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324 BOOK III 

The first of these is as follows: intellectively cognizing occurs rightly and not 
rightly. It occurs rightly, on the one hand, (i) as regards knowledge, which is 
concerned with things available for theoretical consideration and with neces­
sary things; (ii) as regards prudence, which is right reason concerning contin­
gent things that can be done; and (iii) as regards true opinion, which is related 
to both opposites, yet related, not determinately to one or the other (in the 
way that knowledge and prudence are), but to one with misgivings regard­
ing the other. Intellective cognition occurs not rightly, on the other hand, as 
regards the contraries of those-i.e., (i) as regards false knowledge,8 (ii) as re­
gards imprudence, and (iii) as regards false opinion. Sensing not rightly does 
not occur, however, because a sensation (sensus) is always true with respect 
to its proper sense objects. Therefore sensing and intellectively cognizing are 
not the same. 

215-225. /631/ And because someone could say that right intellective cog­
nition is the same as sensing, Aristotle thus adds another means of argument 
to rule this out, as follows. Sensing is in all animals, whereas intellective 
cognition is not; intellective cognition is only in those in whom there is rea­
son-viz., in human beings, who through reason's investigation attain an ap­
prehension of intelligible truth. (Separated substances, however, which are 
of a higher intellect, immediiltely cognize the truth without investigation.) 9 

Therefore even right intellective cognition is not the same as sensing. 

PHANTASIA IS NOT OPINION 

226-231. Analysis. /632/ Next, when Aristotle says Now phantasia, etc. 
{427b14 ff.}, he shows that opinion, which follows intellect, is different from 
phantasia, which follows sense. And in this connection he does two things. 
First, he shows that phantasia is not opinion. Second, he asks what phantasia 
is (beginning at Now regarding what, etc. {IlL5.427b27}). 

8. It is peculiar that Aquinas would speak of false knowledge here. This seems to be not 

just a contradiction in terms but also contrary to III.5-428a16-18, where knowledge is said 

to be "always asserting things that are true." 

9. Aquinas is referring to angels, a distinct and higher kind of rational being. Angels do 

not acquire their knowledge empirically, through investigation, but possess knowledge in­

nately, from God. 
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231- 248. In connection with the first Aristotle does three things. First, he 
introduces his plan. He says that we can see that sense and intellect differ 
from the fact that phantasia is something different from sense and intellect, 
and yet phantasia does not occur without sense, since it results from sense 
(as will be said later [IIL6-428bll-17]). And without phantasia opinion does 
not occur. For phantasia seems related to sense in just the way that opinion is 
related to intellect. But with respect to sensible things, when we sense some­
thing, we affirm that it is so. When something appears (videtur) through phan­
tasia, however, then we affirm not that it is so but that it appears or seems 
(apparere) so to us. For the term 'phantasia' is taken from vision or appearance, 
as will be said below [IIL6.127-136]. And likewise in connection with intelli­
gible things, when we intellectively cognize something we affirm that it is so. 
When we form an opinion, however, we say that it appears or seems so to us. 
Therefore, just as intellective cognition requires sense, so forming an opinion 
requires phantasia. 

{427B16-21} A FIRST ARGUMENT 

249-261. /633/ Second, beginning at But that phantasia and opinion, etc., 
Aristotle proves through two arguments that phantasia and opinion are not 
the same. The first of these arguments is this: the state of ph ant asia is up to 
us, when we want, because it is in our power to form something that appears 
(apparens) before our eyes, so to speak-such as golden mountains or what­
ever we want to appear. This is plain in the case of people who remember and 
form for themselves images of things, which they see at will. But forming 
opinions is not in our power: for it is necessary that the one forming opinions 
have reason, through which he forms either true or false opinions. Therefore 
opinion is not the same as phantasia. 

{427B21-24} A SECOND ARGUMENT 

262-284. /634/ Aristotle presents a second argument beginning at Moreover, 
When we form, etc. The argument is that, immediately folloWing opinion, our 
appetites are affected. For when we form an opinion that is serious or ter­
rible, we are immediately affected in the corresponding way, being sad or 
fearful. And, likewise, if something is encouraging-Le., if someone should 
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be encouraged and hopeful regarding something-then hope or joy immedi­
ately follows. But our appetites are not affected by phantasia. For when some­
thing appears to us through phantasia, we are disposed just as if we were to 
look at something terrible or hopeful in a picture. Therefore opinion is not the 
same as phantasia. /635/ The reason for this difference, however, is that appe­
tite is neither affected nor moved at the simple apprehension of a thing, as 
phantasia presents [it]; rather, it must be apprehended under the aspect of the 
good or bad, suitable or harmful. Opinion brings this about in human beings 
by compounding and dividing,JO when we form the opinion that this is ter­
rible or bad, that is hopeful or good. Phantasia, however, neither compounds 
nor divides. Still, the appetite of animals is affected by natural estimation, 

which does for animals what opinion does for human beings. 

{42 7B24-2 7} DIFFERENCES AMONG ACCEPTANCE 

285-289. /636/ Third, beginning at Concerning this acceptance, etc., Aristotle 
says that many things pertain to intellectual acceptance-namely, knowl­
edge, prudence, opinion, and the contraries of these. As a result, the differ­
ence between these should be taken up not here but elsewhere (namely, in 

Ethics VI [1139b14-1140b30]). 

10. On intellect's act of composition and division, see IIl.lI. 

Chapter 5 

Phantasia 
What It Is Not 

427b27-29. Now regarding what cognizing intellectively is, since this is not 
the same as what sensing is, whereas phantasia seems to be one of this 
[pair], opinion the other,o we give an account of phantasia as follows; about 
the other we must speak [shortly]. 

428al-5. If, then, phantasia is that in virtue of which we say that some 
phantasm is produced in us, and if we are not speaking in terms of a meta­
phor, then [phantasia seems to be] some one power or disposition among 
those in virtue of which we discern or say something true or false. Now of 
this sort there are sense, opinion, knowledge, and intellect. 

428a5-8. That it is not sense is indeed clear, then, on the basis of these 
[arguments]: for a sense is either potential or actual, like sight and seeing. 
But one has the image of something in phantasia (phantasiatur aliquid) when 
neither of these exists, such as things [appearing] in sleep. 

428a8-9. Further, sense is always present, whereas phantasia is not. 
428a9-11. But if it is the same as what is in actuality, then it would be 

possible for phantasia to be in all beasts. But it seems that it is not-for in­
stance, in an ant, a bee, or a worm. 

428a11-12. Further, these [senses] are always true, whereas many acts of 
phantasia are false. 

42~a12-15. Moreover: we do not say, when we function with certainty re­
gardI~g some sense object, that this seems to us a human being; instead, [we 
say thIS] when we are not sensing clearly, and then it is either true or false. 

428a15-16. And of course there is what we have already said, that visions 
appear to those sleepingO as well. 

428a16-18. Moreover, neither will [phantasia] be one of those things 
always asserting things that are true, like knowledge or intellection. For 
phantasia is also false. 

428a18-22. It remains, then, to see whether it is opinion. For opinion is 
also both true and false. But belief (fides) inheres in opinion, since it does 
not seem possible to have an opinion and not to believe in it. Belief how-
ever, is in none of the beasts, whereas phantasia is in many. ' 

428a22-24. Moreover, if belief follows from every opinion, while being 

32 7 
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persuaded [follows] belief, and reason [follows] suasion, then although 

phantasia is in some beasts, reason is not. 
428a24-27. So on this basis it is clear that phantasia will be neither opin­

ion with sense, nor [opinion] through sense, nor a mixture of opinion and 

sense. 
428a27-b2. And it is clear that [this kind of] opinion is not any other but 

is [the kind] that is concerned with what sense is also concerned with.o I 
am then speaking of phantasia as a mixture of an opinion and a sensation 
(sensu) about something white. For it does not come from an opinion about 
something whiteo and a sensation of something good.o To appear, therefore, 
is to form an opinion regarding what is sensed, nonaccidentally. 

428b2-9' False things also appear, regarding which one has at the same 
time a true acceptance. The sun, for instance, seems to be one foot wide, but 
is believed to be greater than where we live. It is the case, then, either that 
one discards the true opinion that he had of it, while the object endures, 
neither forgetting nor ceasing to believe; or, if he still has it, then the same 
[appearance] is necessarily true and false. But it is made false when the ob­

ject's being transfigured is hidden. 
428b9. So phantasia is not anyone of these, nor does it come from them. 

1-5. Analysis. /637/ Now that the Philosopher has shown that phantasia is 
not opinion, he here begins to ask what it is. And first he says what his plan 
is; second, he pursues it (beginning at If, then, phantasia is, etc. {428a1 }). 

6-12. So Aristotle says first, since it was shown that cognizing intellectively 
is different than sensing and that opinion pertains to one of these (intellect), 
whereas phantasia pertains to the other (sense), that we should now, after 
the account of sense has been presented, say something about phantasia. In 
turn, an account will be given shortly about the other-i.e., about intellect 

and opinion. 

13-18. Analysis. /638/ Next, when Aristotle says If, then, phantasia, etc. 
{428a1 ff.}, he asks what phantasia is. And in this connection he does t~o 
things. First, he shows that it is not any of the more well known powers or dIS­
positions that discern or assess what is true or false. Second, he shows what 
it is (beginning at But since, when something, etc. {III.6:428b1~}). ., 

18-24. In connection with the first he does three thmgs. FIrst, he dlstm­
guishes the powers and dispositions by which a thing is discerned. Second, 
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he shows that phantasia is not any of them (beginning at That it is not sense, 
etc. {428a5}). Third, he shows that it is not anything composed from them (be­
ginning at So on this basis, etc. {428a24}). 

{428A1-S} FOUR POWERS AND DISPOSITIONS 

25-38. So Aristotle says first that, since phantasia is that in virtue of which 
we say that some phantasm-i.e., something that can appear-is produced 
in us, then (unless we are perhaps to take 'phantasia' metaphorically) it seems 
necessary for phantasia to be one of several cognitive dispositions or powers 
by which one thing is discerned from another or by which we say something 
true or false regarding something (that is, we are or are not mistaken). The 
reason for this is that a thing's appearing is [our} discerning and saying what 
is either true or false. Now there seem to be four powers or dispositions by 
which we discern and say what is true or false: sense, intellect, knowledge, 
and opinion. It thus seems that phantasia is one of these four. 

A Note on This List of Four 
39-63. /639/ Aristotle introduces these four as if they had already been iden­
tified. For others that pertain to cognition seem not yet to have been known in 
his time with certainty.1 He himself, however, has already distinguished intel­
lect from sense, above [III-4-427b8-14]. So in addition to sense he lists three 
others: intellect, knowledge, and opinion. And it seems that here 'intellect' is 
not taken as a power, since then knowledge and opinion, which pertain to the 
intellective power, would not be separated from intellect. Instead, 'intellect' 
is taken as the certain apprehension of things that become known to us with­
out investigation, like first principles.2 Knowledge, then, is taken as the cog­
nition of things about which we are made certain through reason's inquiry, 
while opinion is taken as the cognition of things about which we lack certain 
judgment. /640/ Thus Aristotle also says that phantasia is a disposition or 
power numbered among these [428a3J: this shows that among these, some are 
powers, some dispositions. That the ancients knew only these sources of ap­
prehension we can recognize also through Plato's view, as introduced earlier 
in Book I [4.173-190]. Plato reduced to numbers just these four, attributing 
intellection to the One, knowledge to the Duality, opinion to the Trinity, sense 
to the Quaternity. 

1. Albert the Great claimed that the complete list would include craft, prudence, and wis­

dom (De anima 172.69-81). 

2. To capture this meaning of intelleetus, here and elsewhere, the word will be translated 

as intellection. 
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PHANTASIA IS NOT ANY OF THESE 

64-69. Analysis. /641/ Next, when Aristotle says That it is not sense, etc. 
{428a5 ff.}, he shows that phantasia is not any of those mentioned. And in this 
connection he does three things. First, he shows that it is not sense; second, 
that it is not intellection or knowledge (beginning at Moreover, neither will, 
etc. (428a16}); third, that it is not opinion (beginning at It remains, then, etc. 
{428a18}). 

{428AS-8} IT IS NEITHER POTENTIAL NOR ACTUAL SEN·SE 

69-79. In connection with the first Aristotle does three things. First, he shows 
that phantasia is not sense, neither in potentiality nor in actuality. The argu­
ment is as follows: while asleep one has the image of something in phantasia 
(aliquid phantasiatur); but this does not happen in virtue of sense in poten­
tiality, since nothing appears to a sense existing in potentiality, nor does it 
happen in virtue of sense in actuality, since in sleep there is no sense in actu­
ality. Therefore phantasia is sense neither in potentiality nor in actuality. 

{428A8-9} IT IS NOT SENSE IN POTENTIALITY 

80-85. /642/ Second, beginning at Further, sense, etc., Aristotle shows that 
phantasia is not sense in potentiality. The argument is as follows: sense in 
potentiality is always present to an animal, whereas phantasia is not always 
present, since something does not always appear to an animal. Therefore 
phantasia is not sense in potentiality. 

{428A9-11} IT IS NOT SENSE IN ACTUALITY: 

A FIRST ARGUMENT 

86-96. /643/ Third, beginning at But if it is the same, etc., Aristotle shows 
through four arguments that ph ant asia is not actualized sense. The first of 
these is as follows: actualized sensing is suited to all beasts-Le., all non­
rational animals. Therefore, if phantasia were the same as actualized sense, it 
would follow that it would be in all nonrational animals. But this is not true, 
for it is not in an ant, a bee, or a worm. Therefore phantasia is not actual­
ized sense. 
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On Phantasia in Animals 
97-115. /644/ It is important to consider, however, that all animals have phan­
tasia in a way; but incomplete animals have an indeterminate phantasia, as the 

Philosopher will say below [IIL16-433b29-30, 434a1-1O]. This does not seem 
to be true of the ant and the bee, however, in whose works the highest level 
of prudence appears.3 But we should know that the ant and the bee carry out 
works of prudence through natural inclination and not because they have a 
determinate phantasia distinct from sense. For they have an image of some­
thing in phantasia only while moved by a sense object. But the fact that they 
act for an end, as if being provident for the future, is not the result of their 
having some imagination of that future; instead, it is through natural incli­
nation more than through apprehension that they imagine their present acts, 
directed to an end. The Philosopher, however, speaks of those animals having 
phantasia to whom something appears in virtue of phantasia, even when not 
actually sensed. 

{428All-12} A SECOND ARGUMENT 

116-122. /645/ Aristotle introduces a second argument beginning at Further, 
these, etc. This runs as follows: the actualized senses are always true, for a 
sense is not deceived with respect to its proper sense object. But acts of phan­
tasia (phantasiae) are most often (ut plurimum) false; for it most often happens 
that no thing corresponds to the imagination. Therefore phantasia is not actu­
alized sense. 

{428A12-1S} A THIRD ARGUMENT 

123-140. /646/ Aristotle introduces a third argument beginning at Moreover, 
we do not say, etc. This runs as follows: when we function with certainty re­
garding some actual sense object-viz., when sensing it-we do not say that 
this seems to us a human being. We instead say this when we are not sensing 
clearly, as when we see something at a distance or when we see something in 
the dark. And then the actualized sense is either true or false. For with re­
spect to a per accidens sense object (the sort of sense object that a human being 

3· Albert the Great was so puzzled by Aristotle's denial that ants and bees have phanta­

sia that he contended - wrongly - that the translation must be at fault. The translator, Albert 

hypothesized, must have encountered Greek animal names that he did not recognize, and 

in their place substituted 'ant' and 'bee' (De anima, 173.40-45). 
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is), sense is not always true but is sometimes deceived.4 Now he adds this 
argument to show the correspondence between unclear sense and phantasia, 
which is also sometimes true and sometimes false. For when we clearly have 
an image of something in phantasia, we say that this seems to us a human 
being, not that it is with certainty a human being. Therefore phantasia is not 
the same as actualized sense. 

{428A15-16} A FOURTH ARGUMENT 

141- 145. /647/ Aristotle introduces a fourth argument beginning at And of 
course there is, etc. This runs as follows: visions associated with phanta­
sia (phantasticae visiones) appear to those sleeping; but in them there is no 
actualized sense. Therefore a vision associated with phantasia is not actual­
ized sense. 

{428A16-18} PHANTASIA IS NOT INTELLECTION 

OR KNOWLEDGE 

146- 152. /648/ Next, when Aristotle says Moreover, neither, etc., he shows 
that phantasia is neither intellection nor knowledge. For intellection of first 
principles and the knowledge of conclusions that is acquired through dem­
onstration are always concerned with what is true. Phantasia, however, is 
sometimes false. Therefore phantasia is neither knowledge nor intellection. 

{428A18-22} PHANTASIA IS NOT OPINION: 

A FIRST ARGUMENT 

153-163. /649/ Next, when Aristotle says It remains, then, etc., he shows that 
phantasia is not opinion. This possibility seemed more likely, because opin­
ion too is sometimes false, like phantasia. But he shows through two argu­
ments that they are not the same. The first of these is as follows. Belief (fides) 
follows from opinion; for it does not seem to be possible for someone not to 
believe the opinion he forms. And thus, since no beasts have belief, opinion 
will not be in any beasts. But phantasia is in many of these beasts, as was said 
[97-115; d. II-4-413b22J. Therefore phantasia is not opinion. 

4- On per accidens sense objects, see II.13-418a20-25 and Aquinas's extended discussion 
there. 
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{428A22-24} A SECOND ARGUMENT 

164-178. /650/ Aristotle introduces a second argument beginning at More­
over, if belief follows, etc. This runs as follows. Belief follows from every 
opinion, since each one believes the opinion he forms (as was said [428a20-
21]). But it follows from belief that someone is persuaded: for we believe the 
things of which we are persuaded. Reason, however, follows from persua­
sion (in terms of inferential order): for someone is persuaded of something 
through some reasoning. Therefore, from start to finish, whoever has opin­
ion has reason; but no beast has reason, even though some have phantasia. 
Therefore phantasia is not opinion. And it is clear that this second argument 
is introduced to confirm the first, inasmuch as the first presupposed that no 
beast has belief. 

PHANTASIA IS NOT ANYTHING COMPOSED FROM THESE 

179-183. Analysis. /651/ Next, when Aristotle says So on this basis, etc. 
{428a24 ff.}, he shows that phantasia is not something composed from the 
things just mentioned-and especially not from sense and opinion, which it 
could most seem to be composed from. 

183-196. In this connection he does three things. First, he explains what he 
means, as if drawing a conclusion from the preceding remarks. He concludes 
that since phantasia is neither sense nor opinion it can be clear on this basis 
that phantasia is not opinion with sense (so that it would be opinion essen­
tially, and would have sense accompanying it), nor is it opinion through sense 
(so that it would be opinion essentially, but would have sense causing it), nor 
is it a mixture of opinion and sense (so that it would be essentially composed 
from both). But Aristotle does not add that phantasia is not sense with opin­
ion, the reason being that phantasia seems to correspond more to opinion, 
which can be false, than to sense, which is always true. 

{428A27-B2} A POSSIBLE POSITION 

197-211. /652/ Second (beginning at And it is clear, etc.), Aristotle shows 
how opinion would have to be taken if phantasia were a mixture of opinion 



334 BOOK III 

and sense. For because phantasia is concerned with one and the same thing 
[at a time], it is clear that the [kind of] opinion linked to sense (this is phan­
tasia) is not any other opinion, but is [the kind] that has to do with the same 
thing that sense also has to do with. It is as if we were to say that phantasia 
is a kind of mixture of an opinion about something white and a sensation 
(sensu) of the same. For it cannot be composed from an opinion about some­
thing white and a sensation of something good, since then phantasia would 
not be concerned with one and the same thing. Therefore, if phantasia comes 
from a mixture of opinion and sense, it must be that for something to appear 
in virtue of phantasia is nothing other than to form an opinion regarding the 
same thing that is sensed, in its own right and nonaccidentally. 

{428B2-9} THIS POSITION OVERTURNED 

212-220. /653/ Third (beginning at False things also appear, etc.), Aristotle 
overturns the position just discussed, with this argument. It sometimes hap­
pens (i) that false things appear in virtue of phantasia (which comes from 
sense) and (ii) that regarding these very same things a human being has a true 
opinion. In this way it appears in virtue of sense that the sun is no larger than 
one foot wide, which is false, whereas in terms of the true opinion it is be­
lieved to be greater than where we live-i.e., than the whole earth in which 
we live. 

221-240. If then this false appearance is the same as an opinion with sense, 
we must say one of two things. The first of these is that in this composition 
of opinion and sense someone discards the true opinion that he once had, 
while (i) the object the opinion is about endures-i.e., continues in the same 
way-and (ii) he who discards the opinion has neither forgotten nor ceased 
to believe. This is impossible. For there are three ways in which someone 
gives up a true opinion: first, when the object is changed (as when someone 
truly forms the opinion that Socrates is sitting while he is sitting; after Socra­
tes has ceased to be sitting, if that person holds onto the same opinion, then 
the true opinion is changed to a false one); second, when he ceases to hold the 
opinion that earlier he was holding, because he forgot the original opinion; 
third, when he ceases to hold an opinion that earlier he was holding, because, 
swayed by some argument, he stops believing what he earlier believed. But 
if none of these happens then it is impossible for someone to give up a true 
opinion, which is what would happen in the case proposed. 

241-252. /654/ Now the other thing that we have to say, if we do not say the 
first, is that someone would maintain the true opinion with the false appear­
ance. And thus, if that appearance is that opinion (which one has to assert, if 
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phantasia is opinion), then it would follow that the same appearance is true 
and false. But if it is made false and is not true, then it must be that the object's 
being transfigured-i.e., transformed from what it had been-is hidden from 
the one who forms the opinion. For if this were not hidden from him then he 
would change his opinion at the same time that the object is changed, and so 
his opinion would not be false. (Aristotle added this point in order to elabo­
rate on what he had said earlier about the object's endurance [428b6].) 

253-254. So Aristotle concludes that phantasia is not any of the four things 
mentioned earlier, nor is it composed from them. 



Chapter 6 

What Phantasia Is 

428b10-17. But since, when something is moved, something else can be 
moved by it; and since phantasia seems to be movement, and seems not to 
happen without sense, but seems to be in those [animals] that sense and to 
be concerned with the things sense is concerned with; and since movement 
can be produced by a sensory act, and this [movement] is necessarily like the 
sense-[thus] phantasia will indeed be that very movement,o not occurring 
without sense nor in things nonsensoryi and something having [phantasia] 
can do and be affected by many things in virtue of iti and it is true and false. 

428b17-429a2. Now that is the case for this reason: a sense is of course 
true concerning its proper objects, or else has what is false to the slightest 
degree. Secondly, moreover, [there is the sensation of] these as accidental,o 
and here at this point [a sense] can lie. For it does not lie about something's 
being white, whereas it does lie about whether the white thing is this or 
something else. Thirdly, however, [there is the sensation] of common ob­
jects which depend on the accidents in which the proper objects exist. (I am 
speaking, now, of how movement and extension are accidents in sensible 
things.) In connection with these, above all, one can at this point be de­
ceived in virtue of sense. Now [phantasia's] movement, brought about by 
an act that comes from sense, differs from these three senses: the first [move­
ment of phantasia], concerning a present sensation (sensus), is true; but the 
others, concerning present and absent [sensations], certainly will be false, 
and above all when the sense object is far off. If then only phantasia pos­
sesses the things discussed, while this is what we said, then phantasia will 
indeed be movement by a sense made actual. 

429a2-4. But because sight is a sense above all [others], [phantasia] takes 
its name from light, because without light there is no seeing. 

429a4-8. And because [acts of phantasia] remain within and are like the 
senses, animals do many things in virtue of them: some because they do 
not have intellect, as in the case of beasts; others as the result of a veil over 
intellect at times, due to passion, sickness, or sleep, as in the case of human 
beings. 

429a8-9. Regarding phantasia, then, what it is and why, let this be 
enough. 
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1-8. Analysis. /655/ Now that the Philosopher has shown that phantasia is 
not any of the four things that the ancients claimed pertain to cognition, he 
here asks what phantasia is. And this account is divided into two parts. In the 
first part he shows what phantasia is. In the second part he gives the reason 
for the characteristics that pertain to phantasia (beginning at Now that is the 
case, etc. {428b17}). 

{428BlO-17} WHAT PHANTASIA IS 

9-25. So in order to investigate what phantasia is, he proceeds in this way. 
First he claims that if one thing is moved, it is possible for another thing to be 
moved by that first one. For Physics VIII [256a4-13] showed that there are two 
kinds of movers-namely, an immovable mover and a moved mover, the sec­
ond of which moves another insofar as it is moved. /656/ Next he proposes 
that phantasia is a kind of movement. For just as a soul that is sensing is 
moved by its sense objects, so too, when exercising phantasia, a soul is moved 
by certain appearances, called phantasms. /657/ Further, he presents the re­
lationship that phantasia has to sense. For phantasia cannot happen without 
sense, but is only in things that have sense-in animals, that is-and is con­
cerned only with the things sense is concerned with, namely, with things 
that are sensed. For things that are solely intelligible do not fall to phantasia. 

25-37. /658/ Next, Aristotle proposes that it is possible for a certain move­
ment to be produced by a sensory acti this is then made clear on the basis of 
what was first claimed-namely, that by means of what has been moved, it 
is possible for something to be moved. But a sense is actualized as the result 
of being moved by its sense objects. It remains, then, that actualized sense 
will cause some movement. Also, it is clear on this basis that the movement 
caused by a sensory act is necessarily like the sense, given that every agent 
carries out something like itself. Hence what produces movement, insofar as 
it is moved, causes a movement like the one that moves it. 

37-48. /659/ From all of this, then, Aristotle concludes that phantasia is a 
kind of movement caused by actualized sense and that this movement does 
not exist without sense, nor can it be in things that do not sense. For if some 
movement is brought about by actualized sense, a movement like the move­
ment of sense, and if nothing else but phantasia alone is found to be such, 
then the result is that phantasia is this sort of movement. And from the fact 
that it is a movement caused by a sense and like it, it follows that something 
having phantasia can do and be affected by many things in virtue of it, and 
it can be true and false, as will now be shown. 
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49-57. Analysis. /660/ Next, when Aristotle says Now that is the case, etc. 
{428b17 ff.l, he gives the reason for the characteristics that apply to phanta­
sia, based on what has been said. And in this connection he does three things. 
First, he gives the reason why phantasia is sometimes false and sometimes 
true. Second, he gives the reason for its name (beginning at But because sight, 
etc. {429a2}). Third, he gives the reason for something he had said [428b16-
17]: that animals do many things in virtue of phantasia (beginning at And 
because [acts of phantasia], etc. {429a4})· 

{428B17-429A2} WHY IT IS SOMETIMES FALSE, 

SOMETIMES TRUE 

58- 85. So Aristotle says first that that-namely, phantasia's being sometimes 
true and sometimes false-is the case for this reason that he is going to give: 
namely, because sense (which is the cause, through its act, of phantasia) is 
disposed toward truth and falsity in different ways, according to how it is 
related to different things. /661/ For firstly, of course, a sense is always true 
with respect to its proper sense objects, or else has little falsity. For just as 
natural powers are deficient with respect to their proper operations only on 
rare occasions (in minori parte), because of some damage, so too the senses 
are deficient with respect to a true judgment concerning their proper sense 
objects only on rare occasions, because of some damage to the organ. This 
is evident in the case of the feverish, to whom sweet things seem bitter be­
cause of their tongue's disorder. /662/ Secondly, moreover, there is sensation 
in connection with per accidens sense objects, and here at this point sense is 
deceived. For sense does not lie about something's being white, when it is 
seen. But whether the white thing is this or that-e.g., snow or flour, or some­
thing else of that sort-here at this point it can lie, especially at a distance. 
/663/ Thirdly, then, there is the sensation of common sense objects; these de­
pend on the subjects in which the accidents that are the proper sense objects 
exist. In this way extension and movement, which are common sense objects, 
are accidents in corporeal sensible things. And deception occurs above all in 
connection with this sort of thing, because judgment concerning these varies 
relative to different distances. For what is seen from farther away is seen [as] 

less (minus videtur).1 
85-116. /664/ Now the movement of phantasia that is brought about by an 

act of sense differs from those three senses-i.e., from these acts of sense-

1. Compare 11.15.118-135. 
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in the way that an effect differs from its cause. And for this reason, too, falsity 
(which consists in a sense's being unlike its sense object) can occur in phan­
tasia more easily than in sense. This is because (i) an effect is weaker than its 
cause, and (ii) insofar as something is extended farther from its first agent, to 
that extent it receives less of that agent's force and likeness. For there is falsity 
when the sense object's form is received in the sense differently from how it 
exists in the sense object. (I mean differently with respect to species, not with 
respect to matter-e.g., if the flavor of sweet were received on the tongue as 
bitter. With respect to matter a sense always receives differently than how the 
sense object has it.) The first movement of phantasia, then, which is brought 
about by a sensation of proper sense objects, is true for the most part; I am 
saying this as regards the presence of the sense object, when the movement 
of phantasia occurs at the same time as the movement of sense. /665/ Yet 
when phantasia's movement occurs in the absence of sensation (sensus), then 
it is possible to be deceived even with respect to proper sense objects: for 
we sometimes imagine absent things as white, even though they are black. 
But other movements of phantasia-viz., those that are caused by the sen­
sation (sensus) of per accidens sense objects and by the sensation of common 
sense objects-can be false whether the sense object is present or not. But 
they are above all false in the absence of the sense object, when it is far off. 
/666/ So on the basis of this reason just given, Aristotle goes on to derive his 
main thesis, saying that if these things discussed apply to only phantasia, 
and phantasia has what we said, then it remains that phantasia is movement 
by a sense made actual. 

Does Phantasia Require a Power Different from the Sensory One? 
118-126. /667/ Now Aristotle does not establish here whether this movement 
requires a power different from the sensory one. But since powers are distin­
guished in terms of the difference between acts, and a difference in movement 
requires different objects that can be moved (diversa mobilia) - since that which 
is moved moves not itself but another-it seems necessary for there to be a 
phantasm-producing (phantastica) or imaginative power different from sense. 

{429A2-4} THE REASON FOR ITS NAME 

127-136. /668/ Next, when Aristotle says But because sight, he gives the rea­
son for this name. In this connection we should know that phaos in Greek is 
the same as 'light.' From this comes phanos, which is an appearance or illu-
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mination, and phantasia.2 So he says that, since sight is foremost among the 
other senses-being more spiritual (as was shown earlier [II.14.242-282]) and 
capable of cognizing more things-thus phantasia, which is caused by actu­
alized sense, takes its name from light, without which seeing is not possible, 
as was said earlier [II.14A18b2-3]. 

{429A4-8} WHY ANIMALS ACT IN VIRTUE OF PHANTASIA 

137-161. /669/ Next, when Aristotle says And because [acts of phantasia], 
etc., he shows the reason why animals act and are affected in virtue of phan­
tasia. And he says that acts of phantasia (phantasiae) remain within-i.e., they 
persist-even once the sense objects are gone, and are like the actualized 
senses. Hence, just as an actualized sense moves our appetite in the presence 
of a sense object, so does phantasia in the absence of the sense object. For this 
reason he says that animals do many things in virtue of these acts of phanta­
sia. But this occurs due to a deficiency in intellect. For when intellect, which 
is superior, is present, its judgment prevails in action. /670/ Thus when intel­
lect is not in charge, animals act in virtue of phantasia: some because they 
do not have intellect at all, such as beasts; others, such as human beings, be­
cause their intellect is veiled. The latter happens in three ways: (i) sometimes 
as the result of some passion (one of anger, concupiscence, fear, or any such 
thing) that is so strong as to cloud intellect; (ii) at other times, however, as 
the result of some illness, as is clear in the case of the mad and insane; (iii) at 
still other times, because of sleep, in those at rest. For through these causes 
it happens that intellect does not prevail over phantasia, and as a result one 
follows an appearance from phantasia as if it were true. 

{428B9} CONCLUSION 

162-163. Finally, then, Aristotle concludes that it has been said regarding 
phantasia what it is and what its cause is. 

2. Aquinas did not know Greek (see Introduction). The reference to phaos was probably 

drawn from the Latin translation of Themistius, III 93.26 (213.75-76), which included the 

Greek word. The Greek noun phanos does not have the meaning supplied by Aquinas; it 

refers instead to a lamp or torch. But construing the word as light, as Aquinas did, seems to 

have been commonplace in thirteenth-century treatments of the subject; see the references 

supplied at this point by Gauthier. 

Chapter 7 

Soul's Intellective Part 
The Nature of Possible Intellect 

DE ANIMA III+429AlO-B5 

429a10-13· Now regarding the part of soul by which soul has cognition and 
wisdom (whether it is separable, or not separable in extension but concep­
tually), we have to consider what differentia it has and, indeed, how having 
intellective cognition (intelligere) comes about. 

429a13-18.If, then, intellectively cognizing is like sensing, it will, at least, 
be either something's being affected by what is intelligible or it will be 
something else of that sort. It must, then, be unaffectable and yet capable of 
taking on a species, and potentially such as it although not it. And as what 
is sensory is related to things that are sensible, so must intellect be related 
to things that are intelligible. 

429a18-24· And so it is necessary, since intellect cognizes all things, that 
it be unmixed, as Anaxagoras says, in order to command - i.e., in order to 
have cognition; for something appearing within it will prevent and block 
what is outside it.o That is why it has no nature at all except in this, that it 
is potential (possibilis). And so what is called soul's intellect (I call intellect 
that by which soul forms opinions and intellectively cognizes) is, before it 
has cognition, not in actuality any of the things that exist. 

429a24-27· For that reason, too, it is reasonable that it not be mixed with 
a body; for it will of course come to be of a certain sort, either hot or cold, if 
there is an organ (as there is for what is sensory); but in fact there is none. 

429a27-29· Now those who say that soul is the location of species are 
right, except that it is not the whole soul but the intellective part, and it is 
not £these] species in actuality, but in potentiality. 

429a29-bS· That the unaffectability of what is sensory and what is intel­
lective is not alike is clear from [a consideration of] organs and sense. For 
a sense cannot sense immediately after [sensing] what is extremely liable 
to be sensed-e.g., [it cannot sense] a sound immediately after [extremely] 
loud sounds, or either see or smell immediately after [extremely] strong 
o~ors and colors. Intellect, on the other hand, when it intellectively cog­
nizes something extremely intelligible, does not cognize the lowest things 
less but cognizes them more. For it is separated, whereas what is sensory 
does not exist without a body. 

341 
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1-4. Analysis. /671/ Now that the Philosopher has presented his account of 
soul's sensory part and has shown also that sensing and intellectively cog­
nizing (intelligere) are not the same, he here begins to present his account of 
soul's intellective part. 

5-9. The account is divided into two parts. In the first he presents his ac­
count of the intellective part of soul. In the second he shows, on the basis 
of the accounts he has presented regarding sense and intellect, what should 
be observed regarding soul (beginning at Now, however, summing up, etc. 

{III.13·431b20)). 
9-12. The first of those parts is divided into two parts. In the first he presents 

his account of intellect. In the second he compares it to sense (beginning at 
Now a sense object evidently, etc. {III.12-431a4)). 

12-15. The first of those parts is divided into two. In the first he presents 
his account of intellect; in the second, his account of its operation (beginning 
at The understanding of indivisibles, then, etc. {III.11.430a26)). 

15-19. The first of those parts is divided into three. In the first he presents 
his account of possible intellect; in the second, his account of agent intellect 
(beginning at Now since just as in every, etc. {III.1O-43oalO)); in the third, his 
account of actualized intellect (beginning at Now knowledge actualized, etc. 

{III.1O·430a19})· 
19-23. In connection with the first of those parts he does three things. First, 

he presents his account of possible intellect; second, his account of its ob­
ject (beginning at Now extension and the being, etc. {III.8-429blO)); third, he 
raises a question about things that he has already presented an account of 
(beginning at If intellect is simple, etc. {III.9.429b22)). 

24-26. In connection with the first of these he does two things. First, he 
shows the nature of possible intellect; second, he shows how it is brought to 
actuality (beginning at But when [intellect] becomes, etc. {II.8-429b5)). 

27-29. In connection with the first of these he does two things. First, he says 
what his plan is; second, he sets out his thesis (beginning at If, then, intellec­
tively cognizing, etc. 1429a13)). 

{429AIO-13} HIS PLAN 

30-38. /672/ So Aristotle says first, now that his account of soul's sensory 
part has been presented and it has been shown that being wise and intellec­
tively cognizing are not the same as sensing, that we now have to consider 
the part of soul by which soul has cognition-i.e., intellective cognition­
and wisdom. Now it was said earlier [III-4-187-189] that there is a difference 
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between being wise and intellectively cognizing: being wise pertains to intel­
lect's judgment, whereas intellectively cognizing pertains to its apprehension. 

38-47. /673/ Regarding this part there is something he sets aside, however, 
something that was a problem for the ancients-viz., whether this part of soul 
is separable in subject from the other parts of soul, or is not separable in sub­
ject but only conceptually (ratione). By his expression "separable in extension" 
[429a12] he means separable in subject, [and he uses that expression] because 
of Plato, who, positing parts of soul separated from one another in subject, at­
tributed to them organs in various parts of the body.1 And so that is what he 
sets aside. 

48-54. /674/ But there are two things he plans to investigate. The first of 
them is this: if this part of soul is conceptually separable from the others, then 
what differentia does it have relative to the others? And, since we have cog­
nition of the distinguishing characteristic (proprietas) of a power on the basis 
of the character of [its] act, the second thing he intends to investigate is how 
having intellective cognition comes about-i.e., how the intellectual opera­
tion is achieved. 

55-62. Analysis. /675/ Next, when Aristotle says If, then, intellectively cog­
nizing, etc. 1429a13 ff.}, he sets out his thesis. And in this connection he does 
three things. First, he introduces a likeness between intellect and sense; sec­
ond, based on this sort of likeness he derives the nature of possible intellect 
(beginning at And so it is necessary, etc. 1429a18)); third, on the basis of things 
he had proved regarding intellect, he indicates a difference between intellect 
and sense (beginning at That the unaffectability, etc. 1429a29)). 

{429A13-18} A LIKENESS BETWEEN INTELLECT AND SENSE 

63-75. So the first hypothesis on the basis of which he proceeds to set out his 
thesis is that intellectively cognizing is like sensing. This likeness is clear 
from the fact that just as sensing is a kind of cognizing, and sometimes we 
sense potentially, sometimes actually, so also intellectively cognizing is a kind 
of cognizing, and sometimes we have intellective cognition potentially, some­
times actually. Now it follows from this that, since sensing is a kind of being 
affected (pati) by a sense object or is something like an affection (passioni), 
having intellective cognition is either something's being affected by what is 
intelligible or something else of that sort-like an affection, in other words. 
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75-90. /676/ The second of these two alternatives is more correct, for sens­
ing (as was said earlier, in Book II [10.416b32-417a2]) is not being affected, 
strictly speaking (for something is affected by a contrary, strictly speaking).2 
But it does have something like a being affected insofar as a sense is in poten­
tiality to a sense object and is capable of taking on sense objects. Therefore, if 
intellectively cognizing is like sensing, then the intellective part, too, must be 
unaffectable, when being affected is taken strictly. And yet it must have some­
thing like affectability, because such a part must be capable of taking on an 
intelligihle species and must be in potentiality to a species such as it, although 
not it in actuality. And accordingly, as what is sensory is related to things 
that are sensible, so must intellect be related to things that are intelligible; 
for each of them is in potentiality to its object and capable of taking it on. 

91-97. Analysis. /677/ Next, when Aristotle says And so it is necessary, 
etc. {429a18 ff.}, he shows the nature of possible intellect on the basis of the 
preceding considerations. And in this connection he does two things. First, 
he shows that possible intellect is not anything corporeal or anything mixed 
together out of corporeal things; second, he shows that it does not have a cor­
poreal organ (beginning at For that reason, too, etc. (429a24}). 

{429A18-24} POSSIBLE INTELLECT IS NOT CORPOREAL 

98-1°5. In connection with the first, then, we should be aware that the an­
cients had two views regarding intellect. Some claimed that intellect was 
composed of the principles of all things so that it might have cognition of all 
things. He said earlier [I+404bll-1S] that this was Empedocles' view. Anaxa­
gar as, on the other hand, said that intellect is simple and unmixed, and that it 
has nothing in common with any corporeal things.3 

105-120. So on the basis of the claim that intellect is not actually but only 
potentially the intelligible things, Aristotle concludes that because intellect 
cognizes all things in potentiality, it is necessary that it not be mixed together 
out of corporeal things, as Empedocles claimed, but rather be unmixed, as 
Anaxagoras said. /678/ Anaxagoras was led to say this, however, because of 
the following argument. For he posited intellect as the first principle of all 
movement, by which all things are moved in accordance with its command. 
But if it were mixed together out of corporeal natures or had anyone of 
them determinately, it could not move all things by its command, because it 

2. See II.l1.92-109· 

3. See 1.S·4oSb19-2 1. 
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would be determined to one. And that is why Aristotle says that Anaxagoras 
claimed that intellect is unmixed in order to command - i.e., in order to move 
all things by its command. 

120-130. /679/ But since we are now speaking not of the intellect that moves 
all things but of the intellect that intellectively cognizes all things, that middle 
term (medium) is not well suited to our showing that intellect is unmixed.4 

Instead, we must take a different middle term to show the same thing, one 
drawn from the fact that intellect has cognition of all things. That is why he 
adds, i.e., in order to have cognition-as if to say that just as Anaxagoras 
posited intellect as unmixed so that it might command, we must posit intel­
lect as unmixed so that it may have cognition. 

131-159. /680/ This is apparent on the basis of the following sort of argu­
ment. For everything that is in potentiality to something and is receptive of 
it is lacking in that to which it is in potentiality and of which it is receptive. 
For instance, the pupil of the eye, which is in potentiality to colors and re­
ceptive of them, lacks all color. But our intellect cognizes intelligible things 
in such a way that it is in potentiality to them and capable of taking them on 
in just the way that a sense is, relative to its sense objects. Therefore, intellect 
lacks all those things that it is naturally suited to cognize. Therefore, since our 
intellect is naturally suited to have intellective cognition of all sensible and 
corporeal things, it must lack every corporeal nature, just as the sense of sight 
lacks color because it is capable of cognizing color. (If it had any color, that 
color would prevent other colors from being seen.) Just as a feverish patient's 
tongue that has a bitter humor cannot perceive a sweet taste, so if intellect 
had any determinate nature, the nature that was natural to it would prevent 
it from having cognition of other natures. That is why he says for something 
appearing within it will prevent and block the cognition of what is outside 
it-i.e., will hamper intellect, veil it in a certain way, and close it off from 
contemplating other things. Something appearing within it is what he calls 
anything intrinsic that is naturally connected to intellect; this hampers intel­
lect from intellectively cognizing other things for as long as it intrinsically 
appears to intellect-as if we were to say, in the case of the feverish patient's 
tongue, that the bitter humor was "something appearing within." 

159-170. /681/ Now Aristotle concludes from this that it is not possible for 
intellect to have any nature at all-i.e., no determinate nature. Instead, it has 
this nature only, that it is potential (possibilis) with respect to all things. And 

4· In other words, an argument for the conclusion that intellect is unmixed cannot be 

constructed on the basis of intellect's commanding, because that would pick out the wrong 

intellect. (Aquinas takes Anaxagoras to be speaking here of a single separated intellect that 

is in some sense divine; see 1.3.163-179 and 181-188 below.) 
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this can be true of intellect, of course, because it is capable of cognizing not 
only one kind of sense object (like sight or hearing) or only common or proper 
accidental sensible qualities but instead, universally, the entirety of sensible 
nature. Thus, just as sight is lacking in a certain kind of sense object, so intel­

lect must lack sensible nature entirely. 
170- 180. /682/ From this he concludes further that what is called soul's 

intellect is, before it has cognition, not in actuality any of the things that 
exist, which is contrary to what the ancients claimed. For they used to say 
that it was composed of all things so that it might have cognition of all things. 
But if it were capable of cognizing all things because it had all things in it, 
intellect would always be in actuality, never in potentiality (as he said earlier 
[IL10-417a2-9] about the senses, that if they were composed of sensible quali­
ties, then in order to sense they would not need external sensible qualities). 

181-188. /683/ So that no one should believe that it is true of every intellect 
that before it cognizes it is in potentiality to the things it can cognize, Aris­
totle interjects that he is now talking about the intellect by which soul forms 
opinions and intellectively cognizes. He says this in order to avoid [talking 
about] God's intellect, which is not in potentiality but is in some manner the 
actuality of all things. Regarding this intellect Anaxagoras said that it is un­

mixed in order to command. 

189-1 93. Analysis. /684/ Next, when Aristotle says For that reason, too, etc. 
{429a24 ff.}, he shows that intellect does not have a corporeal organ. First, he 
sets out the thesis; second, he accommodates to it a certain saying of the an­

cients (beginning at Now those who say, etc. {429a27})· 

{42 9 A24-2 7} INTELLECT DOES NOT HAVE A 

CORPOREAL ORGAN 

194-207' First, then, drawing a conclusion from things that were said before 
[429a18-241, Aristotle says that if in order to have cognition of all things our 
intellect must not have any determinate nature drawn from the natures of the 
corporeal things of which it has cognition, in the same way it is reasonable 
that it not be mixed with a body-i.e., that it have no corporeal organ in the 
way that the soul's sensory part has. For if there is any corporeal organ for 
intellect in the way that there is for the sensory part, then it will follow that 
it has a determinate nature drawn from the natures of sensible things. That 
is why he says that it will follow that it will be of a certain sort-i.e., having 

some sensible quality, such as either hot or cold. 
207-221. For it is clear that a power of the soul that is the actuality of an 

L 
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organ is in conformity with that organ in just the way that an actuality is in 
conformity with what is capable of taking it on. /685/ And as far as the actu­
ality of the power is concerned, it does not matter whether the power itself has 
a determinate sensible quality or the organ does, since it is not the power alone 
that is actualized but the composite of the power and the corporeal organ. 
For the seeing of colors would be hindered in much the same way if either the 
visual power or the pupil had a determinate color. That is why he says that 
we have the same reason for claiming that intellect does not have a corporeal 
organ and that it does not have any determinate corporeal nature. And so he 
adds that there is no organ of the intellective part as there is of the sensory. 

{429A27-29} A SAYING OF THE ANCIENTS 

222-236. /686/ Next, when Aristotle says Now those who say, etc., he ac­
commodates a view of the ancients to what has been said. And he says that 
because the intellective part does not have an organ as the sensory part has, 
we can now confirm the statement of those who said that soul is the loca­
tion of species (which is said metaphorically, in virtue of its being receptive 
of species). That statement would of course not be true if each part of the soul 
had an organ, because in that case species would not be received in soul alone 
but in the [soul-body] compound; for it is not sight alone that is capable of 
taking on species but the eye.s And so we must say that the location of species 
is not the whole soul but only the intellective part, which does not have an 
organ. Nor is it the location of species in such a way that it has the species in 
actuality, but in potentiality only. 

{429A29-BS} A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN INTELLECT 

AND SENSE 

237-270. /687/ Next, when Aristotle says That the unaffectability, etc., he 
indicates a difference between sense and intellect as regards unaffectability. 
For it was said earlier [75-90] that just as sensing is not being affected, in 
the strict sense of being affected, so neither is intellectively cognizing; and 
on that basis he concluded earlier [429a15-18] that intellect was unaffectable. 
Therefore, so that no one should believe that sense and intellect are at the 
same level of unaffectability, he adds here that the unaffectability of what is 

5. Aquinas thinks of the eye as the whole compound of visual power (sight) and corpo­

real organ (the pupil). 
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sensory and what is intellective is not alike. For sense, even though it is not 
affected per se by a sense object (in the strict sense of being affected), still it 
is affected per accidens insofar as the organ's balance is damaged by an exces­
sive sense object. This cannot happen to intellect, however, because it lacks 
an organ; and so it is affectable neither per se nor per accidens. /688/ That is 
why he says that the dissimilarity of the unaffectability of what is sensory 
and what is intellective is clear from [a consideration of] organs and sense, 
because a sense is rendered incapable of sensing immediately after [sensing] 
what is extremely liable to be sensed. For example, hearing cannot sense a 
sound in virtue of having been moved by [extremely] loud sounds, nor can 
sight see or the sense of smell smell in virtue of those senses' having been 
earlier moved by [extremely] strong odors and colors, which damage the 
organ. Intellect, on the other hand, does not have a corporeal organ that can 
be damaged by an excess of its proper object, and thus when it intellectively 
cognizes something extremely intelligible, it does not subsequently cognize 
the lowest things less but cognizes them more. The same thing would hap­
pen to a sense if it did not have a corporeal organ. Nevertheless, intellect is 
weakened indirectly by an injury to a corporeal organ, insofar as for its own 
operation it requires the operation of a sense that has an organ. Therefore, the 
reason for this discrepancy is that what is sensory does not exist without a 
body, but intellect is separated. 

270-274. /689/ From the things said here, then, we can see the falsity of the 
view of those who have said that intellect is the imaginative power or some 
arrangement in human nature that is the result of the body's constitution. 

The Possible Intellect Is Not a Separated Substance 
275-280. Some people have been so deceived by this passage [429b5], how­
ever, that they have posited a possible intellect separated in existence from 
the body, like one of the separated substances.6 

280-290. Of course that is altogether impossible, /690/ for it is clear that an 
individual human being has intellective cognition. If that is denied, then the 
person maintaining this view has no intellective cognition of anything and is 
not to be listened to. Now if he does have intellective cognition, then there 
must be something by which, formally speaking, he has such cognition. This 
something is possible intellect, about which the Philosopher says, "I call intel­
lect that by which soul intellectively cognizes and forms opinions" [429a23]· 

6. Averroes was considered the most notorious proponent of this view; see Aquinas, 

Summa contra gentiles, bk. II, chap. 59. The proposal considered below (306-316) is due to 

Averroes (De anima III.5 [4°4.5°1-520]). 
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Possible intellect, then, is that by which, formally speaking, an individual 
human being has intellective cognition. 

290-305. Now that by which something operates as by an active principle can 
be separated in existence from that which operates-e.g., if we say that the 
bailiff operates by the king because the king moves him to operate. But it is im­
possible for that by which something operates formally to be separated from it 
in existence. That is so because something acts only insofar as it is in actuality. 
Therefore, something operates formally by something as it is made actual by 
it. But a thing is not made actually existent by anything if it is separated from 
it in existence. That is why it is impossible that that by which something acts 
formally be separated from it in existence. It is impossible, therefore, that the 
possible intellect by which a human being has intellective cognition-some­
times potentially, to be sure, but other times actually-be separated from that 
human being in existence. 

306-316. /691/ And so, with this in mind, those who came up with this 
position have tried to find some means by which the separated substance that 
they call possible intellect is continuous and united with us, so that its engag­
ing in intellective cognition might be our engaging in intellective cognition. 
For they say that an intelligible species is the form of possible intellect (since 
it becomes actualized by means of a species), but that the phantasm, which is 
in us, is a kind of subject for this species. In this way, therefore, they say that 
possible intellect is linked with us through its form. 

317-329. /692/ But what they say shows absolutely no continuity between 
[that] intellect and us. This becomes clear in the following way. For pos­
sible intellect is one with what is intelligible only insofar as the latter is actu­
ally cognized, just as a sense is not the same as the sense object potentially, 
as was maintained earlier [II.1O-417a18-2o, 12-418a3-5]. Therefore, the intel­
ligible species is the form of possible intellect only insofar as it is actually 
intelligible, and it is not actually intelligible except insofar as it has bee!1 ab­
stracted from the phantasms. It is clear, therefore, that insofar as it is united 
with intellect it has been removed from the phantasms. It is not, therefore, by 
this means that intellect is united with us. 

329-338. /693/ It is clear, however, that the originator of this position was 
misled by the fallacy of accident, arguing in some such fashion as this: phan­
tasms are in some way one with an intelligible species, but an intelligible species 
is one with possible intellect; therefore, possible intellect is united with the 
phantasms. That the fallacy of accident has been committed is clear because, 
as was said, insofar as an intelligible species is one with possible intellect, it 
has been abstracted from the phantasms. 

339-352. /694/ Still, even if we granted that there is some union of [that] 
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possible intellect with us in this way, the union would render us not intellec­
tively cognizant but rather intellectively cognized. For that of which a species 
existing in some cognitive power is a likeness is not in virtue of this made 
cognizant, but rather cognized. For in virtue of the fact that a species in the 
pupil is a likeness of the color on the wall, the color is not seeing, but rather 
seen. Therefore, in virtue of the fact that an intelligible species in [that] pos­
sible intellect is a kind of likeness of a phantasm, it does not follow that we 
are intellectively cognizant, but that we-or, rather, our phantasms-are cog­
nized by that separated substance. 

353-357. /695/ There are many other things that can be said against this 
position, things we have looked into more carefully elsewhere? On this occa­
sion, however, suffice it to say that from this position it follows that no indi­
vidual human being has intellective cognition. 

358-372. /696/ It is also clear that this position is contrary to Aristotle's 
teaching. First, because Aristotle is here inquiring into a "part of soul," for 
that is how this treatise begins [429alO]. And so it is clear that possible intel­
lect is a part of soul, not a separated substance. /697/ Also, he goes on to 
inquire into intellect, "whether it is separable" in subject from the other parts 
of soul "or not" [429a111, from which it is plain that his argument stands even 
if intellect is not separable in subject from the other parts of soul. /698/ Also, 
he says that intellect is that "by which soul intellectively cognizes" [429a23]. 
All these things show that Aristotle did not say that intellect is separated in 
the way that separated substances are. 

372-383. /699/ It is astonishing, though, how carelessly [the proponents of 
this position] went wrong because of his saying that intellect is "separated" 
[429b51, since the meaning of this word is available from his text: intellect is 
called separated because it does not have an organ as a sense does. And that 
can be true because the human soul in virtue of its superior status surpasses 
the capability of corporeal matter and cannot be wholly encompassed by it. 
That is why it is endowed with an action that corporeal matter has no share 
in, and because of this its power for that action has no corporeal organ. And 
that is how intellect is separated. 

7. The reference is to Summa contra gentiles, bk. II, chaps. 49-75. Several years later 

Aquinas would devote an entire treatise to this subject: On the Unity of the Intellect Against 

the Averroists. 

Chapter 8 

How Possible Intellect Is Brought to Actuality 

DE ANIMA 1II.4-429B5-22 

429b5-9· But when [intellect] becomes the individual things in this way, as 
a knower, [it] is said to be that which [it is] in actuality. But this happens 
as soon as [a person] can operate by himself. Even then, therefore, it is in 
potentiality in a way, but not like it was before learning or discovering; and 
it can then intellectively cognize itself. 

429b1o-17· Now extension and the being that is appropriate to extension 
(magnitudini esse) are different, also water and the being that is appropriate 
to water, and so on in many other cases (though not in all, for in connec­
tion with some things it is the same: the being that is appropriate to flesh 
and flesh [itself]). For this reason, then, [the soul] discerns [them]O either by 
different [powers] or by being differently disposed. For flesh does not exist 
without matter, but is, like snub, a this in a this. Therefore, it is of course by 
what is sensory that one judges the hot and the cold and [the other things] 
of which flesh is a kind of ratio. It is by something different, however­
either by something separated, or just like a bent [line] is related to itself: 
when it is straightened out it discerns the being that is appropriate to flesh. 
4~9b18-22. Again, in connection with things that exist by abstraction, 

straIght is like snub, since it involves a continuum. But the what-it-is-to-be­
such [is discerned] by a different [powerV if the being that is appropriate 
to straight and straight [itself] are different. (For let it be duality.) And so 
[soul] judges by something else or by something differently disposed. In 
general, then, as things are separable from matter, so too [are they] things 
that concern intellect. 

1-7· Analysis. /700/ Now that the Philosopher has presented his account of 
possi~l~ intellect, which is in potentiality to intelligible things, he here shows 
how It IS brought to actuality. First, he shows how intellect sometimes be­
comes .actualized; second, he shows what its proper object is in respect of its 
becommg actualized (beginning at Now extension, etc. {429blO}). 
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Chapter 16 

The Source of Movement in Different Kinds of Animals 

DE ANIMA III.1O-433B27-11.434A21 

433b27-30. In general, therefore, as we have already said, insofar as an ani­
mal is appetitive, so is it capable of moving itself. The appetitive power, 
however, does not occur without phantasia, while every phantasia is either 
rational or sensory (sensibilis). The latter, therefore, is something in which 

other animals also take part. 
433b31-434aS. Now we should also consider what it is that produces 

movement for incomplete animals, in which there is only the sense of 
touch-whether or not it is possible for phantasia and concupiscence to be 
in these animals. For joy and sadness seem to be in them, and if these are 
there, then concupiscence is necessarily there. But how will phantasia be in 
them? Or are these in them indeterminately, in just the way that they are 

moved indeterminately? 
434aS-12. So sensory phantasia, as we have said, is also in other animals, 

whereas deliberative [phantasial is in those capable of reason. For whether 
one should do this or that is the work of reason, and it is necessary to mea­
sure by means of one thing. For [a person] emulates what is greater; thus 
one can make one out of many phantasms. This is the reason why [these 
animals] are not thought to have opinion: for they do not have that [opin­
ion] that is based on the syllogism, whereas this [has] that.° That is why 

appetite does not have the capacity for deliberation. 
434a12- 1S' Now sometimes [appetite] overcomes and moves delibera­

tion,o whereas sometimes it moves itself,o just as a sphere does, appetite 
[moving] appetite, when one is in [a state of] continence.o By nature, how­
ever, that which is above is always predominant and moves [that which is 
lower], so that it is now moved by three motions (/ationibus). 

434aI6-21. The capacity for knowledge, however, does not produce move­
ment, ° but stays still. But because one [sort of] evaluation and reason is 
universal, whereas another is particular (for one says that such a person 
must do such a thing, whereas one [says] that this is such and I am such), 
the latter opinion produces movement at this time, not the one that is uni­
versal; or they both do, but one is more at rest, whereas the other is not. 

I-S. Analysis. /836/ Now that the Philosopher has presented his account of 
the source of movement as regards local movement, presenting his account 
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generally and in its own right, he here presents his account of it in relation to 
different kinds of animals. 

6-13. In this connection he does three things. First, he shows what is com­
mon to all animals that take part in movement. Second, he shows how a source 
of movement is found in incomplete animals (beginning at Now we should 
also consider, etc. {433b31}). Third, he shows how this source of movement 
occurs in the most complete animal, human beings, in a way that is different 
from how it occurs in other animals (beginning at So sensory phantasia, etc. 

{434a5})· 

{433B27-30} WHAT IS COMMON TO ALL MOVING ANIMALS 

14-1.9. So Aristotle says first that every animal is capable of moving its very 
self msofar as it is appetitive. (For appetite is the proper cause of movement.) 
But the appetitive power does not occur without phantasia, which is either 

~ational or sensory (sensibilis). Now other animals besides humans take part 
m sensory phantasia, but not in rational phantasia. 

Phantasia as Appearance 
20-27. /837/ It is important to consider, however, that just as earlier Aristotle 
included phantasia under intelligence [IIL15.433a9-1Oj, so too now he extends 
phantasia up to intellect, in keeping with the name's defining character (ratio­
n~m). For phantasia is a kind of appearance, and something appears both in 
VIrtue of sense and in virtue of reason. Phantasia also has its operation in the 
absence of sense objects, just as do reason and intellect. 

{433B31-434AS} THE SOURCE OF MOVEMENT IN 

INCOMPLETE ANIMALS 

28-60. /838/ Next, when Aristotle says Now we should also consider, etc., he 
shows what the source of movement is in incomplete animals. (Animals are 
called incomplete in which there is only the sense of touch.) And he says that 
we should consider what moves them, namely, whether or not phantasia and 
~oncupiscence are in them. Now it seems that concupiscence is in them, since 
JOY and sadness seem to be in them. For these animals recoil when touched 
by something harmful, and open and extend themselves toward that which 
~s agreeable to them, which would not happen if pain and pleasure were not 
In them. And if these are in them then it is necessary that concupiscence is 
also in them .. For concupiscence follows from the sense of pleasure. But since 
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