, he began here to
recount something general. He said: I say now generally, etc. That is, I say now
that the body is moved by the first instrument in such a way that the first in-
strument which moves it, which is the subject of the desiderative soul, is in the
body of the animal in one place from which the parts of the moved part of the
animal are pushed and toward which the parts of that part are pulled by that
instrument.3®3 For in the case of every motion composed of pulling and push-

341. Drossaart Lulofs speculates that this may be a reference to a section of the zoo-
logical part of the compendium On the Philosophy of Aristotle by Nicolaus. See (in the
primary sources) Nicolaus of Damascus (1965), 39 and 11. Also see Peters (1968), 48. Cf.
Aristotle, Movement of Animals, ch. 10, 703a4ff., as Ivry suggests at Middle Commentary
(2002), 209, n. 16, and ch. 6, 7oob4ff.

342. This Text significantly fails to reflect the corresponding Greek: “To state the
matter summarily at present, that which is the instrument in the production of move-
ment is to be found where a beginning and an end coincide as e.g. in a ball and socket
joint.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The corresponding text in the alternate translation is
cited by Averroes in his Comment. For that Arabic text, see below.

343. This sentence is found in the Middle Commentary with only slight variations.
Odg oy (P 9 ¢ U)_:A\Jdd\wygng\dlffé\ S AV e ey O O}
lly Ol e Waail) gl chiat man Lpie s e Sy mge (S oLy
wie Lz il) dgdd clial moanr i) “the body is moved by the first organ which
moves it, which is the substrate of the desiderative soul. It is a place in the human body
from which all parts of its constricting aspect are pulled.” Middle Commentary (2002),
129.6-9. Differences in the Arabic are indicated by the overbar. Comparison of this
with the extant Arabic fragment in the next note indicates support for the reading Lo
93 AV O in the Middle Commentary’s Modena manuscript. See Middle Commentary
(2002), 129, n. 2. The first half of the sentence following immediately here is also identi-
cal with ibid., 129.12-13: 4, Y & ol e didge 4S5 S OF &3y, which is exactly
what is found in the extant fragment. See the following note.



424 LONG COMMENTARY ON THE DE ANIMA

ing, it is necessary that the starting point from which the pushing exists be the
end toward which there is pulling. For this reason he said: as circular mo-
tion.3* For circular motion is composed of pulling and pushing. However, that
the motion of an animal is composed of pulling and pushing is evident. For
when the right part is moved by us and we are held stable on the left, then
certain parts of that part will be {526} pushed toward the front and certain
parts pulled, and they are the parts which are farther back. The pulling and
pushing of these is not in a straight line but in lines not straight, more curved
than straight, and for this reason it is likened to the circle. The instrument in
virtue of which the body desires first and generally is not known by us. In
place of this account we find a clearer account in the other translation as fol-
lows: “Let us, therefore, say briefly that the mover is, as it were, something
possessing this disposition in its starting point and in its end, just as what is
called in Greek gigglimus.3%> For there is convexity and concavity in it, and one
of these is the end and the other the starting point.”3* Next he said: For in this
convexity and concavity are found. That is, for in everything which is moved
by pushing and pulling, not in a straight way, there happens to exist concavity
and convexity in such a way that what is convex is unmoving from what will
be the starting point of the pushing and to what is the end of pulling, and what
is concave is moved, as is the case for a body moved in a circular way. For the
motion of every body which is moved in a circular way is composed of pulling
and pushing, as was said in the Seventh Book of the Physics.3¥ Next he said:

344. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 55.16-24: J¢¥l N o Sy oa ol
;s" <ul}.«.=L\> ok LSJ &> 4.9),.“..:.1! L,.a..'a_J| }...p}.é u‘“ u“”ﬁ 4 45,5‘4 u.lj:(\ HNI uJ“" ¢
cs.x_._,w 1.x...aL4J<..>j_§) ofy x&esjubwwydj}‘}fo\_ﬂ:}< > &
Aol AST A ddiic t aded, 9 el Lol ALy (Long Commentary Fragments
[1985], 45). Perhaps due to the omission of 4, the Latin translator understood the last
portion of this text differently from what we have in the fragments. The Arabic has “<it
is necessary that> it have a starting point from which it is pushed and an end toward
which it is pulled.” Cf. the previous note regarding this text in the Middle Commentary.
Ben Chehida’s conjecture of <0ls.4> may be corrected with the Middle Commentary’s
Ol Middle Commentary (2002), 129.8.

345. 0 YLYYAVUOG: a ball-and-socket joint.

346, Sdy e By Jlowy gl 5 AT &2 Of oyl Jpdis eaxss Ll N LG
anle e dsB 8y T 4 0B ppednir 3000 0L oy sl J-\.A ¢ ailgis
o5y J}Yb (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]). This text is apparently quoted in the Arabic
fragments at Long Commentary Fragments (1985), 45. Note that 4~ is missing in the
fragments. In its place Ben Chehida suggests <cod£>.

347. Averroes seems to have in mind Physics 8.10, 267bg—17 and perhaps also Physics
7.2, 243a15ff.
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one is as end and the other as starting point, etc. That is, one part is unmov-
ing in virtue of the motion of the pulling of the end and [the other] in virtue
of the motion of the pushing [is] the starting point. For this reason it is nec-
essary that what is convex, or what is in place of the convex, be unmoving
and that what is concave, or what is in place of the concave, be moved. Still,
the starting point and the end in this motion are different in definition, while
they are the same in spatial magnitude, as the center of a circle. And this is
the contrary of straight motion, namely, that the starting point and the end
are in it as different in definition and in magnitude. The member [of the
body] which is such as this in the animal is the heart, according to him 348
Next he said: For everything {527} which is moved is moved according to
a certain convexity. That is, it was necessary that in the animal there be such a
member at rest because it is the starting point of the motion of pushing and
the end of pulling because everything which is moved by pulling and push-
ing is necessarily by way of some unmoving convexity toward which the
pulling motion reaches and from which the pushing motion begins. For this
reason it is necessary that in every such case there be something stable which
is the starting point and the end, as the center in a wheel. That account is
founded on two propositions, one that the motion of an animal in place is
composed of pushing and pulling and the other that every motion composed
of pulling and pushing has an unmoving thing from which there is a start-
ing point of pushing motion and toward which there is an end of attractive
[motion]. For it appears that it is necessary in regard to every motion that
this from which there is motion and toward which there is motion is at rest.
Since, therefore, motion is composed of pushing and pulling, it will happen
that what is at rest is the same. When, therefore, these two propositions have
been conceded, it will follow from these that in the animal there is a member
atrest from which the motion of pushing begins and toward which it reaches.
Because we see that the final member which is at rest in local motion is the

348. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 55 42—59 ialge Z\S >~ JS <sls ol u.uu)
u.k:- o 4.3.5).» 4..5).»} )92 JJ}LA-A "...M} JS oL ojj: <45J.>-> JJ;“.H ;,....J-\ u_a JU—\S
e o Loy s Ll &M 08 LS : Jufﬁw\www|$ﬁ J..e\.“_fca;}
Sy e adu) A8y Laly dalgid odbl 5wy Lof (o STd) b e 0,50, O g5
Jre @ 5 bl LG ¢ o S1ad ou) Wi iy e o 2l 5T ot 0,80 O e
u_al.pb .LJJ@MMG_,JJQM@ML@.J\} \J...l‘d‘&;lﬁ _SJMJ.&.Q.UAJJM
i ol w&;—W\ A b 5 a3 ade L O3 (RESRTRPST SNV E'J""J\
odus ;,.Ld\).a u\f.é-\saa.a...a_i\ e.k.@.:‘_sv\.“j.,p.sd\j ¢ S'J"*Jb A cnalases Lty e
(Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 45). Note that Ben Chehida fails to provide the lo-
cation of the closing brackets <following >
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heart,*” it is necessary that its starting point be from this. That passage,
therefore, should be understood in this way. And those propositions are evident
and apparent but to verify them through induction and to give the causes of
appearances in this matter is proper to an account concerning the local motion
of animals.

56. Generally, as we said, because the thing, insofar as it is an animal, has
appetite, so in virtue of that intention it moves itself. There is no desire {528}
in the absence of imagination, for everything imagined is either sensible or
an object of cogitation (for this is found in other animals). (3.1, 423b31) Let
us, therefore, consider in regard to imperfect animals what moves those in
which sensation is only through touch alone.>® Let us say, therefore: is it
possible for them to have pain and pleasure? If they have these two, they
necessarily have appetite. How, then, will there be imagination? Or perhaps,
as they are moved by indeterminate motion, does it also exist in this way in
them? For it is in them, as we said, with imagination of the indeterminate
sensible. (433b27-434a6)

Because the thing, insofar as it is an animal, has appetite, it is necessary
that it move itself in virtue of that intention. No appetite exists without imag-
ination, for every thing which imagines either has that imagined form by
which it is moved from sense, or it has it from cogitation. In human beings,
however, it is had from cogitation, while in other animals from sense. Since
we assert that every appetite comes about from imagination, while imagina-
tion comes about from the five senses in perfect animals, it is necessary to
consider how imperfect animals, which have only touch alone, are moved. It
is evident that if those have pleasure and pain, it is necessary that they have
appetite. But if we assert that these have appetite, it will be necessary that they
have imagination.* But those are thought not to have imagination since they

349. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 55.80-81: yae S 5T 0l (5,5 Lt ey
ol 4 O A u-g-‘" (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 45).

350. The Text here fails to render the Greek nétepov &vBéyetarl davraciov dndpyety
007015, fj 0¥, Kol EmBuuiav. “Can they have imagination or not? or desire?” Aristotle,
De Anima (1984). The Greek is reflected in the alternate translation: O ).ga, of u-g“- §YI)
?OS..Q Y ol 8549 2 4lzl (ibid. [1954]); “Can its like have imagination and desire
or not?”

351. With only minor variations, the entire Comment up to this point is also found
in the Middle Commentary: £33y 050 Of Corlsd 5548 &) Olgam g L Olyedd OIS U
0yS O s fosean IS O 6y Judetl o Bgps o g0 8y S sl ey il
A e Ao LG, S e Aol 0555 0F Lefe e e il a3 25, 412035yl
W 8ygss JS™ O Lz By (327) (050 Sl ) g8 o e Aealdd Lty ¢ Ol
O oy s @S Sl G a0 0, bty s o domys
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are moved toward sensibles only in the presence of those [sensibles] or are
moved with indeterminate motion. But whatever way it may be, let us say that
just as they are moved with indeterminate motion, {529} that is, toward an
indeterminate intention, so too it seems that they imagine with an indetermi-
nate imagination, since they sense with indeterminate sensation.3

57. This is also found in other animals. The cogitative power, however, is
in rational [animals] alone. To choose to do this or that belongs to cogitative
activity.®® It figures itself one of necessity,?* for it is moved toward the

sl e Y L &ﬂw\g&;}lgﬂjw\fﬁﬂ$guw\2§ﬁ‘é&ﬂ‘ilﬁﬁz
OLS™ OB 8 gg-adl Led oy OF ooy i (63Yg 8001 Lgd a5 OLS™ 0} 451 s 00 <Y
Je35 Led 04 OF ol gd $UUS™ £U3; “Ass, moreover, the animal qua animal has desire,
there must be something here which moves itself. Every desire, furthermore, is not free
of imagination, since the imaginative form which moves everything imagined occurs
because of either perception or cogitation. That which occurs due to cogitation belongs
to man, while that which occurs due to perception belongs to the other animals [also].
(327) Having posited that imagination is the source for the occurrence of every desire
and that imagination derives from the five senses in perfect animals, we ought to see
what the situation is in the motion of imperfect animals, those which have only the
sense of touch. In this case, it is clear that, if pleasure and harm occur to them, then
such animals must have desire and, hence, imagination. It might seem that those ani-
mals do not have imagination, since they are moved only in a vague and indeterminate
way.” Middle Commentary (2002), 129.18-130.8.

352. Part of this sentence is quite similar but not identical to what is found in the
Middle Commentary: LJJJS diasa Vg 839 o8 &S, 2 >ex5 U5 LaS a3f o5 S Yy
Sgdsea Yy e o8 Ju35 W dary; “We say, however, that, just as an animal may
be moved in an indeterminate and vague way, so can a vague and indeterminate
imagination be found in it.” Middle Commentary (2002), 130.9—10.

353. Virtus autem cogitativa est in rationabilibus . . . de actione cogitativa. 8¢
PovAevTikn €v 101 AoY10TLKO1G . . . AoyiopoD 7idn £oTiv £pyov; “Sensitive imagina-
tion, as we have said, is found in all animals, deliberative imagination only in those
that are calculative: for whether this or that shall be enacted is already a task requiring
calculation” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); Sl 5 3 gomge ¢ o ST ¢l o2 yeiie)
S b e LV 0 ¢ glasdl s g WS By Bl e 0,55 (sl gl Ly 0l
(ibid. [1954]); “For sensitive imagination, as was said, exists in the rest of the animals.
The imagination which is deliberative belongs only to what has reason, for choice is
from an activity of cogitation.” Comparison of this Text of the Long Commentary with
what we find in the Middle Commentary (2002), at 130.11-12 (Where 1), “deliberation,”
not Jﬁ_&J\, “cogitation,” corresponds to 1) BovAgvtik) supports the view that Averroes
was using different versions of the same translation of the De Anima when he composed
these two works. See the introduction pp. Ixxvii-Ixxix.

354. This fails to render clearly the Greek xai dvdykn £vi uetpeiv, “and there must
be a single standard to measure by.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation
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greater in such a way that it is able to act from many imaginings. This is the
cause of opinion.3% For it does not have cogitation because it does not involve
something which comes about from reason.3*® This is something which is
so on account of pleasure, because it does not have the cogitative power.>’
It, therefore, commands and moves sometimes this and sometimes that. For
the appetite moves the appetite, just as a sphere, when it has the intention
of containment.3*® For according to nature it is prior and a mover, in such a
way that they are moved to motion. (434a6-15)

Imagination exists in other animals, while cogitation exists in rational ani-
mals. For choosing to do this imagined thing and not another belongs to the
activity of cogitation, not to the activity of imagination. For what judges that
this imagined thing is more pleasant than another ought to be of necessity the
same power which reviews imaginings in which it judges what is more plea-
surable. He meant this when he said: It figures itself one of necessity. {530}
That is, as I figure, it is necessary that one power review those imaginings
until it apprehends what is more pleasant among them, as one thing reviews
unequal numbers until it apprehends which is comparatively greater. Likewise,
cogitation reviews imaginings and compares them until it is able to be affected
by the imagination of some one of these. This is the reason why a rational
animal has opinion, for opinion is belief which arises from cogitation. Next he
said: For it does not have cogitation, etc. That is, aside from the rational animal,
none has cogitation because none has reason. The motion of animals is due to
pleasure and it is simple motion, not complex [motion]. This is because it does
not have the cogitative power together with appetite in such a way that these
two powers command one another to the extent that the animal is moved
sometimes on account of will as [is the case] in regard to the rational animal.

has oo df 2l 5 e as 48 (ibid. [1954]); “It is compelled toward one of two
in the case of what is similar.”

355. The Text fails to render the Greek ur dokelv €xelv, “is held not to involve.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation omits this sentence.

356. The Text fails to render the Greek <aitn 8¢ £éxeivnv>, which Ross brackets in
Aristotle, De Anima (1956). This is rendered “though opinion involves imagination” in
ibid. (1984). The alternate translation has .l .3}l - .= O.‘:\S.S\ (}:J\ A e st s ey
(ibid. [1954)]); “The reason for this is that it does not have decision existing on the basis
of reasoning.”

357. This is an interpretive translation which adds to the Greek a reference to plea-
sure. The Greek is rendered, “Hence appetite contains no deliberative element.” Aris-
totle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation reflects the Greek.

358. Continentie: dxpooio, “moral weakness” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); clags
(ibid. [1954]); “degradation.” Crawford notes that manuscript D adds non.
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Next he said: For the appetite moves the appetite, etc. That is, for it happens in
what has more than one appetite that the animal may be moved in certain situ-
ations by two appetites at the same time, when it happens that one appetite is
predominant and contains the second. For then it will lead it toward its motion,
when the commanded appetite remains moved in its proper motion, as happens
in the case of celestial bodies. For any given one of the orbs of the wandering
stars seems to be moved with diurnal motion in virtue of an appetite of the orb
of the fixed stars, although with its appetite it is moved by its proper motion.
Next he said: Foraccording to nature itis, etc. That is, this happens to this sphere
which contains others, namely, to be in command over these {531} on account of
this because it is prior by nature to the others and is what moves them, in such
a way that in virtue of this it happens that the others are moved by it.

58. The cognitive power, however, is not moved, but is at rest, because in
one case [the premise] involves at once opinion and judgment of the univer-
sal,® while in the other it is of particulars. For this makes it such that such
a thing must do such an action, while that is such that because that thing is
so, I also am so. For this latter also causes motion, but the universal does
not. Or [it is] both, but one is at rest, while the other is not. (434a16—21)

The power, however, which apprehends the universal is not moved to the
object apprehended, because it is a power which is only of opinion and of ap-
prehension of a universal thing. The universal thing, however, does not cause
motion at all, since it is not some singular thing. The power, however, which
apprehends the particular is among particulars and is moved when [a par-
ticular] causes motion. He meant here, therefore, by cognitive power the
power apprehending the universal thing. Next he said: For that makes, etc.
That is, for the power which apprehends the universal affirms that every such
thing must carry out such an activity, while the particular power is what ap-
prehends an instance for itself according to the disposition which it affirmed,
if it were to be knowing, so that it carries out that activity. The composition in
virtue of which the activity comes about will, therefore, arise from apprehen-
sion on the part of those two powers. Next he said: For this latter causes mo-
tion, etc. That is, for the intention of the particular causes motion, while motion
in reference to the universal either is not due to this or we should say that {532}
motion is due to both, but is due to the universal because it is at rest and due to

359. Quia illa est existimationis et iudicii universalis insimul: énel & 7 pév
kaB6Lov DmOANYLG kai Adyog; “Since the one premiss or judgement is universal. . .
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The Middle Commentary (2002), 131.5-6, has Ld} &4l ol 0¥
Las L;\ﬁJ! o3 &l =lJ o»; “since that faculty belongs solely to cognition and the
apprehension of universals.”
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the particular because it is what is moved.*° He meant this when he said: but
one is at rest, while the other is not. That is, but if the universal is the mover,
it will be so insofar as it is at rest, while the other particular will be so insofar
as it is moved.

59. It is necessary, therefore, that the nutritive soul be in every one and
that the soul exist in these from generation until corruption. For it is neces-
sary that everything generated have a beginning®! and an end and decline,
which cannot exist without food. Therefore the nutritive power necessarily
exists in all things capable of growth and decline. (3.12, 434a22-26)

Since he completed the account of all the universal powers of the soul, he
wants to show what exists of necessity among these in animals and what ex-
ists for betterment. He said: It is necessary, therefore, that the nutritive soul
be in every living thing . . . from first generation until corruption. For it is
necessary that everything having soul have growth and decline, since it is im-
possible for it to come immediately to its final actuality, but [it does so] by
gradually declining and entering into old age. Since the cause of growth is
nothing but nutrition and the cause of decline is nothing but lack and scarcity
of food,%? it is necessary that the nutritive soul be in everything which is such
that it grows and ages. Since every living thing is such as this, it is necessary
that every living thing be capable of nutrition.

60. It is not necessary that the power of sensation exist without qualifica-
tion. It is not possible for an animal to live without that, nor also in the case
of things which do not receive {533} form without matter.>®® It is necessary,

360. This sentence is nearly the same as that in the text of the Middle Commentary:
Sy &) e w8 Jas OF Libs (JASTUI Ly o8y S5 81 OF o 1ASCe a7 13
3 o (bl 5o o eom A S0 Lo Lyl el 0] s Sf a5 e
.‘_\J:L:.g &1 “This being the case, it is clear that the particular causes motion, whereas
we can say either that the universal has no motion of its own or that motion belongs to
both: the universal in that it is stationary, the particular in that it is moved.” Middle
Commentary (2002), 131.12-15. .

361. Principium does not render the Greek at€nowv, “For what has been born must
grow.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation is in accord with the Greek.

362. This is certainly an odd statement, perhaps a result of a problem in the Latin
translator’s Arabic manuscript. In the Middle Commentary (2002), 131.18-132.1, he writes,
“It certainly must be the case that every mortal being has a beginning, acme, and decline;
the acme is due to growth, the decline to decay, and none of this is possible without
nutrition.”

363. The Text fails to render the Greek otte yap So0v 10 oduc anrodv evééxetor aony
#xewv “But sensation need not be found in all things that live. For it is impossible for touch

BOOK 3 431

therefore, that sense be in animals, if nature does nothing in vain. For all
things existing by nature either are for the sake of something or are accidents
consequent upon things which are for the sake of something. For every body
which moves about without sense suffers corruption and does not come to
[its natural] end, although it was of the activity of nature. It is known, there-
fore, that the power of sensation will necessarily be found in animals, since
in this way there is motion without sense. But that also is the case in the
things which have been naturally constituted to be at rest.3 (434a27-b2)

It is not necessary that the power of sensation exist without qualification,
that is, in all things which grow and suffer corruption; but in animals alone is
itnecessary that there be power of sensation. For it is impossible for something
to be an animal without this power. This is [in fact] the case in regard to things
which receive [life] immaterially, for the term life is said of these and those
equivocally. He is making reference to celestial bodies. Next he said: It is nec-
essary, therefore, that sense be in animals, etc. That is, it is apparent that it is
necessary that sense be in every animal; and this is because nature does noth-

to belong either to those whose body is uncompounded or to those which are incapable of
taking in forms without their matter.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); emphasis added. The
alternate translation reflects the Greek poorly: ey Of Us guns 4 OS™U us“- Yoy
O S8 j3aald TG 0L Lo Yy el lis iy 055G OF Ot Liagf e Vg ¢ o 15
SR e O )S__; (ibid. [1954]); “Because it is not possible for what has a simple body to
come to possess sense. And it is not possible as well for the animal to be without this
sense nor can what is receptive of forms be without matter.”

364. Averroes’ Text of Aristotle suffers from several corruptions and difficulties.
Among those is the omission of Text corresponding to the Greek n@g yap Opéyeton;
TOIG UEV YOP HOViIOLG URdp)EL ToDT0 GOeV medUKaoLY. Starting at the text correspond-
ing to “although . . ” above, the Greek has: “which is the aim of Nature; for how could it
obtain nutriment? Stationary living things, it is true, have as their nutriment that from which
they have arisen.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984); emphasis added. As is evident in the Com-
ment, Averroes understood Aristotle’s intention here to be a discussion of celestial
bodies. The same is the case for the corresponding passage in the Middle Commentary
(2002), at 132.11-13. The alternate translation has Ls Jeway 43 J.n.._, 59 e (63 e J.(.s
25 0555 Oy e Led 050 Y OF 13l Lgn dalidly aloa¥l du) Lo L dths ofsgj
Lee dinis o8 LS 3 (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “For every body possessing
movement and motion which may suffer corruption is something which does not have
a sense. Then it does not reach the end which nature has intended. But how is it pos-
sible for it to be nourished? As for the stationary character of bodies and plants among
them, it is conceivable that it does not have a sense and that there be a stabilization in
their places without local movement on their parts.”



432 LONG COMMENTARY ON THE DE ANIMA

ing in vain. For all natural things either are for the sake of something or are
accidents which must be consequent upon the nature and not intended, for
instance, hairs which spring up indiscriminately on the body. Since it is so, if
the animal were not to have sense and yet it were to move about, immediately
it would suffer corruption before reaching completeness. Then nature would
act in vain, since it began to generate beings which cannot reach the end for
the most part or at all. It is known, {534} therefore, that it is necessary for the
power of sensation to exist of necessity in animals which move about, namely,
in those which search for food. Next he said: for in this way there is motion
without sense. That is, since if something were found to be moved in place
without [possessing] the power of sensation, then its being is of a different
kind from the being of generable and corruptible things. He is making refer-
ence to the celestial bodies, for those, because they are neither generable nor
corruptible, if they were to have sense, then nature would act in vain, just as,
if those movable generable and corruptible things were not to have sense, then
nature would act in vain. Next he said: But this is also the case for things
which have been naturally constituted to be at rest. That is, but the privation
of sense ought to exist with respect to generable and corruptible things in those
which are naturally constituted to be at rest and not to be moved toward food,
namely, in plants.

61. It is impossible for a body having soul, intellect, and judgment®® to be
without sense since it is not stationary, whether it is generated or not gener-
ated. For the reason why [what does not move about] does not have this is that
neither its body nor its soul derives benefit from it. Now, however, neither of
those is the case: the first because for the most part it does not have under-
standing, the second because for the most part it is not.3% (434b3—7)

365. €xelv pev yuxnyv kai vodv kpiiikdv, “have a soul and a discerning mind.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation is in accord with the Greek: s 15
£ Jiey (ibid. [1954]).

366. Apparently the corresponding Greek was not soundly rendered into Arabic.
(81 Tt yap ovy, €€er] 1} yap T woxdi BéATIOV fi Td oo, VOV § 008ETEpOV i uEv
yap 00 paAiov vonoet, 10 § 000ev Eotal pailov 8t £xeivo)—oubev dpo Exet yuytv
odua pn pévipov dvev aicbnoeng. The sense of the Greek is different: “Why should
it not have sensation? It would have to be better either for the soul or for the body; but
in fact it is neither—for the absence of sensation will not enable the one to think better
or the other to exist better. Therefore no body which is not stationary has soul without
sensation.” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]). The alternate translation is problematic: (,..b‘)
059 e A S e s Sl Uiy kIl Lef ST 05805 e o) 0,5
;a..lajh.'ug}.z-ioﬁr_é\)c Ledmiy Lo )5 Y il of eldsy ¢l ol susly
(Ui by Y g g 2 = (ibid. [1954]); “(For why does it have sense? Is it
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It is impossible for the body to have soul and intellect without sense when
that body is not stationary but generable and corruptible, whether it be simple
{535} or composite. He meant this when he said, as I figure, generated or not
generated. For the reason why there ought to be an animated intelligent body
without sense, if there can be, is because that animated body does not derive
benefit from sense, neither in soul nor in body. But if we assert there is an
animated intelligent body which is neither generable nor corruptible, it is evi-
dent that it does not need sense, since sense would not provide any benefit for
it. For it does not have any benefit which is through the soul because the sensi-
tive soul impedes the intellect for the most part. He meant this when he said:
the first because for the most part it does not have understanding, that is, the
power of sensation, however, for the most part is not involved in understand-
ing in anintelligent animal.3¥” But it also does not provide the benefit attributed
to the power of sensation which exists through the body, because sense for the
most part is not a cause of length and duration of life. He meant this when he
said: the second because for the most part it is not. That is, sense for the most
part is the reason why the thing is not, that is, that it is corrupted, and for this
reason things having sensation are of shorter life than many plants.3%

62. In light of this, is there no moved body having soul without sense?
But if it has sense, then necessarily either it will be simple or composite. It
is impossible for it to be simple because [the simple] does not have touch,
and it is necessary for it to have this. (434b7-11)

In light of what was explained, if there is some moved body having soul
and neither generable nor {536} corruptible, then that body will not need sense.
Then it should now be asked whether there is a moved body having soul with-
out sense or whether there is no such body. He indicates that one should inquire
elsewhere concerning this.?® Next he said: But if it has sense, etc. That is, but
it is evident that if the power of sense is in some body, it is necessary that this
body be either simple, that is, one of the four simple [elements], or a composite

then better either in soul or in body? When it does not have a sense, it is not in one of
these two dispositions. For [then] the soul does not apprehend anything by its activity,
and the body is for the sake of this cause which is a privation and the sense is not equal
to a thing). ...

367. That is, animals having the power of sensation for the most part do not also

”

have the power of understanding found in intelligent animals.

368. Averroes also expresses this view of sensation as requisite for animal existence
but potentially detrimental to well-being and long life in the Middle Commentary. See
Middle Commentary (2002), 132.20-21.

369. For the view of Averroes, see his De Substantia Orbis (1986) and Endress (1995).
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of them because it is generable and corruptible. It is impossible for the body to
be simple, for it is impossible for a simple body to have the sense of touch and
it is necessary for touch to be in everything having sense.

63. This is known concerning those things: that an animal is an animated
body and every body is tangible, and everything tangible is perceptible by
touch; therefore, the body of an animal is necessarily capable of touch, if
animals are naturally constituted to avoid [certain things]. The other remain-
ing senses sense through other mediating things, for instance, smell, sight,
and hearing. If, therefore, what is capable of touch is not found with sense,
it is impossible for it to take in certain things and to flee from others, and
soitis impossible for the animal to survive. For this reason, taste is as touch,
for it concerns food and food concerns tangible body. (434b11-19)

This is known from these propositions: since every animal is an animated
body, and every body is tangible, and everything tangible is perceptible
through touch, therefore, if the body of an animal ought to be preserved and
ought to avoid accidents, {537} it is necessary that it have touch.3® The other
remaining senses which it has apprehend the other sensibles through mediat-
ing bodies different from their proper sensibles,*”! for instance, the senses of
hearing, smell, and sight. If, therefore, the animal does not sense tangible bod-
ies, then it is impossible for it to come to certain bodies and use them to some
benefit or to flee from certain harmful things. Since it is so, it is impossible for
the animal to survive.?”2 Next he said: For this reason, etc. That is, on account
of this necessity the sense of taste is more necessary in animals just as is touch.

370. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 133.5-8: Ol gedd o 5529 89,0 o CaByy U39
ot S5 Lugede Lo duls 5187 Olg |87 0L W G M5 58 TRV RN
Lovgade O )S_i oL J\J.Ja_.'a\H ) Ol O ¢ meodd) dsloey wgueres; “That the existence
of this sense is necessary for an animal can be shown by the following remarks: As
every mortal animal is a tangible body, and everything tangible is perceptible by the
sense of touch, then, necessarily, the body of an animal is tactile.”

371. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 133.11~12: Lgm ;4 & 8345l Wy 3L O )
LS Sl gt & YO (\..«.,,-f dapzy Sl st 3L; “The rest of the
senses found [in an animal] apprehend the remaining objects of sensation by means of
other bodies different from the sensible objects being apprehended.”

372. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 133.12-15: i &) drgy oo Ol O 0L
e Yy Lo i 2 plan¥l amy e iy 0 5 ks Tl (ol
Ol gt E’J""" of u&g VJ SIS o5 O g codnciy o,ma3 ) “Were an animal not
to have the sense [of touch] for tangible bodies, it would not be able to accept those
bodies from which it benefits nor flee from those which damage and corrupt it; and,
were this the case, the animal would not be able to be safe.”
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For taste is for the sake of food, namely, for knowing the fit from the unfit, and
food isin a tangible body. For this reason it is necessary that what has the sense
of taste have the sense of touch, as we explained earlier.3”

64. However, sound, color, and odor do not nourish, nor does any growth
or decline come from these. For this reason taste was necessarily a kind of
touch, because it senses only what is tangible and nutritious. Those, how-
ever, also necessarily belong to animals and it is evident that it is impos-
sible for an animal to exist without sense. Those other [senses], however,
exist for betterment and this does not happen for every genus of animals,
but [only] for certain genera. Just as that [animal] must be something which
moves about if it is naturally constituted to survive, [it must] not [be the
case] that it senses only when it touches, but [that it does so] also from a
distance. (434b19-27)

However, sound, color, and odor do not nourish the body when they come to
it, nor do they cause in the body {538} gain or loss as food does. For this reason
which I mention, taste is necessarily a kind of touch, that is, because the sense
of taste is of some tangible nutrient.*”# He meant this when he said: because there
is sensation only of what is tangible. Next he said: Those, however, belong to
animals .. .necessarily. He meant the sense of touch and the sense of taste. Next
he said: Those others, however, that is, the three other senses. Next he said: and
this does not happen, etc. That is, and those three senses are not found in every
genus of animals but in certain genera. Next he said: Just as that [animal] must
be something which moves about, etc. That is, thus, when it is necessary for an
animal to move about if it is naturally constituted to survive, it is more perfect
for it notjust to apprehend harmful and useful sensibles nearby only and through
touch, but also from a distance, since by those two ways of sensing it will be
more perfectly and better preserved.

373. {171}

374. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 133.19-134.2! Comunrdd 5], Jlg Ooldlg @.5.5\ Ly 1 Ji
Oyl 93 palaige e Sl.g(,._.\é-\w.:.!d = ke o)y ISLO!).,J-\MBML@.;ABJQ-IJ
odgly .g\,wlc,_po.ugwowvja;\_z)r_é&;aq_mow\!wbj ‘u;,,dw_gés‘yj
e prgais g 8 055G U Gyl o OF 8 pn F o Lk e M) 0 Gl OLS” &y
(334) “He said: Neither sound, color, nor smell nourish the body of an animal when they reach
it—that is, the body is not nourished other than incidentally insofar as it is capable of
[receiving] color and sound. Therefore, neither increase nor diminution will occur to the
body from them, as will happen because of food. Accordingly, taste is necessarily a kind of
touch—that is, because the sensation of taste occurs only in relation to a tangible, nourishing
object.” Emphasis added to indicate portions of the Middle Commentary text related to
the Long Commentary text.
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65. This will be so only when the sensible is through a medium, because
[the medium] is affected and moved by the sensible, while [the animal is
affected and moved] by [the medium]. Just as what causes motion in place
does so up to the point that there is change, likewise what impels something
else does so until [that] is impelled. The motion will be through a medium.
(The first causes motion or impels without being impelled and the other is
impelled only and does not impel, while the medium has both [properties]
and the intermediates® are many.) This is similarly the case too for altera-
tion, but [this involves] what is resting in the same place.””® [This is] just as
one who presses [something ] in wax, presses as long as he moves [the thing]
and so far as {539} the impression reaches. In the case of stone, however,
there is no impression at all, while water is affected by impression to a great
distance. Air, too, is moved a great deal and acts and is affected, if it remains
and is the same. For this reason it is better [to hold] that air is affected in
virtue of reflection by body and color, than that it may be possible that sight
[itself be affected directly] through change and reflection [by body and
color].>7 It is the same in the case of smooth things. For this reason this
[medium] moves sight also, just as the impression in the wax is brought
through to its end points. (434b27-435a10)

Sensing what is at a distance comes about when the sensible moves what
senses through a medium, since when what acts as a medium is affected and
moved by the sensible, also this which belongs to the sense® is affected by
the medium. Next he said: Just as what causes motion in place, etc. That is,
just as a body moving in place, insofar as it moves, needs to do so up to the
point that it is moved and is changed, similarly what impels another thing

375. The Latin meaia here is a typographical error in the Crawford edition for
media.

376. This Text is less clear than the Greek. “Just as that which produces local move-
ment causes a change extending to a certain point, and that which gave an impulse
causes another to produce a new impulse so that the movement traverses a medium—
the first mover impelling without being impelled, the last moved being impelled
without impelling, while the medium (or media, for there are many) is both—so it is
also in the case of alteration, except that the agent produces it without the patient’s
changing its place.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

377. The Greek is clearer. “That is why in the case of reflection it is better, instead of
saying that the sight issues from the eye and is reflected, to say that the air, so long as
it remains one, is affected by the shape and colour.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). Aristo-
tle hereis referring to Empedocles’ theory of effluences and vision, which Plato espouses
at Timaeus 45b2-46¢6. On this account, vision is the result of an internal fire proceeding
from the eyes to the seen object.

378. That is, the physical organ is moved or affected.

.
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needs to be impelled, and then it impels. Thus, motion in such things has at
least three components, namely, the first mover, the intermediate, and the final
moved thing. The first mover impels and causes motion and is not moved, the
final moved thing is impelled and moved and does not cause motion, while
the intermediate does both, namely, it causes motion and is moved. The inter-
mediate, however, can be one and can be more than one. Next he said: This is
similarly the case too for alteration, etc. That is, according to the disposition
which we recounted concerning motion in place, namely, that it is composed
of three things in such a way that it relates to this change which comes about
from sensibles grasped by the senses through intermediaries. For sensibles
cause motion and are not moved and intermediates between these move the
senses and are moved by the sensibles, {540} while the senses are moved and
do not cause motion. But there is a difference between these because that
change which is in those things is through a medium and a medium remain-
ing in the same place is also not [in itself] altered by this. But in the case of
motion in place the medium is altered, and similarly for the final moved thing.
When he had explained these things which that change has in common with
change in place and in virtue of what things it is distinguished from it, he gave
an example of this. He said: [This is] just as one who presses wax, etc. That
is, that motion belonging to the medium in its parts from the sensible is exactly
like the impression of a seal in wax. Just as the wax is moved with its parts by
the seal and that motion reaches into the wax so far as the power of the one
impressing is able to reach, and the wax remains [a unitary whole] in all its
parts, so is this the disposition in the motion of the medium with the sensibles,
namely, that [the medium] is pressed by these and impelled toward everything
toward which the power of the pressing reaches and [the medium as a whole]
remains in its place unmoved.?”® Next he said: In the case of a stone, etc. That
is, that motion is not accommodated in every body, for a stone and its like can-
not at all be pressed but rather what can be pressed is akin to water. For water

379. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 134.21-135.2: Jowstald & }SJ A M aday : JU
Q?LQSAJT;‘JJSJ.@MHJ\GUM&&;SLQ?@QLgﬁl&pU\)ﬂ@
J..e\.s.” 5)5 gL.g..:.J‘ g;.:}(;jlas).;‘.iﬂj w)@&)lw&d\)}t@ .’.‘_,:ﬁ.gca.i\.s\
s Gl gy Slugasl 8l 4 555 cgnl Eo m ey Lgss; “He said: This
motion which is induced in the parts of the medium by the objects of sensation most
resembles the situation which obtains when one impresses a seal upon wax. Just as the
parts of the wax are moved by the shape of the seal—the motion extending to the part
where the impressing force terminates, while the wax remains stationary in its parts—
such is the situation in the motion of the medium with objects of sensation: the medium,
while remaining stationary in itself, is impressed and driven by them to the point where

their motive force terminates.”



4.38 LONG COMMENTARY ON THE DE ANIMA

seems to be pressed over a distant space. Likewise for air, for it frequently
seems to act and be affected by pressing, when it is stable as a whole, unmoved
and undivided.®® Next he said: For this reason it is better [to hold] that air is
affected, etc. That is, because in the case of a medium this impression is pos-
sible, for this reason it is better to say, in the case of the reflection which comes
about in things which can be heard and in things which can be seen, that it is
nothing other than that the air is reflected by that motion which is in it and by
that affection which comes about from sensibles, when {541} it has encountered
something which that motion cannot pass through soundly in reference to the
senses.®! This is better than to say that there is a reflection of bodies outside
sight, as certain of the ancients say, and the empiricists®**? concede, when there
may be no external bodies there. Next he said: It is . . . in the case of smooth
things, etc. That is, that motion is in wet things. He meant this by same for
smooth things. For this reason air also will move sight, just as a seal existing
in wax is pushed to the extreme end to the extent that it moves air in a second
part, so too in this way the sensible will move air in such a way that it is carried
through it to the surface touching the sense, and in this way it moves the
sense.383

380. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 135.2-6: |S" 3 Sty wd &S H o el liny
Brmtn b atlomy LU Lagn sy JS7 0L 15 Bulmy dile Szl o ODlrasy Lo
uize Yy; “This kind of motion does not come about in every body, for the stone and
its like are not impressionable at all, while things like water and air are. We often find
them affected by motion over an extensive distance, each one being stationary in its
entirety, unmoved [as such], and undispersed.”

381. That is, the medium bearing sound or light can affect the quality of sound or
sight. For example, an intervening wall affects the medium between persons and
thereby affects their ability to hear one another, or fog can affect the medium such that
sight is affected.

Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 135.7-11: (733) jLeci¥) 1 4 u_i..c" Loyl 0454
S Sy Dleganll 505K (sl S 5 J g5 OF a8 OLS” 8 ozly 8y el
s Coaslo 3] Slapnst! o as A Gty WSy slp gl 0TV e s g o] o
Lt oo ) dslizad e ab diws of S ¥ e s 45,4 “As it is possible of the
medium to experience impression and motion [in an active and passive way], it is better
to say that the reflection which occurs with audible and visible objects is nothing other
than the air reflecting the objects of sense by its motion, when that motion meets some-
thing which it cannot traverse directly en route to the senses themselves.”

382. Perspectivi.

383. Cf. Middle Commentary (2002), 135.16-17: ] 43 iy o slagd) 8oy ogunstd
L) g e b auld P P ch"‘"" ; “the sensible object moves the air until it pen-
etrates through it to the particular surface of the corporeal sense organ and moves it.”
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66. It is, therefore, evident that it is impossible for the body of an animal
to be simple as fire or air [are]. For it is impossible to have one of the other
senses without touch, for every animated body is capable of touch, as we
said. Those other [elements] are instruments of sense, except earth. For all
cause sensations because they sense through another and through a me-
dium.?® Touch, however, comes about in touching and for this reason is
called by this name. This is because other instruments of sense do not sense
except through the mediation of touch (but this is with other things mediat-
ing), while that [sense of touch] is thought to be sufficient per se. For this
reason the body of an animal is not one of those elements. Nor is it earth.
For touch is, as it were, intermediate in relation to the other sensibles and
an instrument {542} of sense. And the recipient thing does not include only
changes which involve earth but also those which involve hot and cold and
other tangibles. For this reason we do not sense through bones, hairs, and
other such parts.>® For this reason plants do not have any of these senses,
because they are [composed] of earth. For it is impossible for there to be
another sense without touch, and this instrument which belongs to sense
is not composed of fire or any of those other elements. (3.13 435a11-b4)

It is impossible, therefore, for the body of an animal to be simple. For it is
impossible for the animal to have any of these three senses without touch, for
every animated thing must be something which has the sense of touch. Next
he said: Those other [elements], etc. That is, the simple bodies are instruments
of these three senses, except for earth, which is not an instrument of any
sense. This was because all those senses, namely, the three, cause sensation
because they need simple instruments and an extrinsic medium, that is, things
devoid of sensibles, namely, so that the instrument and medium in sight do
not have color nor [is there] odor in the olfactory sense nor [is there] sound in

384. The Text has lost the sense of the Greek, which has 10 8¢ dAAo €€w yiig
oicOntmiplo uév v yévorto, mdvia 8¢ 1@ 81 £1€pov aicBdvecBar mOlEl TV
aictnoiy, kol did tdv petagd. “All the other elements with the exception of earth can
constitute organs of sense, but all of them bring about perception only through some-
thing else, viz. through the media.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate transla-
tion, though imperfect, is somewhat clgser to the Greek: O )9S5 ¢ L C"“"L‘J
Locgas Jaon 2l L g o1 O Lo 2,005 L foncds LkS™ 0,55 01 Y] L 4l (ibid. [1954]);
“All, with the exception of earth, may be involved in sensing but they all bring about
sensation and perceive what is air for them through what is intermediate between
them.”

385. The Text here fails to reflect 611 YTig €01tlv, 435a25, “because they consist of
earth.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984). The alternate translation is in accord with the Greek:
Ladmg 291 e LY.

386. The Greek has yfig, “earth,” instead of “fire.” The alternate translation is in ac-
cord with the Greek.
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hearing. What are devoid of those either are the simple bodies or that in which
the simple bodies predominate. But touch differs from those senses because it
apprehends its sensible without a medium and for this reason it uses no inter-
mediate element in regard to what is extrinsic. When this has been explained
concerning the sense of touch, it is necessary that its instrument not be simple.
Generally he wants to explain here that touch differs from the other senses in
this regard. For if the other senses can be devoid of touch, then it would be
possible for the body of an animal having those senses to be {543} simple, while
for touch it is the contrary, namely, that it is impossible for its instrument to be
simple. For every instrument ought to be devoid of sensible. Because it is im-
possible that any body be devoid of the four qualities, it is necessary that the
instrument of that sense be intermediate, that is, a mixture of the elements.
Since it is so, it happens that this power is the essential reason why the body
of an animal is composite. Next he said: since it is the case that other instru-
ments of sense, etc. That is, since the other senses use the three elements for
instruments and media, it is necessary that touch not use any of them and that
its instrument be composite, not simple. Still, the instruments which those use
cannot be devoid of touch and on this basis they are composite. If this were
not [the case], it would be necessary that they be simple things. Next he said:
but this is through other mediating things. That is, but their lack of touch is
not alack belonging to what apprehends its sensible directly without a medium,
but [something which characterizes what apprehends] through other media
and through other instruments. Next he said: For this reason the body of an
animal is not one of those elements, etc. That is, on account of what we said,
none of those elements is the body of an animal. Not even earth, insofar as it
is simple or nearly simple, since the other senses use the elements as instru-
ment and medium, and [touch] is a power other than those. Hence, it does not
use the elements as instrument, since its instrument ought to be the medium
between tangible things, since it cannot be made devoid of tangible qualities
nor can it apprehend tangible things if it were a simple tangible, that is, some
perfect tangible quality. Next he said: And the recipient. .. does not include,
etc. That is, what is receptive of touch does not necessarily {544} have qualities
which involve earth alone, but hot and cold and other tangible qualities. For
this reason it was necessary that what receives a tangible be a mean, since it
cannot be devoid of all things nor even can it sense if any of the tangible
qualities predominates in it. For this reason we do not sense through bones or
through hairs, on account of the predominance in these bodies of the qualities
which involve earth. For this reason plants do not have the sense of touch.
Hence, neither do they have other senses, because it is impossible for the other
senses to be found without touch. And the instrument of touch is neither fire
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nor some other body which is among the elements, nor is it a body ascribed to
these predominantly.

67. It was explained, therefore, that animals necessarily die when they
cease to have this sense alone and also that it is impossible for it not to be
in animals. For animals do not necessarily have any other sense but this.
For this reason other sensibles do not corrupt animals by predominating
excess, for instance, color, sound, and smell, but rather they only corrupt the
instruments of sense, except accidentally. (For instance, when there is a
great blow together with sound, for all those cause corruption in animals,
but accidentally.)*”” For this reason flavors also harm animals through the
mediation of taste, for taste is a kind of touch.?®® Predominating excess,
however, of what is tangible, for instance, of hot and cold and hard, cor-

rupts animals. (435b4-14) {545}

It was already explained from this account that animals die when they have
lost touch and that it is impossible for that sense not to exist in an animal
while the animal is an animal, which is not the case for the other senses. For
it is not necessary for an animal to have any sense except touch. On account
of this, predominating excess and strength of the other sensibles do not cor-
rupt an animal, for instance, strong color, strong sound, and strong odor, but
they only corrupt their proper instruments, except accidentally (for instance,
when with sound there has been a great blow, and likewise for color and
odor). Flavors, however, do harm animals in an essential way, through the
mediation of taste, for taste is a kind of touch. But the qualities corrupting
animals are tangible, for instance, hot, cold, and hard.

68. The predominant excess of any sensible expels the instrument of
sense, and for this reason what is tangible expels touch. Life is defined in
virtue of touch, for it is impossible for an animal to exist without touch. For
this reason the predominant excess of what is tangible not only corrupts the
instrument of sense but also even the animal, because it is necessary for the

387. Averroes’ Text of Aristotle omits part of the Greek: oiov Gv Gpo 16 yoom doig
yévnrar Kol TAnyR: Kol Do opapdtev kal doufic £1epa kivelton, 6 i 67 $Oeipey;
“as when the sound is accompanied by an impact or shock, or where through the objects
of sight or of smell certain other things are set in motion, which destroy by contact.” Aristo-
tle, De Anima (19842;me emphasis. The alternate translation reflects the Greek: &zth
Ogddlg A5t I & 1 eLsd (ibid. [1954]); “for other things are set in motion by odor and
color.”

388. “Flavour also destroys only in so far as it is at the same time capable of contact.”
Aristotle, De Anima (1984).
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animal that it be a being, not that it be in a better disposition. Those other
senses, however, are in the animal for the better, sight so that it may see in
air and water; taste so that it may sense the pleasant and unpleasant and
that it may have appetite and be moved; and likewise for smell; hearing that
it may hear a thing; and tongue that it may signify something in another

way.?® (435b15-25) {546}

The predominant excess of every sensible, when it is intense, corrupts its
proper instrument, whether it is touch or something else. Next he said: In
virtue of that it was defined, etc. That is, through that power, namely, touch,
animal is defined. The reason for this is that it is impossible for the animal to
exist without touch. For this reason it happens that an intense tangible corrupts
not only the instrument of sense but also the animal in an essential way, be-
cause the sense of touch is among things necessary for the animal, namely, for
it to be a being, not insofar as it is better for it, as it is in the case of the other
remaining senses. Next he said: sight so that it may see in air and water.
Likewise concerning smell, namely, that primarily it is for the sake of appetite
for food. Hearing, however, so that it may hear a thing, that is, sounds, and
understand in virtue of those, in rational animals and in brute animals. In
rational animals [this is] so that they may understand the intentions which the
words signify. Tongue, however, so that it may signify the thing in another
way. He is indicating, as I believe, the help which it affords in regard to words,
not taste. For this help appears to be more for betterment than taste, since taste
is thought to be more necessary on account of its nearness to touch. The other
senses, however, are for the sake of betterment, chiefly sight and hearing. This
is evident.

389. The Greek has <yA@ttav 8& Snwg onpaivy T £1€pw>, “and a tongue that it may
communicate with its fellows.” Aristotle De Anima (1984). The alternate translation has
gty S 0,08 43 (g ad Ol Lo $UIASTy (ibid. [1954]); “And likewise there
comes to be a tongue in it so that by it it may communicate with another by speech and
talk.”
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305, 310, 342, 354, 360, 362-63, 375,
381, 401, 406, 418-19

divine, 1-2, 78-79, 14345, 394

doubt, 15, 144, 154, 191, 196, 204, 228,
230, 258, 293, 296, 340, 345, 356, 360

drunk, 76-77

drunkenness, 77

dry, 105, 135-36, 140, 168, 218-19, 221,

223, 227, 23335, 239, 241, 265
dryness, 69, 223, 225

ear, 199—201, 252

earth, 30, 39—41, 49-50, 88-89, 91, 149—
51, 162-63, 181-82, 185, 215, 232, 251—
52,284, 321, 324, 43940

east, 185

echo, 194-97

eclipse, 186

eduction, 167-69

element, 4, 24-25, 30-31, 33, 35-36, 39—
42, 50, 55-57, 65, 67-71, 8699, 12324,
135, 149-51, 162—63, 191, 200, 239, 249—
52, 300, 310, 313-14, 345, 433, 439—41

embryo, 40

end, 2, 63, 93, 126, 129, 14041, 14448,
151-52, 155, 158-59, 206, 225, 248, 258,
271-72, 281, 290, 296, 301, 306, 312,
346, 378, 380-81, 388, 390-92, 398,
400, 414, 423-25, 43032, 436, 438

enemy, 377

entelechy, 8

See also actuality

err, 110, 149, 175-76, 198, 275, 288, 332,

374-75, 407
error, 7, 94, 149, 175, 255-56, 263, 275,

277, 287-88, 301, 309, 407, 416
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essence, 4, 45, 54, 176, 335

establish, 20, 34, 47, 68, 70, 86, 161-62,
398, 400

eternal, 17, 60, 62—63, 78, 128, 143—45,
184, 306, 315, 322-24, 351, 35557,
360-61, 387, 391, 396—98

eternity, 144

everlasting, 144—45

evil, 267-68, 379-80

exemplar, 345

exist, 5, 7, 10, 11, 14-17, 19, 21, 24, 26,
28-29, 41, 4748, 50-51, 53-54, 62,
66-67, 71-72, 75, 79, 85, 89~90, 93,
96-100, 102—7, 109—16, 123-25, 127,
129, 131, 133-37, 13940, 14446, 153,
158-59, 162, 164—66, 168, 170, 172, 177,
180-81, 184, 188, 192-93, 199, 201,
204, 206, 214, 22021, 228, 233-35, 237,
239, 242-43, 24546, 260, 263, 265,
268, 275—76, 283, 288, 293-94, 302,
307, 309-10, 316, 324, 326, 332, 337,
340, 348, 362-68, 373, 379, 381, 383~
84, 286-87, 392, 396—400, 4029, 414,
420-22, 424, 426, 428, 430-33, 435,
44142

existence, 20, 43, 103—4, 110, 117, 134,
157, 172, 174, 180, 192, 264, 287, 293—
94, 306-7, 312, 314, 323, 327, 336, 351~
52, 357, 360, 362, 378, 383, 386, 393,
400, 4034, 43334

existent, 10, 15, 325, 368, 400, 404

extremities, 233-34, 238

extrinsic, 14, 64, 71, 214, 268, 325, 439—40

eye, 15, 76, 100, 116—19, 131, 186, 199,
210, 218-19, 227, 252, 267, 277, 280-81,
346, 389, 436

eyelids, 218-19

false, 14, 33, 44—45, 67, 91, 152, 156, 276—
82, 284-85, 287-89, 314, 326, 344, 363~
65, 370-71, 379, 400

falsity, 45, 287-88, 363-65, 370-71, 379~
8o

fear, 18-19, 23, 75, 411~12

figure, 36, 154, 283, 344, 354, 390, 427~
28,433

figure (noun), 18, 26, 35, 13740, 15152,
154, 193, 195-96, 205, 239, 254, 257,

282-83, 332, 344, 354, 390, 410, 427~
28,433
second figure (of the syllogism) 151~
52,282
spherical figure, 193, 195-96
finger, 400, 410
finite, 60-61, 63, 152—53, 407
fire, 2425, 27, 30, 35-37, 42, 49-50, 88—
89, 91, 96, 149-54, 16163, 184, 188—
90, 215, 237, 242, 251-52, 310, 329, 360,
377-78, 43940
fish, 186, 191, 204, 208, 214
fish scales, 186
flat, 202—3, 22728
flavor, 135-36, 140, 175, 209—13, 21826,
228, 233, 242, 245—47, 260, 26365, 270,
441
flesh, 69-72, 87, 89, 115, 211, 22634,
23641, 244, 25052, 266—67, 335-39, 381
food, 112, 134—36, 142—44, 150, 152-53,
155-56, 159—61, 209, 214-15, 430, 432,
43435, 442
foot, feet, 45, 215, 221-22, 284
form, 1, 3, 11, 1923, 26, 31-33, 40, 42,
54, 67-68, 70-72, 87, 89-90, 93, 95—
100, 102, 106-7, 109—10, 113-18, 120—
21, 127-28, 130-32, 14448, 152, 155,
158-62, 164, 167, 169, 172, 176, 182—85,
218, 220, 242, 244, 252, 262—63, 265,
270-72, 276-78, 281, 298-308, 310,
312-18, 320-21, 323, 325-32, 33545,
348, 350-53, 355-56, 358-61, 365, 367~
69, 376—78, 383, 386—93, 395, 397404,
415, 422, 426, 430
final form for us, 387
first form, 107, 338
First Form (God), 326
form for us, 355-56, 383, 387
forms of the imagination, 329, 345,
358-59, 374, 388, 399
imagined form, 176, 308, 320, 323, 325,
365, 426
intelligible form, 304, 313, 343
material form, 19, 32, 3024, 32628,
359-60, 386, 398
non-material forms, 360
sensible form, 32, 242, 244, 307, 337,
339, 350
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form (continued)
separate form, 3, 33, 312, 32628, 335,
342-43, 359, 383-84, 389, 393, 398
spiritual form, 392
fourness, 31-34, 81
frog, 111
fruit, 102, 112, 118, 225

garlic, 212
generation, 40, 88-89, 105, 141, 143, 146,
153, 157, 306, 317-18, 321, 323, 325, 358,
360, 362, 388, 390-91, 430
genus, 4, 7-10, 18, 23, 31, 37, 89-90, 99,
102, 1067, 110, 112, 115, 121, 122, 124,
126, 134-35, 137-38, 140, 162, 165-66,
169, 176, 180, 205, 209, 212, 226, 228—
30, 232, 296, 300-301, 303, 305, 327,
331, 333-34, 340, 34849, 351, 360, 376,
377, 379-81, 395, 404, 405, 435
gills, 204—5
god, 10, 39, 65, 87, 89, 91-92, 95-96, 399
gold, 24243
good, 52-53, 78, 87, 217-18, 26768, 282,
346, 37374, 379-81, 416-18, 42021
good commentators, 346
good people, 78
moral goods, 68
governance, 412
grammar, 166—67
grey, 225
grow, 105, 108, 123-24, 148—49, 151-52,
154, 431
growth, 47, 99, 102~3, 105, 108, 12325,
134, 146-53, 156—57, 161, 225, 408-9,
430, 435

habitation, 324
habits, 346
hair, 90, 432, 43940
hand, 9, 69, 159—60, 348, 402—3
hard, 192-93, 202, 210~11, 218-19, 227,
234, 23941
harm, 111, 173, 295, 419, 441
harmful, 217, 264, 291, 411, 434-35
harmony, 56-57, 67—70, 72, 87, 244, 264
harmonic, 57, 67
harmonically, 56
hate, 18, 78-79

head, 149, 150, 186, 363—64
health, 68, 130~31, 232, 265, 291
healthy, 130-31, 153-54, 296

hear, 163-64, 196, 198-201, 231, 245-46,
258, 260-62, 438, 442

hearing, 13940, 164, 175, 192, 193, 197~
201, 203, 209, 211, 213, 221-22, 227~
28, 231, 235, 23738, 241, 245, 248, 251,
260-66, 333, 375, 434, 440, 442

heart, 9, 20-21, 73-74, 100, 104, 2067,
411-12, 425-26

heat, 2021, 24, 44, 159-61, 178, 205-6,
237, 251

heavens, 5657, 65-66, 184, 321

heavy, 105, 124, 149-51, 229, 239

honey, 212, 255

horn, 186-87, 201

house, 20, 68, 195

hot, 43-44, 51, 105, 168, 227, 23941, 244,
265, 270, 329-30, 337-38, 375, 43941

human being, 9-10, 17-19, 45, 74-75,
77-78, 87-89, 101, 138, 140, 165-66,
170-72, 176, 178, 182-83, 196, 201,
210-11, 218, 225, 252, 280, 308-10, 315,
318-20, 322, 324, 332, 350, 355, 363,
370, 378-79, 385, 399, 401, 412, 414

hunger, 135-36

ice, 242
ignorance, 91, 111, 167-70, 394—95
illness, 285, 2g0—91
illuminate, 188, 328
illumination, 181-82
image, 277-78, 280, 316, 331, 334,
373-79, 386, 403—5
imagination, 5, 11-14, 16-17, 75, 127,
13637, 141, 207-8, 260, 277-86, 288—
91, 293, 308, 329, 334, 336, 340, 345, 348,
350, 358-59, 361-62, 374, 376-77, 388,
399, 403, 4059, 413-17, 420-21, 42628
imaginative intellect, 78
imaginative part, 421
imaginative power, 176, 279, 288, 293,
301, 304, 308, 313, 32021, 325, 331-32,
334, 338, 351, 361, 365, 379, 398, 415
imaginative soul, 127, 207-8
imagine, 49, 78, 82, 101, 114, 117, 127,
172, 176, 247, 275, 278-82, 284, 308,

GENERAL INDEX OF THE TRANSLATION 489

314, 316-17, 320-21, 323, 325, 331,
35051, 359, 372, 378, 390, 407, 411,
42627
immortal, 39, 92, 96, 98, 325, 355
See also mortal: not mortal
impel, 436-37
impression, 242, 436—38
increase, 46, 48, 99, 273
individual, 10, 33, 67, 100, 107-8, 112,
115-17, 145, 159, 176~79, 193, 205, 243,
268, 278, 304, 305, 309, 315, 317-19, 321,
323-24, 328, 331~32, 33638, 351, 353,
355, 357-59 37173, 376-79, 392-93
induction, 131, 135, 154, 426
infinite, 25, 58, 60, 62, 64, 82-84, 87, 101,
151-52, 259, 348, 353, 392-93, 406—7
infinite regress, 259, 348, 393
infinity, 101, 258-59, 328, 392
inquire, 6-7, 11-12, 23, 106, 109, 128,
247, 433
inquiry, 2, 23, 12223, 136, 395, 423
insipid, 222, 225
instrument, 15-16, 19, 66, 75-77, 116,
118-19, 128, 14849, 152, 15859, 161,
199, 204, 206, 208, 310—11, 313, 319,
33031, 397, 40273, 410, 420, 422-24,
43942
intellect, 3—4, 1012, 16-17, 23, 2729,
32, 36-38, 42, 57-65, 69, 70, 75-79, 85,
93-95, 101-2, 12829, 136-37, 14142,
146, 163, 17172, 176, 178, 209, 211, 243,
269, 273-74, 276, 278-79, 29091, 298,
300-331, 333-37, 339-45, 347-67, 369—
406, 410-16, 418-21, 432-33
acquired intellect, 328, 38385, 387
agent intellect, 3067, 313, 316, 321,
324, 328-29, 350-63, 370, 379, 384-88,
390-91, 393, 396—401 (see also agent
intelligence)
intellect in act, 42, 128, 306, 316, 321,
336, 347-49, 351, 382, 386
intellect in a positive disposition
(intellectus in habitu), 307-8, 319, 349~
50, 358, 360-62, 364, 384, 387, 390-93,
395-99, 401
material intellect, 16, 76, 78-79, 300,
302-8, 310-18, 32022, 324~26, 328—
31, 333, 336, 34045, 34748, 350-51,

353-58, 360-65, 370-71, 374-75, 379,
383-84, 386-90, 394, 396, 398-99, 401
passible intellect, 78, 340, 355, 357, 359,

361, 363, 379
passive intellect, 325
patient intellect, 354
practical intellect, 63, 363, 380, 411,
413-15, 418
separate intellect, 384
theoretical intellect, 141, 306-8, 317,
321-25, 329, 356, 363, 374, 380, 393,
396, 411
intelligence, 3, 57, 170, 183, 302, 307,
314, 326, 328, 342, 346, 348, 349-50,
353, 355, 384, 386, 388
agent intelligence, 170, 183, 307, 328,
348-50, 353, 384, 386, 388
intelligible, 9, 76, 78, 14142, 292, 296~
98, 300-5, 307-9, 313—18, 320, 322-24,
326, 328-29, 333, 335, 337, 33943, 345~
48, 350-53, 355-56, 358-59, 360-66,
371, 37375, 379, 382-83, 385, 390~
405, 422
acquired intelligibles, 396
false intelligibles, 400
intelligible forms, 313
intelligible in act, 301, 307, 313, 316,
320, 328, 348, 350-51, 374, 382, 386,
390, 395
intelligible in potency, 301, 303, 305,
307, 317, 320, 34143, 345, 348, 350—
51, 390
intelligible power, 9, 14142,
theoretical intelligibles, 307, 315, 362,
391, 397-99
intention, 3, 18, 2021, 36, 43, 54, 69,
76, 79-80, 11118, 120-23, 126—31, 138,
147, 15152, 156, 159, 164, 166, 168,
172-74, 17680, 183, 185, 193, 203, 205,
207, 212, 216, 218, 221, 226, 228, 232,
240, 24246, 257, 259—60, 263, 265,
270, 27273, 276, 279, 283, 286, 293,
295-96, 299, 301, 304-5, 308-9, 312—
14, 316-23, 326, 328-29, 331-32, 334~
38, 341-43, 34548, 350-51, 353-54,
359, 361, 362, 365-66, 373-75, 377-79,
381, 383, 388-89, 393, 398, 400, 403,
405, 409, 411, 418, 426-29, 442



490 GENERAL INDEX OF THE TRANSLATION

intention (continued)
finite intentions, 353
imagined intention, 172, 314, 31617,
320-21, 350-51, 359, 374
individual intentions, 174, 176, 243,
318, 332
intelligible intention, 320, 373, 405
intentions in matter, 18
intentions in potency, 328
intentions intelligible in act, 345, 351
intentions intelligible in potency, 345
intentions of forms of the imagina-
tion, 374
intentions of imagined forms, 308,
365
intentions of individuals, 178
intentions of the imagination, 362
intentions of things existing outside
the soul, 308, 335
intentions of universal material forms,
304
intentions which are in the soul,
308
material intentions, 273
sensible intentions, 178, 286, 318,
universal intentions, 79, 172, 332,
334
investigate, 3, 8, 11-12, 23, 44, 46, 67,
100, 112—13, 120, 126, 130, 140, 142,
205, 219, 256-58, 265, 274, 292—93,
295-96, 298, 335, 347, 382-83, 388,
409, 420
investigation, 5-6, 8-9, 11, 15, 66, 101,
128, 137, 142, 172, 207, 245, 266, 276,
294-96, 299, 363, 383, 394, 407
invisible, 185-86, 213, 22122, 241
iron, 38—39, 112-16, 153, 24243

join, 31, 47, 64-66, 127, 132, 136, 152-53,

176, 239, 254-56, 283, 353, 392, 405
See also unite

joy, 18

judge, 30, 34, 36, 39-41, 86, 95, 175, 177,
255-56, 259—60, 265-74, 277~79, 345,
353-54, 365, 374—76, 37980, 419, 428

judgment, 97-98, 104, 118, 25556,
26970, 272-73, 277-78, 353-54, 376,
379, 429, 432

know, 5-8, 11, 13-15, 31, 33—34, 38, 40—~

42, 70, 79-80, 86-92, 94-95, 98-99,
102, 105—7, 111, 121—22, 126-27, 130~
31, 14245, 156, 163, 166-68, 171, 173,
178-79, 193, 196, 200, 209, 229—30,
241, 25455, 273-74, 276, 280, 289,
292, 295, 300-302, 304, 310, 327-28,
344, 353-54, 361-62, 368-70, 37879,
381, 386, 394, 396—97, 399400, 405,
407, 410, 412, 414

First Knower, 335

knower, 34, 87, 107, 111~12, 165-67,
169, 171, 335

knowledge, 1-4, 67, 13—14, 29-32, 34,

37-39, 41, 87, 89—95, 106—7, 110-12,
120-21, 123, 130—31, 140—43, 153, 165—
73, 188, 226, 274-76, 278-79, 281-83,
289, 295-96, 324, 327, 329, 334, 342,
344-45, 347, 353-56, 359, 364, 369, 371,
380, 399, 405, 412-13, 415

perfect knowledge, 142

practical knowledge, 295

theoretical knowledge, 295, 347

language, 44, 108, 125, 262, 290, 291
Greek language, 108, 125, 262, 290-91
learn, 5-6, 12, 75, 167-69, 172, 329, 361,
400, 403, 405
leave, 100
leave aside, 137
leave out, 21, 131, 376
leaves, 112
length, 31, 48, 122, 2034, 215, 366—68,
433
life, 25-27, 4344, 94, 99-100, 105, 108—
12, 123, 127, 14748, 156, 178, 313, 346,
356, 359, 431, 433, 441
live, 50-51, 94, 1023, 118-19, 12226,
127, 130, 132, 141, 143, 14647, 151,
410, 430
better living, 205, 219, 252
living, 2, 10, 24, 32, 68, 81, 85, 88-91, 94,
102, 105, 108—9, 112, 122-25, 135-36,
139, 14348, 159, 170, 190-91, 2045,
214, 216, 219—20, 232, 252, 318, 330, 430
non-living, 88-89, 246
light, 18090, 194, 296-97, 202, 209,
24546, 259—60, 264—65, 290, 291, 307,
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316, 328, 349-51, 360-61, 369-70, 389,
398

light (weight), 105, 124, 14951, 229, 239

like, 10, 30-31, 33, 36, 3941, 4344, 58,
74, 8687, 90-91, 96, 98, 101, 102, 105—
6, 110—12, 12023, 131, 139, 144, 149,
154-59, 161-62, 164-65, 167-68, 170
71, 173—74, 176, 180, 183-84, 194—96,
212, 217, 221, 227, 232, 237, 24041,
255, 26465, 270, 274-76, 307, 338-39,
34950, 360, 364-65, 369, 378, 387,
399, 402-3, 410, 437

unlike, 156, 161, 164, 173~74, 274-75

likeness, 89—-91, 202, 350

limit, 63, 151-53, 379

line, 1213, 18, 23, 31, 56~57, 61, 80-81,
83-84, 95, 122, 140, 196, 215, 271-72,
337-39, 366-67, 375, 424

liquid, 198-99, 220-21, 22324,

liver, g, 100

location, 215

locomotion, 127, 134, 136-37, 140—41

love, 1, 18, 78-79, 357

luminous, 18687, 190, 196

luminous body, 181-82, 184-85, 196
lung, 199, 206, 208

magnitude, 23, 57-60, 69, 215, 243, 254,
257, 292, 335-36, 340, 366, 368-69,
381-83, 403, 405, 423, 425

man, 165, 173, 329, 34546, 374, 385-86,
389, 393

mathematician, 22, 8o

mathematics, 12, 13, 339—40

matter, 11, 17-23, 27, 32, 35, 38, 79, 82,
92-93, 100, 106—7, 109—10, 112~17,
120, 128, 13032, 146, 151-52, 155, 160,
166, 172, 174, 184, 192, 197, 21516,
220-21, 223—24, 242—43, 245, 252, 260,
265, 270, 273, 3019, 312, 315, 318, 320~
21, 326, 332-33, 335-37, 33940, 342,
346-51, 35354, 359, 370-372, 374, 381~
83, 389-91, 393, 395-99, 401, 403, 413,
426, 430

prime matter, 107, 270, 304-5, 312, 315,
326, 342

mean, 121, 240, 241, 244, 303, 373, 375,

440

mean (verb), 1-2, 46, 9, 15-16, 18, 20,
2425, 27-28, 30, 32-33, 41, 45, 47, 50,
54-57, 59—60, 64-65, 68-69, 7176,
81-82, 86, 91-92, 96, 99—101, 103, 105,
112, 116, 118, 12223, 126, 13237, 140—
41,144-45, 151-52, 154, 159~60, 162—
68, 173, 175-77, 183, 186, 188-93, 195,
199200, 204, 206—9, 223, 228, 236,
242-44, 250-52, 259, 268-70, 273~74,
278-79, 287-88, 295, 298-99, 301, 304,
311, 325, 338, 340, 344, 347, 350, 355~
59, 361, 366-67, 369, 371~73, 375-76,
380-81, 383-84, 386, 395-96, 403, 407~
8, 411, 415, 417, 419, 422, 428-30, 433,
435, 438

medium, 188-90, 192, 214-15, 217, 219~
21, 226-39, 241, 247, 24952, 255, 328,
436—40

melody, 204

membrane, 199—200, 229—31, 235

memory, 74-75, 176, 331-32, 359

metaphysics, 375

method, 6—7, 20, 122, 389

mind, 274-75, 301, 326, 382, 389

mixed, 64, 68, 96, 151, 21921, 224, 232,
237, 251, 264—65, 296, 300-301, 310—
11, 329-30, 332-33, 353, 363, 370-71,
389-90

unmixed, 38, 264, 273, 301-2, 342, 345,
352-53, 357, 372

mixture, 67-68, 70-72, 79, 98, 165, 181—
82, 225, 237, 264, 307, 310, 314, 341, 345,
389, 440

model, 345

moist, 39—40, 135-36, 140, 168

mole, 130, 252

moment, 144, 255

monster, 400

moon, 39, 92, 186

mortal, 91-92, 96, 98, 124, 326,

not mortal, 96, 124, 35557, 259—60
See also immortal

motion, 19, 23—27, 29-30, 34, 36-39, 41,
44-57, 60—66, 68—69, 72—75, 80, 84, 86,
93-95, 99, 102-3, 105, 108, 114, 116,
123-25, 127, 145-50, 152, 160-62, 164~
65, 171~72, 176—78, 180, 182-83, 185,
192—-96, 198—204, 207, 208, 216, 229,
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motion (continued)
231, 236, 244, 246—47, 253-56, 261, 269,
272, 274, 276, 285-91, 319, 371-73, 375,
399, 405-6, 408-29, 431-32, 436—38
circular motion, 57, 60-65, 193, 423—24
local motion, 24, 46—48, 50-51, 53,
55-56, 94, 160, 192, 274, 405, 409-10,
413, 425-26
mouth, 112, 140, 221
move, 18-19, 24-28, 34-40, 44-57, 59—
60, 64—66, 72—76, 78-82, 84—87, go—
91, 93-95, 97, 99, 102, 118, 123-25, 135,
144, 149-51, 159—60, 164—65, 168, 171—
72, 181-83, 186-190, 193, 195, 197-99,
201-3, 207-8, 214-15, 217, 226, 229,
236, 239, 244, 261-62, 269, 273, 280,
285-86, 291, 301-2, 305, 307, 314, 316—
17,319, 321, 328, 336, 340, 350-51, 353~
54, 362, 373-75, 377-78, 399, 408-11,
413-33, 435-38, 442
move itself, 44—45, 53-54, 72, 123, 426
movement, 65, 73, 185, 225, 404, 414,
419
moving, 37, 39, 81-82, 125, 146, 148,
160, 164, 168, 171, 182, 261, 163, 316—
17, 327, 354, 362, 377-78, 410, 414, 418,
436
self-moving, 27, 34, 44, 48, 79-82, 87,
12325
mover, 27-28, 34-35, 38-39, 44, 48, 51—
52, 66, 81-82, 87, 152, 159—61, 16364,
171-72, 189, 208, 261, 302, 314, 316, 319,
321, 323, 336, 351, 353, 374, 405-6, 409,
411-12, 415, 420-22, 424, 428, 430, 437
first mover, 208
music, 66
musical, 56

nature, 2—4, 11, 15, 17, 22, 25, 30, 32, 34—
40, 42, 47-50, 55-56, 64-66, 67-69, 82,
86, 94—95, 97-99, 1024, 121, 125, 133,
138-52, 155-56, 159, 161, 169, 175, 179—
81, 183-84, 186—87, 190-192, 200, 204~
5, 214, 221, 225, 238, 242, 245, 249, 251—
52, 278, 302-5, 308, 312, 314-15, 327,
330, 34146, 348-49, 356, 359, 360, 362,
368, 377, 381, 383, 388, 390, 394-95, 404,
409-10, 416, 428-29, 43132

more/better known by nature, 143,
175
nature of the intellect, 65, 327, 348,
362,
nature of the soul, 36, 95, 98
nature of the universal soul, g7—98
negation, 253, 365, 370, 372, 374, 381,
403, 405
nerves, 229, 23940
nose, 252, 337, 339
snub-nose, 381
notion, 28, 31, 36, 43-45, 47-48, 52-53,
69, 72, 204, 220, 281, 285, 293, 294, 325,
341, 380
nourish, 154, 435
nourishment, 123—24, 135, 14244, 148,
151-61, 214-15, 217, 407
number, 6, 30—35, 42, 55, 57, 59—60, 64,
79-87, 99—100, 102-3, 108, 137, 144,
176-78, 196, 212, 226, 243, 250-54,
256, 268-70, 308, 315, 317, 319, 324,
327, 353, 376, 407-8, 42021, 428
nutrition, 99-100, 102, 105, 108, 123—25,
131, 134-35, 150-53, 157, 409, 430

object, 59, 64, 127, 136, 14243, 171,
175, 189, 209-10, 213, 220, 222, 226,
233, 238-42, 244, 24748, 253, 255,
258-59, 261, 275, 278, 280, 285, 287,
292, 298, 333-34, 371, 373, 376, 378,
381, 383, 403, 411, 414-15, 420, 422,
426, 429, 434

sensible objects, 127, 171, 175, 222, 233,

238-39, 24142, 244, 247, 253, 255, 261,
280, 333

odor, 102, 435, 439, 441

oily, 224, 246

olfactory, 249, 439

opinion, 16, 23—25, 27—28, 30-44, 55-57,
63, 65, 67, 68, 71, 83-88, 90—93, 96—
100, 102, 106, 107, 124, 128, 133, 136,
140, 149, 151, 154, 165, 169, 181-82,
189—91, 198, 221, 224-25, 22930, 239,
275-85, 289, 305-8, 310-11, 314, 318,
321-22, 324, 331, 342, 34546, 355,
357-59, 361-62, 372, 374, 384, 386~
89, 394-95, 400, 413, 428-29

opposite, 8, 17, 50, 65, 95, 143, 154-55,
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185, 196—97, 227~28, 238, 242, 245,
329, 347, 353, 364, 388, 392
organ, 103—4, 112—13, 129, 149-50, 159,
198-201, 203, 227, 229-31, 233, 237—
38, 241, 244, 248-54, 260-61, 266, 268,
270, 272, 316, 320, 332, 375, 379
determinate organ, 379
sense organ, 246, 316
other text, other translation.
See translation

pain, 209, 210, 373, 419, 426
pained, 217
painful, 210, 373~74, 419
particle, 24-25, 27, 55, 8182, 84-85,
87, 105
indivisible particle, 2425, 27, 55
passenger on a ship, 45—45
passion, 245—46
passive, 143, 162-65, 262, 272, 293, 206—
303, 311, 325, 340, 342, 360
See also power: passive power
patient, 66, 71, 155, 168-69, 259, 261-62,
308, 340, 349, 352, 354, 362
perceive, 127, 130, 136, 185, 235, 284-85
perfect, 23, 64, 120-22, 125, 140—43, 165,
189, 196, 211, 346, 372—73, 390, 426,
435, 440
perfect action, 165
perfect activity, 165, 372-73
perfect animals, 125, 140, 426
perfection, 8, 54, 98, 114, 133, 174, 294,
298, 323, 34546, 352, 354, 388, 390~
91, 401
final perfection, 54, 98, 401
first perfection, g8
person, 41, 76, 11112, 122, 167, 268,
284-85, 288, 293
philosopher, 22-23, 394
philosophy, 324, 346
First Philosophy (scil. metaphysics),
66, 326—27
Natural Philosophy, 310
practical philosophy, 346
pilot, 119—20, 160
pitch, 264
place, 2, 37, 65, 144, 136—37, 155, 162,
188-90, 192, 200-201, 214, 216~17,

227, 230, 23739, 264, 277-78, 306,
332
place (noun), 13, 24-25, 28, 46-51, 55—
56, 69, 72—74, 77, 82-85, 93-94, 99,
102, 123—26, 14648, 160-61, 164, 176,
184, 187, 193-94, 196, 198-99, 205,
208~9, 214, 216, 237, 269—70, 273~74,
278, 287, 293-94, 322, 330-31, 332,
406, 408-11, 413, 415, 423, 425, 432,
436-37
plants, 80-81, 94-95, 102-5, 108, 112,
123-27, 134-35, 139—40, 143-44, 146,
148-51, 159, 181-82, 225, 244, 409,
432-33, 439-40
pleasure, 86, 127, 134-35, 209, 373, 412,
418-19, 426, 428
point, 14, 16, 18, 24, 31-32, 56, 5861,
80-85, 193, 196, 27172, 301, 36869,
375, 436
end point, 84, 27172, 436
starting point, 13, 14, 23—24, 61, 63, 75,
163, 227, 276, 296, 300301, 378, 391,
42326
position, 80-83, 186
potency, 118-19, 123, 132, 138, 149-53,
164-69, 173-74, 181, 221, 226, 240, 243,
271-72, 274, 279, 303, 306, 316, 335,
34243, 347, 350-51, 353, 355, 363,
370-72, 385, 402
in potency, 42, 54, 78, 104, 106—7, 118—
19, 13233, 156, 162-69, 173—74, 181,
183-84, 186, 191—92, 218, 221, 224, 226,
239—41, 260-63, 270, 280, 298-301,
303-7, 310, 316-17, 32021, 328, 330,
33234, 34143, 345, 34751, 355-58,
360, 362-63, 366-72, 374, 382, 385-86,
390, 395-96, 399400, 402, 417
potentiality, 8, 164
power, 5, 9, 15, 18—20, 28, 33, 36, 42, 69,
7%, 75779, 9395, 99—103, 117-20, 123~
31, 134-35, 13745, 14748, 152-53, 156,
158-65, 167, 171—73, 176, 189, 192, 208—
9, 227-30, 238-39, 241, 243, 250-51,
256, 258-62, 265-66, 268—72, 274, 276~
79, 281-83, 285-86, 288-89, 291, 293,
295-302, 304, 308—14, 318, 32021,
325, 327, 32940, 34345, 348, 351
53, 359-61, 363-66, 369, 370, 372~73,
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power (continued)
375-79, 384, 386, 388-89, 395, 398,
401, 403, 405-10, 413-19, 42733,
437, 440, 442
apprehensive power (see under
apprehend)
cogitative power (see under cogitation)
concupiscible power (see under
concupiscible)
imaginative power (see under
imagination)
passive powet, 165, 299, 302
power in a body, 18, 42, 296, 313, 317,
330, 33233, 345
not a power in a body, 42, 298-302,
304, 309, 311-12, 330, 334, 344—45
power of a body, 76, 299
power of sensation, 69, 93—94, 125,
129, 140, 430-33
power of the soul, 33, 71, 76, 113, 124,
126-27, 130-31, 134, 138—43, 158, 163~
65, 208, 289, 293, 295, 304, 310, 314,
318, 320, 353, 386, 395, 401, 407-8, 410,
418, 430
rational power, 120, 165, 172, 270, 272,
279, 302, 308, 314, 332, 365, 372, 376~
77, 407,
sensory powetr, sensible power, 117
18, 189, 256, 334, 338, 34344
praise, 35, 38, 42, 198, 311
praiseworthy, 317-18
predicate, 180, 182, 365, 370
premise, 429
principle, 2-3, 6-7, 23, 29—43, 66, 86-87,
89-93, 101, 104-5, 107-08, 114, 116,
121-26, 128, 134, 14546, 149-52, 158—
59, 182, 24445, 271, 322, 327, 353-54,
379, 383, 413-14
first principle, 3, 245
privation, 185, 213, 222, 242, 254, 260,
272, 312, 333, 344, 36970, 393, 432
problem, 329
proof, 51
property, 31, 253, 283, 364, 436
proportion, 56, 68-72, 88-89, 96, 376,
397-98
proposition, 3, 17-18, 23, 33, 40—41, 46,
49-52, 63, 73, 91, 109, 131-32, 151, 154,

182, 187, 216, 245, 250, 262, 279, 301~
3 32223, 326, 328, 353-54, 365, 378,
393-97, 405, 425-26, 434
natural propositions, 405
primary propositions, 33, 279, 322,
396-97
protection, 20
pull, 42325
pungent, 211-12, 22425
pursuit, 411
push, 52, 19596, 198, 2023, 42325,
438

quadrilateral, 139—40
quality, 8, 22, 48, 81, 89—90, 135-37, 191,
196, 224, 229, 237, 24142, 24546, 253—
54, 260-61, 265, 310, 330, 367, 369, 376,
438, 440—41
four qualities, 265, 310, 440
primary qualities, 136, 330
sensible qualities, 237, 241, 260
tangible qualities, 24142, 248, 440
quantity, 8, 48, 59, 81-82, 88—90, 151
52, 157, 176-78, 194, 205, 215, 253-57,
287-88, 339, 366—67
quick, 150, 193—94, 2023, 221
quicksilver, 54-55
quiddity, 26, 114, 326—27, 336, 338-39,
370, 381, 391~93, 406

rains, 20
ratio, 264—65
rational animal, 42728, 442
rationality, 277, 281
rational material soul, 332
rational power (see under power)
rational soul, 113, 183, 301-2, 313, 332,
357, 374, 405-8, 419
rays, 24-25, 193, 196-97
reality, 22-23, 51, 59, 136, 150, 177, 179—
80, 204, 306, 356—57, 418
reception, 190, 223, 242—43, 247, 260,
295, 300-302, 305, 312, 315, 325, 342~
43, 350, 352, 362, 372, 384, 387
receptivity, 296, 298, 342, 354
recipient, 98, 13031, 134, 262, 300, 302~
3, 305-6, 312, 315-17, 321-24, 328, 345,
351-53, 361-63, 383-84, 43940
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recollection, 169, 329, 362

rectangle, 120, 122

rectilinear, 49-50, 63, 65-66

reflection, 193, 196, 436, 438
relationship, 2, 148, 161, 365
remember, 78-79, 325, 355-57, 359, 361,

379
representation by intellect, 4

See also conceptualization
reptiles, 279, 282
rest, 49, 55, 64, 114, 116, 123, 17678,
195, 208, 253-54
at rest, 26, 39, 4950, 55, 64—66, 423,
425, 42932
resonance, 201
respiration, 25, 43~44, 94-95, 97
revenge, 20
ring, 24243
river, 45, 204
root, 112, 124, 140, 148-50
rough, 227-28, 239, 246
rudder, 159
ruler, 95

saffron, 212
sailor, 313, 319
salt, salty, 221, 224, 264—65
sand, 193-94
science, 1-5, 12—14, 32—34, 66, 165, 171,
327, 394-95, 400, 422
divine science, 1—2
moral science, 2
natural science, 2, 4, 12, 394, 422
natural scientist, 19—21, 209, 263
science of the soul, 1-2, 327
theoretical science, 2, 394-95, 400
seal, 43738
seashell, 186-87
See also shell
sea sponge, 94, 125, 130, 140
seed, 39—40, 118
sensation, 24, 28—29, 33-34, 39, 69, 74—
75, 86-87, 91, 9396, 99, 102-3, 105,
107-8, 111, 115, 117-18, 123-31, 134~
35, 139—40, 14748, 150, 161-67, 171,
186, 210, 214, 221, 230, 234, 237, 240,
244, 250-51, 260, 276—91, 296, 308, 314,
371, 379, 402, 410, 426-27, 430-39

sense, 11-12, 1415, 56, 72, 85-91, 128—
29, 135—36, 142—43, 148, 161-64, 170—
77, 179, 185, 187, 189—90, 199—200,
202, 209—10, 214—20, 222-24, 226-27,
22041, 24345, 247-51, 25356, 258~
63, 265—70, 27280, 28385, 289, 296—
300, 307-8, 314, 316, 330, 333-34, 337~
38, 344, 371-73, 378-79, 4012, 405,
427, 434-36, 43940, 442

sense (noun), 5, 11-12, 15, 19, 23—24,
28, 33, 41, 53-54, 56, 61, 69—70, 75~
77, 86, 102-3, 119—20, 125, 129—30,
134-37, 139—42, 148, 150, 154, 162-64,
166, 170-79, 183, 185, 187-93, 199~
203, 209—11, 213-23, 22634, 236-66,
269, 272-74, 276, 280, 286, 288, 290—
91, 293, 297-303, 308, 313, 31618,
330-34, 336-37, 339, 343, 350-53, 359,
365, 36980, 373-74, 398, 401-7, 409—
10, 418, 426, 431-35, 43742

common sense, 178, 255, 269, 286, 288,
331-32, 337, 365, 374-75, 398

sense organ, 246, 316

sixth sense, 24849, 25253, 258, 330

sensible, 136, 171-72, 176-79, 189-90,
209, 215, 220, 222, 226, 230, 233, 235,
238, 241, 244, 24758, 260-62, 264,
266, 268, 270, 272, 280, 286-89, 291,
297-301, 304, 331, 333, 337, 351, 365,
37475, 378, 385, 4025, 427, 434-35,
437-39, 441

common sensibles, 176-78, 254—57,
288,

proper sensibles, 17677, 247, 257,
287-88, 434

sensible thing, 10-11, 53-54, 75, 127,
135-36, 162-65, 170-71, 173~75, 177,
179, 189, 209, 220, 236, 238, 24041,
244, 246, 258, 265, 272, 274, 280, 284,
286, 288, 331, 334, 343, 374, 378, 386,
401, 4035

separable, 21, 303, 305, 311, 318, 367-68,
389, 397

inseparable, 16, 21-22, 237, 368

separate, 3, 5, 16—18, 22-23, 32, 33, 38,
56, 84, 119—20, 124-26, 128-29, 139,
150-51, 201, 214, 220, 243, 265, 303,
312, 326-28, 333-36, 33943, 34546,
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separate (continued)
348, 352—60, 363, 368-72, 38184, 386—
94, 398, 400, 406
separate form, 3, 32, 33, 312-13, 327~
28, 335, 34243, 359, 383-84, 389, 393,
398
separate intellect, 343, 354, 371, 383-84
separate intelligence, 326, 342, 346
separate intelligible, 341
separate material intellect, 356, 388
separation, 15, 23, 84, 120, 340, 381,
shadow, 194
shape, 2426, 36-37, 56, 104, 112-13, 115,
117, 176-78, 243, 247, 253, 257, 376
sharp, 202-3, 22728
sharpness, 114-16,
shell, 125
shellfish, 180
See also seashell
shield, 235-36
ship, 45—46, 119—20, 159-60, 313, 319
sick, 224
sickened, 217
sight, 125, 139, 164, 17479, 183, 187-90,
192, 200, 213-14, 218-19, 221, 223, 227~
28, 231, 235-38, 24142, 248, 251, 254~
68, 279-80, 290, 333, 351, 361, 369-71,
374-75, 389, 434, 436, 43839, 442
signal, 377-78
silver, 55
simple, 32, 36—37, 90~91, 96, 112, 116,
124, 138-39, 150, 153—54, 168, 178, 216,
224, 249, 251, 303, 305, 310-11, 336,
338, 340, 342, 345, 362, 364-65, 392,
428, 433-34, 439, 440
size, 284
skin, 230-31, 252
sky, 188
sleep, 5, 11011, 124, 279-80, 290, 408—9,
422
slow, 194, 202-3
slowness, 202
smell, 190, 217-19, 231, 24445, 247, 251
smell (noun) 135, 139—40, 190-93, 209—
19, 221, 228-29, 231, 234, 24448, 251,
264-65, 270, 333, 434-35, 44142
smooth, 37, 192—94, 197-98, 2012, 227—
28, 436, 438

snake, 111
snubness, 335, 337, 339
snub-nosed, 381
soft, 192, 211, 22728, 234, 240—41, 246,
266
soldier, 37778
son, 254-56
sorrow, 18, 73, 86, 127, 134
sorrowful, 73
soul, 1-6, 8-12, 14—20, 23-50, 5257, 64—
90, 92-107, 109-14, 116-34, 13743,
145-53, 156—61, 16366, 168, 17173,
198, 203, 207--8, 242—44, 260-62, 273~
76, 286, 289, 292—-96, 299—304, 307-8,
310-14, 31618, 320—22, 32427, 330—
32, 335-39, 341, 348-53, 357, 362, 367,
373-74, 376-77, 381, 383-86, 395, 401~
10, 415-16, 418-23, 430, 432-33
ensouled, 23
sound, 135, 175, 185, 190—205, 207-8,
216, 221-22, 228-29, 231, 234—36, 241—
43, 24549, 251, 257, 260-66, 302, 333,
375, 435, 438-39, 44142
soundness, 28
sour, 136, 26465, 278,
space, 185, 215, 438
blank space in the manuscript, 112,
369, 380
species, 4, 8-10, 67, 80-81, 102—3, 105,
126, 134, 136, 139, 14445, 158-59, 176,
212, 302-3, 319, 322, 328-29, 336, 346,
353, 358, 368, 371, 375, 392, 403
speech, 2045
sphere, 16, 18, 57, 193, 195-196, 428-29
spiral, 64, 200, 337-39
spiritual, 176, 182, 214, 216, 305, 332, 392,
spiritual forms, 392
spiritual matter, 172
squared, 122
stars, 39—40, 57, 187, 429
statue, 54-55
stone, 20, 51, 68, 88-89, 108, 111, 116-17,
193, 195, 331, 402-3, 436—38
rubbed stone, 51
strife, 30, 71, 91—92
student, 329
subject, 1-2, 4, 9, 11, 48, 66, 75-76, 99,
102—3, 105, 109—10, 126~27, 130, 133—
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34, 137, 145, 153, 158-59, 162, 172-73,
180, 182~83, 185, 200, 202, 22829,
258-59, 263, 265-66, 269—72, 276, 293,
295, 311-13, 315-18, 323, 325, 329, 342,
344-45, 362, 365, 373, 375, 384, 397~
98, 423
substance, 2-8, 11-14, 26, 31, 34, 4145,
47-48, 52-54, 64-65, 70-71, 7576,
89—90, 94, 106—11, 11318, 121, 126,
132-33, 14243, 14545, 151-57, 177~
78, 180-82, 184, 188, 229, 285, 290,
295-96, 302-3, 305, 310-12, 314-15,
318, 332, 336, 351-57, 364, 372, 372,
383-84, 390, 392, 394, 396
substance of the soul, 42, 43-45, 4748,
64—65, 94, 106, 111, 113, 117, 133, 143
suffer alteration, 48, 160
suffer corruption, 77, 157, 325, 431-32
suffer diminution, 108, 123
sun, 2425, 39—40, 186, 194, 196, 284, 389
surface, 6, 80-81, 84, 120, 122, 197-98,
202, 234, 257, 438
sweet, 136, 21113, 219—20, 224-25, 227,
254-56, 264-69, 375-77
sweetness, 212, 225
syllogism, 1, 50, 61-63, 132, 253
categorical syllogism, 1 ’
hypothetical syllogism, 17, 49—50

tablet, 311, 34244

taste, 102, 136, 140, 175, 190, 204—5, 210~
11, 217, 219—23, 226—27, 229, 233—35,
238, 246, 248, 255-56, 263-65, 267, 314,
434735, 44142

terminus, 75

thirst, 13536

threeness, 31-34, 81

thunder, 245-46

time, 26, 54-55, 58, 60, 82, 86, 93, 108,
111, 118-19, 144—45, 160, 167, 171-72,
185, 195, 2023, 208, 214, 229, 236, 239,
254-56, 263, 267-70, 272, 274-75, 285,
289, 306, 318-19, 346, 355, 357-58, 364~
68, 371-74, 383-85, 389, 398, 415, 418
19,429

tone, 203—4

tongue, 2045, 207-8, 221, 22324, 233,
237-38, 267, 442

tool, 113—14, 146, 152-53, 319
touch, 16, 18, 59-62, 103, 125, 130, 134—
37, 139—40, 176~78, 189—90, 2023,
210-11, 217, 219—24, 22639, 24142,
244-46, 24849, 251, 26467, 274-75,
303, 426, 433-35, 43842
tower, 377-78
transfer, 203, 212, 351
translation, 75
other text, 382
other translation, 43, 64, 75, 169, 361,
374, 411, 416, 424
second translation, 220
transparency, 181, 184, 186, 190
transparent, 180-88, 190—91, 199—200,
214, 216, 218, 328, 398
triangle, 12-13, 13940, 365
true, 5/ 81 18/ 23, 33, 35, 50-51, 70, 99,
128, 148—49, 152, 155-56, 168, 187, 205,
211, 225, 238, 262, 274-82, 28485,
287-88, 292, 312, 31517, 323, 326,
329-33, 34345, 353-54, 357, 362-65,
370-71, 376-78, 388-89, 393, 397, 431
truth, 2, 28-29, 35, 38, 44, 98, 149, 155,
185, 275, 277, 288, 307, 315, 364-65,
37071, 379-80, 388, 400
two, 32-33, 250, 271-72, 339, 342, 360-63
twoness, 3134

understand, 11-13, 15-16, 23, 30, 32, 42,
47-49, 52, 54, 56—64, 69, 76-80, 82, 89,
94—95, 99—100, 104, 106, 108, 111, 116,
120, 123, 125, 13437, 14243, 146, 151,
155, 158, 165, 168, 172, 177, 183, 195-96,
212, 214, 232, 236, 239, 241, 257, 265—
66, 268, 272-73, 276, 290, 295, 299300,
303—4, 306-8, 310, 314, 317, 320-21,
323, 325-30, 332-35, 33843, 347, 349~
53, 355-61, 364-92, 394-95, 398—400,
403-5, 411, 415, 41822, 426, 442

understanding, 11, 14-17, 23, 3234,
58-64, 73, 78-79, 90—91, 100, 106,
12324, 129, 133, 135, 142, 167, 169,
171-72, 176, 209, 270, 273~79, 281-83,
289, 292, 295, 313, 328, 332, 33743,
347-48, 355, 359, 362, 366, 368, 370,
37273, 376, 381, 383, 386-91, 394~96,
398, 400, 403, 414, 416-18, 432-33
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understanding (continued)
practical understanding, 60, 295
theoretical understanding, 60, 63, 106
unit, 79-83, 85-87
unite, 100-102, 128, 143, 155-56, 171,
188, 198—200, 272, 306, 318, 320, 323,
328-29, 355, 360, 362, 380, 383, 386~
88, 398-99, 401
See also join
unity, 100-101, 113, 253, 369
universal, 10-11, 70, 79, 91, 95, 97-98,
102, 106, 11213, 119-23, 137—40, 142—
45, 153, 171-72, 175, 178, 183, 239, 243,
277, 304, 326, 331-32, 334, 338, 351-54,
358, 374, 379, 404, 429—30
universal definition, 106, 113, 119, 121—
22, 13740, 142, 145
universal forms, 304
universal intelligibles, 374
universal intention, 79, 172, 304, 332,
334,338
universal judgment, 353, 379
universal knowledge, 106
universal soul, 70, 95, 97-98, 140
universality, 10, 139, 144, 178
universe, 56-57, 94-96

vacuum, 188-89, 192, 197—-98, 201

vapor, 38, 40

vision, 116-19, 131, 140, 164, 199—201,
211, 22122, 227, 251, 255, 26061, 266,
279-80, 316—17

voice, 2039

vultures, 215

wakefulness, 5, 11011, 118-19, 124,
408-9, 422

wall, 117, 181-82, 193, 195
warm, 135-36, 140, 161, 207, 225, 229,
237, 241, 244, 264-65
water, 30, 39—40, 50, 91, 153—54, 183-84,
190-96, 199—201, 214, 216, 219-21,
232-38, 247, 249-52, 335-36, 43637,
442
wax, 112-13, 24243, 436—38
west, 185
wet, 105, 218—19, 22124, 227, 23335,
237, 239, 241, 265, 438
white, 46, 48, 88—89, 175-79, 22425,
227-28, 241, 254-57, 263, 265-70,
282-84, 287-88, 364—65, 370-71,
376-77
width, 57
will, 18, 22, 99, 13435, 208, 307, 351,
391, 395, 415-16, 428
See also wish
wind, 27, 45, 95, 216, 277
windows, 24
windpipe, 206-7
wish, 5, 277-78, 352, 395-96, 399
See also will
wood, 18, 20, 155, 245—46, 403
wool, 192
word, 13, 24, 44, 47, 51, 57, 69, 97, 147~
48, 164, 168, 204, 252, 257, 276, 3056,
310-11, 320, 326, 329, 335, 345, 347,
355, 357, 360-61, 371-72, 383-85, 389,
442
world, 38, 56, 92, 14950, 316, 319, 324
worm, 102, 279-80
See also annelid
write, 315, 401

yellow, 25, 254-56



