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basis of this it seems that this soul is active, not passive
as the intelligibles move it, it is passive, and i inasmuch
it, itis active. For this reason Aristotle will say later that{
that these two differences are in the rational soul, name
ity and the power of affection® And he says plainly
neither generable nor corruptible, as will be evident late
to make known the substance of this passive power, sini
the doctrine, On the basis of this, then, itis declared that this
of affection and reception, exists in the rational power
However, that the substance receiving these forms m
nor a power in a body is evident from the proposfaoné Wi
this discussion. One of these is that this substance recei
something known concerning this intellect. The seco
ceiving something else must be devoid of the nature of th
its substance must not be the same in species as the sﬁb
ceived. For if the recipient were of the nature of the thi
thing would receive itself and then the mover would be i,
necessary that the sense receiving color lack color and th
sound. This proposition is necessary and indubitable. Fro
tions] it follows that this substance which is called th
none of those material forms in its nature. Because the'r.ﬁ te
a body or forms in a body, it is evident that this substa ée
material intellect {386} is neither a body nor a form in’ '
altogether unmixed with matter? You ought to know
necessarily so, because that is a substance and what is 3

g5 or material {forms] does not have a materlal form in itself,
a [substance] composed of matter and form. Neither is it again
S al forms, for material forms are not separable, Nor is it again
st forms, for those are separable, but [the material intellect]
sive forms unless they are diverse [from its own nature], 30 and
y“ are intelligibles in potency, not in act. [The material intellect]
being which is other than form and matter and the composite of
sther this substance has its own form other in being from mate-
ot yet been explained from this discussion. For the proposition
cipient ought to be devoid of the nature of the thing received
fthe nature of the species of that thing received, not of the nature
pecially its remote [genus} and especially for what is said by
this reason we said that in the sense of touch there is found
een ‘the contraries which it apprehends; for contraries are other
1 species. Since such is the disposition of the material intellect,
ne of the beings,® that it is a separate potency, and it does not
4l form, it is evident that it is not passive (since passive things,
able things, are as material forms} and that it is simple, as Aris-
separable. In this way Aristotle understood the nature of the
ct: and later we will speak about his doubts.® {387}

i1 have no nature except this, namely, what is possible. Therefore
oul which is called the intellect (and I call the intellect that

> n)}\br_m_a-}bw.su.ﬁj_..g_!'l&u_n ‘_g.dlj_ajj-i bis O

ng Commenmry Fragments [1985], 44} Note that the Arabic has &, b 5

sower in a body,” while the Latin has negue fornia in corpore, “nor a

t Book 3, 4.79.

arks this passage as corrupt. An alternative to my conjectural render-

make all forms, just as it was necessary that the material intel passage might be to understand the passage as asserting that for the

receives all forms, also be separate and unmixed. For if it were no ved in the material intellect they must be separable from matter by the

this singular form and then necessarily one of two alternativi £t Janssens (1998), 722, conjectures the omission of fabet in se naturam

it would receive itself and then the mover in it would be mo n5by homeoteleuton and provides another reading of this entire sec-

all the species of forms” l441). . red textis correct, my translation would read “but [the material intel-
27. Seen. 14 for a corresponding Arabic fragment. itself a material nafure which receives forms only if they are diverse
28. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 4.63-68: <5> ture], and inasmuch as they are intelligibles in potency, not in act.”

o ;u—m} JE S 0 by gl a3l J“""' hold that it is a fourth kind of being” (400},

alay st G5 Eadall e ey u)_i_’ OF ey hrasing is used by al-Farabi in his Letter on the Intellect. See ibid,,

Fragments [198s), 49 S Ao, 17.0-18.1 Tt follows Aristotle’s lead in passages such as
29. Arabic fragments correspond to Book 3, 4.73~80: (nile Dé:Anina, 429a24, 16V Svtov.

Myjﬁﬁ_n‘)yﬂjllu.ﬂ J}bwugwjbyﬂmw '.19{40}-

b Salled o b B Ll o Ul a2, gl

25. 3.5, 430a13-14 {436).
26. "It was necessary that the agent intelligence be separate;
ingofar as it is what makes all forms intelligible. Tf, therefore; it
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o, then the forms existing in it would be intelligibles in potency;
ould not discern the nature of the forms inasmuch as they are
the disposition in the case of individual forms, be they spiritual or
his reason, if that nature which is called intellect receives forms,
o forms by a mode of reception other than that by which those
¢ the forms whose contraction by matter is the determination of
in them. For this reason it is not necessary that it be of the genus
+s in which the form is included,® nor that it be prime matter
his were 50, then the reception in these would be of the same
diversity of the received nature causes the diversity of the nature
t;.This, therefore, moved Aristotle to set forth this nature, which
'ﬂe nature of matter, other than the nature of form, and other
re of the composite. {389)
onsideration brought Theophrastus, Themistius, and several
to hold the opinion that the material intellect is a substance
generable nor corruptible.”’ For everything whichis generable
s a determinate particular; but it has already been demon-
ke material intellect] is not a determinate particular nor a body
a body.* This brought them to hold the opinion, as well, that this
i Aristotle. For that intention, namely, that this intellect is such,
nt to those who regard the demonstration of Aristotle and his
reference fo the demonstration as we have explained [it] and with
his| words because he said that it is unaffected and he said that
nd simple. For these three words are used with regard to it by
is not right—rather it is highly unlikely—for him to use any of

partby which we discern and cogitate®) is not ane o
it understands. (429a21—24)

After he had explained that the material intellect does
characteristic of material things, he began to define itin
said it has no nature according to this except the nat
receiving intelligible material forms. And he said: An.
That is, then that part of the soul which is called thes
nature and being by which it is constituted inasmucl;
the nature of possibility, since it is devoid of all m
forms. _

Next he said: and I call the intellect, etc. That is, and
lect the power of the soul which is truly called intefiec
is called intellect in the broad sense in Greek, namely,
but the power by which we discern theoretical thing,
things which will come about by our action.? Next he.:
beings in act before it understands. That is, the defini
intellect, therefore, is that which is in potency all th
material forms and is not any of the beings in act befo;:
them.

Since that is the definition of the material intellec
ing to him it differs from prime matter in this respéc_t_
intentions {388} of the universal material forms, while
tency all those sensible forms [and is] not Somethir{g'

hends [things]. The reason why that nature is somethin;
knows while prime matter neither knows nor discerﬁ's
ter receives diverse forms, namely, individual and p’é_
[nature]® receives universal forms. From this it is appa
not a determinate particular nor a body nor a power
so, then it would receive forms inasmuch as they are

itis not a composite form which necessarily has matter included in its

ommentary v or the De Anima (1950), 83-84; (1985), 121-122; (1987), 206-207.

ped with these because he holds for the incorruptibility of the material
rroes also characterizes him as contradicting himself because he holds
intellect comes into being by generation of the individual and then is
.phrastus as available to Averroes, see Gutas (1999b). On Averroes and
nmentators, see the introduction pp. Ixxix-boodx.

ents correspond to Book 3, 5.53-59: ga Mgd ¢ (phlad il c.)‘){_a—'.

; qu.\.gJ'n il .8 <« L;._\l PPN P P WY | E B N SO U AR
Lghy S35 N assls u.Jl el opedrg Lgie foaadl Al o8y
ong Commentary Fragments [1985), 44) The fragment does not specily
Themistius, and several commentators” as does the Latin, but rather
he demonstrations which force him [Aristotle] to this. On account of
itis a substance neither generated nor corruptible.”

35 Per quod distinguimus et cogitamus: & SLavoelzar
The Latin here lacks the Greek subject and substitutes for'”
plural, “we.” The fault may le in the Greek textual tradit
translation also lacks this mention of soul: 4»4) Bk,a..o il
st Sy OF o ol st e g o 8 05mg o (4

4ageiy (Aristotle, De Anima [1954]); “So it must be the case th
called inteflect (which is that by which it cogitates so that op
garding anything) is not an existent in act in any of the thin,
with its comprehension.”

36. Cf. Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 8g. 26—
The corresponding Arabic text is corrupt. ;

37. The material intellect,
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results for it because of the mixture, namely, on account of its mixture
rial intellect. From this consideration alone Aristotle was forced
xistence of] the material intellect, not because the theoretical
re generated and made [to exist]. 44
med this by the fact that Aristotle insisted that the agent intellect
the soul, since we seem to strip forms from matter first and then
d them. To strip them is nothing but to make them intelligibles in
. were [intelligibles] in potency, to the extent that apprehending
ing but receiving them. They saw that this activity of creating and
intelligibles is due to our will and is able to be augmented in us in
the augmentation of the intellect which is in us, namely, the theo-
ot. And it was already explained that the intellect which creates
élntelligibies and things understood is the agent intelligence. For
ey said that the intellect in a positive disposition is that intellect,
mes weakness afflicts it and sometimes an addition [accrues to
ye mixture. This, therefore, moved Theophrastus, {391} Themis-
rs to hold this opinion about the theoretical intellect and to say
he opinion of Aristotle.
on this are not few. The first is that this position contradicts
asserted, namely, that the relation of what is understood in act to
tellect is like the relation of what is sensed to what senses. This
th in itself. For if conceptualization were eternal, then it would
it what is conceptualized to be eternal. Hence, it would be neces-
sible forms to be intelligibles in act outside the soul and not [be}
5 But this is contrary to what is found regarding those forms.

these [words] in a demonstrative doctrine about som
corruptible,

But they later saw Aristotle say that if there is an infe
must also be an intellect in act, namely, an agent (it is thi
what is in potency from potency into act), and the infelle
out from potency into act (this is what the agent intellect p
rial inteilect as artistry places forms pertaining to artistr
artisan). Since they saw this later, they held the opiniont
which the agent intellect places into the recipient maten
theoretical intellect) must be eternal. For since the rec1p1en
the agent eternal, then the product must hecessarily best
held this opinion, it happens in reality that {390} it is neit}
nor the product, since agent and product are understo :
to generation in time.*” Or it may be said that this “agent
are said only by analogy and that the theoretical intel
actuality of the material intellect in virtue of the agen’s
theoretical [intellect] is something composed of the
the intellect which is in act.*® What seems to be the case,
sometimes understands when il is united to us and. é('n"ne

41. Ebquia. The sense requires “while.” Perhaps oS Yy corr
as such by the translator.

42. "If the world were by itself eternal and existent (ot
each movement is composed of parts which are produc d
would not have an agent at all. But if the meaning of ‘eterfia
production and that this production has neither beginnin:
‘production’ is more truly applied to him who brings about
than to him who procures a limited production. In this way ¢

on, pp. xxxcv-xlii, Cf. the interpretation of de Libera at Long Commen-
)i 193, n. 8s.

nitext the meaning seems to be that the interaction of the material intel-
nit intellect is not such that the material intellect by which we know is
stant reception of intelligibles of material things by way of the “light” of
(At {441} Averroes asserts for himself that the agent intellect under-
of things of this material world. For him it is always in act of its own
different sense, always understanding,) Hence, since the material
ys receiving the intelligibles of material things, the cause of the lack
ot the agent intellect but must have to do with the nature of the mate-
s reception. The fact of intermittent intellectual receiving indicates
intellects, not the fact that theoretical intelligibles are generated in
he reason for the inability of the material intellect to function at all
mply because it depends not on the agent intellect alone but also on
external senses to provide intelligibles in potency.

Hi'3.4, 429b2yff, and Book 3, Text and Comment 13 at {427-428}.

and the name ‘production’ is even more suitable for it th
philosophers only call the world eternal to safeguard thes
‘product’in the sense of ‘a thing produced after a state of non
and in time.” Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930), 162; (1g69);:6

43. Intellectu qui est in actu. This phrase is used to denote'dn
lect whichisina state of actuality, As such, it can denote the a.
intellect. Here I take it to refer to the agent intellect. The ph'f:asi.'
occurs only in Book 3, where it is found nine times, here and:
{479}, 1483}, and twice at {484). In its sole appearance in the De
36 {479), it corresponds to the Greek ¢ voic. .. 6 kat 2vép o
quotation of the text of Alexandet’s De Intellectu. At {4 :
intellect which is in act” with the acquired intellect. See thei
n. 10, and p. xxiv, n. 20; and Book 2, n. 440, regarding the:
intellectus agens to denote the agent intellect. The doctrin
the present sentence sounds much like his own doctri;
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1f not, you would exist in virtue of the being belonging to me and
t in virtue of the being belonging to you. Universally a human
4 be a being before having existed, and so a human being would
qetable and corruptible inasmuch as he is a human being, but if he
ble and corruptible], he would be [so] inasmuch as [he is] an ani-
- thought that just as it is necessary that the final actuality be of
ihe first actuality will have been a determinate particular and nu-
way individuals are, {393} so too it is necessary for the contrary,
the first actuality be of this sort if the final actuality is numbered
Jie numbering of individual human beings.®

other impossible things result from this position. For if the first actu-
the same for all human beings and [were] not numbered the way
duals] are, then it would happen that when I acquire some intel-
oo would also acquire that same thing, and when I forget some
ou [would] also.

her impossible things also result from this position. For it is thought
difference between either position insofar as something impossible
ly, from the fact that we assert that the final [actuality] and the first
‘of the same sort, namely, [that they are] not numbered the way
re. Since we seek to avoid all those impossibilities, we consequently
e first actuality is this [particular] intention, namely, [the intention]
11al human being both generable and corruptible in matter and
. e way individuals are. [Yet] it was already explained from the
' of Aristotle mentioned earlier that [the intellect] is not a determi-
ular nor a body nor a power in a body.5" How, then, can we escape
rror, or what sort of way is there to solve this question?

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

Aristotle even says plainly in this book that the rel;
discerning power {o the intentions of the imagined forriys
of the senses to the things sensed. For this reason the sOu
ing without the imagination, just as the senses senga
presence of the sensible. Therefore, if the intentions whic
hends from the imagined forms were eternal, then the intéﬁh
tive powers would be eternal. And if those were eterné' ,
would be eternal, for the sensations are related to this p
tions which can be imagined are related to the rationa]
sensations were eternal, then the things sensed would bé gt
fions would be intentions other than the intentions of thin
the soul in matter. For it is impossible to assert these §3
sometimes eternal and sometimes corruptible, unless i :
corruptible nature be changed and converted into an etern
reason it is necessary, if those intentions which are in t
and corruptible things, that those [intentions] be genera
On this there was lengthy discussion elsewhere®

This, therefore, is one of the impossible things which seem
opinion, namely, this [opinion of Themistius, Theophrastii
we asserted: that the material intellect is a power whic
ing. For it is thought impossible to imagine how intelligib
into being while that {power]¥ will not have come into be
agent is eternal and the patient is eternal, the product mi
we assert that the product is generated (this is the intel
tive disposition), how can we say in reference to this th
ates the intelligibles?

The second question is much more difficult.® It is thls
lect is the first actuality of a human being, as it is expla
definition of the soul, and the theoretical intellect is thé
human being is generable and corruptible and {yet also]
tue of his final actuality by the intellect, then it is neceés
virtue of his own first actuality. That is, [it must be th
than you in virtue of the first actuality in reference to int

ra is certainly right to call attention to this text. As it stands in the Latin,
ke a strong contribution to the argument but merely states that if the first
s individual for each human being, so too the final actuality of know-
1 for each. But if the final actuality of knowing is individual for each,
actuality would be individual for each. This is how Ihave translated the
erstand Averroes to start here by giving the first of two problematic expla-
ation to individuals. Then he contrasts this with the equally problematic

i would hold that both the first and the final actuality do not belong to
< ds individuals. For his interpretation, de Libera understands huinsmodi,
to refer ahead to “of the same sort, namely [they are] not numbered the

g are.” See Long Commentary, Book 3 (1998), 62-63 and 196-199.

46. Averroes discussed this issue at Book 1, Comment 13 {19]
is found below in Book 3, Comment 36 {483-486}.

47. The material intellect.

48. Whatis at issue here is whether each person has his or hej
from the start as a rational animal.

Janssens (1998}, 723, is likely correct in suggesting one read: im ;
(understanding suni to be supressed) with manuscripts B and rding the understanding of Alexander put forth here by Averroes, see the

conjectural contingunt impossibilia. This does not affect my Engl PP Ixxxi-Ixxxiik.
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it belongs more to Natural Philosophy, namely, [to] the ac'?:o- t
that the material intellect {394} is a generated power such
regarding it the opinion which is held also in regard to the
soul, that dispositions™ come to be in the body per se fror
pounding. He says this is not unthinkable, namely, that fro
ments there comes to be such a noble and marvelous thjz
from the substance of the eiements because of the greatex
He testifies regarding this that it is possible in light of the
that the composition which first occurred in elements-—il
four simple qualities—even while that composition is small.
greatest diversity, inasmuch as one is fire and another is air
is not implausible that through the multiplicity of com'pa it
human being and in animals, so many diverse powers’ are
the substances of the elements.
He propounded this plainly and in a general way in the
book On the Soul,® and he enjoined that when considerihg t
place one ought to know beforehand the wonders of the
body of a human being. He said also in the treatise which h
Intellect According to the Opinion of Aristotle, that the matef" ]
made from the compound. These are his words: '
“Since, therefore, from this body, when it is mixed.
something will be generated from the whole mixture stc
ing an instrument of that intellect which is in this mixed ¢
in all the body, and that instrument is also a body, theri:
intellect in potency. It is a power made from a mixture whicl
ies, [a power] disposed to receive the intellect which is T

opinion regarding the substance of the material intellect is extraordi-
otant from the words and demonstration of Aristotle. [t is distant]
words where he says that the material intellect is separable, that it
ave a corporeal instrument, and that it is simple and impassible, that
fo be affected, and where he praises Anaxagoras because he said
ot mixed with the body. And [itis distant] from demonstration as it
n the basis of what we have written.

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

neither edition of the Arabic is wholly adequate, T have translated from my
ac eclectic text, which 1 base on both editions and their apparatuses, with
4 here and there from the Greek.” Davidson {1992}, 7, n. 2. For the Arabic text,
: er, De Intellectu (1971), 40.3-7. The text is corrupt in the faulty Jarullah
i used as base by Finnegan (1956), 181-19g; see esp. 195. Also see Geoffroy
te that although the Latin might allow “intelligible” for infellectum here, it is
able to translate intellectum as “inteilect,” which happens to be in accord
ﬁght of Alexander as we have it in the Greek ard in the extant Arabic: J ) i
b Jiall (Alexander, De Intellectu (1971}, 407, and [1956], 195).

MBELOTNG TLg Bipa LOVOV EGTLY 6 DALKOG VoS RPOG THY iV ELBGY HrodoyNv
k{81 Gypdom, pdAlov 88 1@ Thg mvakidog dypdde, GAX ol T mvakidt
6 yap T ypaupoteiov i3n T Tédv Svimv £otiv. S10 f v Yol xal 16 TodTy
HGAROV «iv> KaTd 1O Ypoppoteiov, 10 88 dypaov &v adth 6 volc 0 DALKOG
A Emmdeideng 1 Tpdg 1O Eyypodfval. og oDy £xl 100 ypoppotelon
0V IGOYOL «@v> VTLYPOOREVOY, £V O T pdG 10 Ypadiival Emtnderdmg,
LmdeLdTng abth ovBEY nhoyeL £1g Evépyeiav dyouévi (obBE ydp £oti Tt
Vov), 0ltag 008 dv 6 voiig mdoyor T, undév ye dv v evepyely (Alexander,
1887], 84.24-85.5), “We must say, then, that the material intellectisonly a kind
y suitable for the reception of intelligible forms; it is like a tablet on which
“been written, or (fo express this better) more like the blank condition of
an the tablet itself, since the writing surface is an existent. Hence the soul,
ct to which it belongs, might more properly be compared to the writing
nd the intellect called material likened to the unmarked condition of the page
;tabi}ity for being written on. Using these terms, we can state the analogy thus:
ce of a tablet in which there inheres a disposition for being written on would
if it were inscribed, but the disposition itself would undergo no change
éfualized, since it is not the subject [of the writing]; so the intellect is

52. The Latin Averroes’ praeparatio renders szl and corr
gmmdeldng, “suitability, fitness.” See n. 54 and 55 below. Hent
the reception of forms. :

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

54. Gtov pev odv &x 1ol oduotog 100 Kpadévrog Thp YEVR
T nifems, g kol dpyovov divacsat 10 va todty tapacyely;
T0UTE (S10TL E0TLV Ev TTOVTL COUOTL, GG 88 Kol T01T0), mﬁ_ﬁ;
voic Aéyetal Emtideide g Slvapig &nt 11 101@de KpAoeL 1
Tpac 10 SéEncban oV Evepysig voiv (Alexander, De Intellectu [i_SB?];
from the body that was blended, there comes to be fire or someth
result of the mixture, which is able to provide an instrument for:
in this mixture—for it is in every body, and this toois a body—i
said to be intellect potentially, supervening on this sort of blendi
able potentiality for receiving theintellect that is in actuality” (ibi :
55-56). Regarding the Arabic version, which is available in twb_ =
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But there is nothing to what Alexander said. For this ;
disposition, namely, that it is neither a body nor this [particu]
Why, then, of [all] the other [sorts of] dispositions did Afis
the disposition which is in the intellect, if he did not intend tg
stance of the thing disposed but rather the substance of tha
is impossible to say that the disposition is a substance, whi
subject of that disposition is neither a body nor a power ina b,
totle’s demonstration reaches is an intention different from-
to which it is said that the disposition is neither a body n ;

This is evident from the demonstration of Aristotle. {396} F
saying that everything which receives something must n
the nature of the thing received existing in it in actis evider
the substance and nature of the thing disposed is able t&°
tioned thing inasmuch as it is disposed . For the dispositio
but rather the being of the disposition on the part of the
being] of a proper accident. For this reason, when there js
willnot be a disposition [any more] and the recipient will rém
This is evident and thought by all the commentators from
of Aristotle.

For there are four different ways in which something
ther a body nor a power in a body. The first is as the sub
and this is the material intellect, the nature of whose bein
strated. The second is the disposition itself existing in matt
to the way in which it is said that privation without quali

body nor a power in a body. The third is prime matter, the
also been demonstrated. The fourth is the separate form
has also been demonstrated. All these are diverse.
This led Alexander to this far-fetched and obviously erronee
namely, to evade and take refuge from the questions men;
also see that Alexander is bolstered by the fact that the
intellect ought to be a generated power on the basis of gener
in regard to the definition of the soul, namely, because itis
of a natural organic body. He says that this definition is tr
the soul with the same intention, And he gives the reason for
that all the parts of the soul are forms is [to speak] univocally,
because it is impossible for form, inasmuch as it is the e

i, to be separate, then since the first actualities of the soul are forms,
not be separate. By this he refuted [the position] that there is a
actnality in the first actualities of the soul, as it is said of the sailor
p, or generally that there will be some part which is called an actu-
intention different from the intention with which it is said else-
hat he supposes is evident concerning general accounts in regard
[is something} Aristotle himself clearly said is not evident in regard
parts of the soul. For to say form and first actuality is to speak equivo-
he rational soul and about the other parts of the soul.

.58 however, in the literal understanding of his discussion, seems
4r the material intellect to be the imaginative power inasmuch as it
o that the intentions which are in it may be intelligibles in act and
ere is no other power {which is] the subject for intelligibles other
Swer. Abfi Bakr, however, seems to intend this in order to avoid the
results [reached] by Alexander, namely, that the subject receiving
ible forms is a body made from the elements or a power in a body.
were so, then it would happen either that the being of the forms in
uld be the being they have outside the soul, and so the soul will
rehending [them] or [it would happen] that the intellect would have
1 instrument, if the subject for the intelligibles were a power in a
‘the case for the senses.

es remarks at {405) that Alexander has taken the notion that the soul is
lity of the natural organic body and applied it to the material intellect.
far as the material intellect is a first actuality for knowing awaiting actu-
sy the agent intelfect, then it too must be an actuality of parts or powers of a
o first actualities here are not of the same sort since one is the life of a mate-
hile the other is the receptivity of an immaterial intellect. See the introduc-

cher: Abt Bakr Muhammad Ibn Bijjah. As noted above, in Book 2 and
it Book 3 with the exception of the two occurences in this paragraph, the
as Avemnpache for Ibn Béjjah. Referring to the present account, Davidson
ither by reading out the implications of that statement and similar statements
inTbn Réjjiah or by drawing on sources no longer extant or still undiscovered—
p_i_é, Ibn Bajjal's De animta, the published text of whichbreaks off tantalizingly
le of the discussion of the intellect—Averroes reports that Ibn Bajjah con-
¢ material intellect as a disposition located in the imaginative faculty of the
vidson (1992), 261. For what we have of this work, see Tbn Bajjah, Book on Hre Soul
For discussion of the position of Ibn Bajjah, see the introduction, pp. xocv-
xxxix—xciii, Albert the Great apparently understood Abubacher in this para-
et to the physician AbQ Bakr Mubhammad Ibn Zakariyah al-Razi (d. g23),
1t as Rhazes. See Albertus Magnus, De Artima (1968), 111, tr. 1, ¢. 6, 184B-185B.
fexts with this identification by Albert, see Bach (1881), 122-129.

not a subject which is acted upon because it is none of the thingswh
(ibid. f1979], 109—t10).

56. I follow the suggestion of Janssens (1998), 723, and read
with manuscripts A and C. '
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- its substance and nature is to receive forms inasmuch as they are
o)

things which can be said regarding the nature of the material intel-
to be impossible, except what Aristotle said, to whom also no few
& occur, One concerns the fact that the theoretical intelligibles are
he gecond is the most formidable of them, namely, that the final ac-
5 human being is numbered the way individual human beings are
e actuality is one in number for all [human beings).? The third is
n of Theophrastus, namely, that it is necessary to assert that this
'és no form and it is necessary to assert also that it is a being; and if
ould be neither a reception nor a disposition. For the disposition
tion result from the fact that they are not found in a subject. Since it
'nd does not have the nature of a form, then it remains that it has
e of prime matter, which is altogether unthinkable, for prime matter
pprehensive nor discerning. How can this be said regarding some-
eing of which is such that it is separate?®

re are all those things [which can be raised regarding the material
for this reason it seemed [best] to me to write what seemed to me to
 on this topic. If what appears to me is not complete, it will be a
complete account. So I ask my brothers seeing this exposition to
‘their doubts and perhaps in that way what is true regarding this
nd out, if [ have not yet found [it]. If T have found [it], as I suppose,
1l be clarified through those questions. For truth, as Aristotle says, is
gives festimony to itself in every way.®*

tion addressing how the theoretical intefligibles will be generable
tible while their agent and {400} recipient will be eternal and [that
he need is for setting forth an agent [intellect] and a recipient intel-
re is not something generated there, this question would not occur if
ot another thing here which is the cause that the theoretical intel-

A more unthinkable aspect of the opinion of Alexande;
the first dispositions for the intelligibles and for the oth"é
the soul are things produced from the mixture, not power:
external mover as is well known of the opinion of Arlstotl
tetics.” For that opinion regarding the apprehensive power
if itis as we have understood it, is false. For from the substance
of the elements there cannot come to be an apprehensive:
For if it were possible that there come to be such powers fri
without an external mover, then it would be possible for
which is the intelligibles, to be something produced from th;
elements, as color and taste come to be. This opinion is simila
of those who deny agent causes and those who allow only
these are those who speak of chance.® Alexander has greéite
believe this, but the questions which were posed to him rega_
intellect forced him to this [position].
Let us then return to our [own discussion] and say th _
the questions that led Ibn Béjjah to say this regarding tF
Butit is evident that what occurs to him is impossible. For th
tions are what move the intellect, not what are moved. For
they are such that their relation to the discerning rationa
retation of what is sensed to what senses, not as of what 3
disposition which is sensation. If it were what receives_f
the thing would receive itself and the mover would be the n
already explained that it is impossible that the matenal in

59. Averroes has in mind Aristotle’s famous mention of 1oV
son or intellect which enters human beings from outside, at Gen
736b27.

60, Cf. Aristotle, Physics 2.4, 196b5-6, where Aristotle says',' "
believe that chance is a cause, but that it is inscrutable to hurmai
a divine thing and full of mystery.” When Averroes commentson
ics, he may have in mind the Qccasionalist view that things do
causal natures but depend on God for their existence at every m'(:): erl
that the quiddity of a thing could not be known and that this wo d
(res divina). Long Commentary on the Physics (1962), 66rA-B. This i
critique of Occasionalism found in his Explanation of the Sorts o
Religion (1998), 166; (1947), 291-292; (2001), 83-84.

61. Thatis, the imagination would be both what gives rise to il
ing intentions of material things (mover} and what receives in 1
receptive material intellect is to be identified with the imaginé
introduction, pp. xxv-xxvii, Averroes adopted the view of fbn.Bj
menkary on the De Anima, g

ue here is that all human beings are from birth rational in definition by
ey reach their full actuality of intellect only individually.

= jssues are raised by Theophrastus in a long text quoted by Themistius.
titis, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 107.30-108.7; (1973), 195-196; {1996), 133.
of the account of Theophrastus is translated by Dimitri Gutas in Huby

otle, Prior Analytics 132, 47a5-6: 8€1 yap ®év 10 aAndeg avtd Eovtd dpo-
ovElvan tdven, “For everything that is true must in every respect agree with
{1984]) iger JS o Liinag anicd dals 540 )K_: OF ey 459 (ibid. [1948]).
Fasl al-Maqal in Decisive Treatise (1950), 13: 4y Jr e o slas N gl o
Truth does not contradict truth but rather is consistent with it and bears
My translation. For a discussion of this, see Taylor {zooob).




316 LONG COMMENTARY ON THE p BOOK 3 317

‘the thing understood is not the imagined intentions which
otency, but rather the material intellect, which is actualized
igibles. And so it is + that the relation of [the material intel-
ibles] + is as the relation of the intention of color to the power

ligibles are generated. Now, however, because this
through two things, one generated and the other
regarding this follows naturally. Conceptualizin
apprehending by sense. But apprehending by ‘ser
actualized through two subjects, one the subjectin
i true (this is the thing sensed outside the soul) & insc things are as we recounted, it happens that those intelligibles
virtue of which the sense is an existing form (this namely, the theoretical {intelligibles], are generable and cor-
sense organ). Hence, the intelligibles in act must als tue of the subject in virtue of which they are true, not in
the subject in virtue of which they are true, namely, t in virtue of which they are one of the beings, namely, the
images, and the other that in virtue of which the .
beings in the world, and this latter is the materi Al
ference regarding this between sense and intellee
the sense in virtue of which it is true is outsids thi
intetlect in virtue of which it is true is inside the’
totle regarding this intellect, as will be seen lafer:6

This intellect’s subject, which is its mover in sof
held to be the recipien{, because he found it som
tency and sometimes to be intellect in act—that s,

tion, how the material intellect is one in number in all in-
b : igs, neither generable nor corruptible, and the intelligibles
act (this is the theoretical intellect), {yet it is also] enumer-
he numbering of individual human beings, generable {402)
ough generation and corruption of individuals, this ques-
t and has the greatest ambiguity.
that this material intellect is enumerated through the num-
al human beings, it will happen that it is a determinate par-
: or @ power in a body. When it is a determinate particular, it
found to be more exact between the subject of visk lention intelligible in potency. But an intention intelligible in po-
and the subject of the intellect which moves [ii Ty : moving the recipient intellect, not the subject moved.
ecipient subject is held to be a determinate particular, it will
ng receives itself, as we said,” which is impossible.
de that it receives itself, it would happen that it would re-
it is different. Thus, the power of the intellect will be the
of sense, or there will be no difference between the being
e soul and [the being of one] in the soul.” For this indi-

exist in act through the presence of light after
imagined intentions move the material intellect

to posit the agent intellect, as will be seen later.?
these intentions from potency into act. Therefor
tency is not the first actuality of the color which :
but rather the subject actualized through that colo s this passage as corrupt. What one would expect here is rather
aterial intellect to the intelligibles is as the relation of the power
65. Crawford lists no variants for fit (“comes to be’
follows indicates the lkelihood that this was originalk
read this as sif.
66. See {409—412}. On this topic see the insightfu
{1984}, 63ff. Also see Blaustein (1986). The notion of thé i i articulars.
of a subject external to the soul is discussed in the Shg
{1985), 116-117 and (1987), 203—204; and the notjon of.
gibles exist as such is mentioned at (1985), 125 and (i98;
for this. See Ibn Béjjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of th
Spanish, 33—35; (1968), 163-164; (1981}, 188. :
67. The text is problematic here and far from clear,
68. 430a10ff. Book 3, Text and Comment 17 {4361}

' gibles exist as intelligibles in act only in the material intellect.
, the intentions would remain at the level of intelligibles in

s power for receiving forms will be just as sense’s power for
mely, that an intention different in being is received in the sense
-sense from the sensed object. If such were not the case and the
nsed object were the same as the being in the soul, then they
ing at all. Clearly this latter cannot be so. But neither can it be the
eives the forms just as sense does, since sense receives them in
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idual from one species of these. For, if among these, namely,
jes, we find more than one individual, for instance, with
oved by the same mover, then the being of these [others]
hd superﬂuous, since the motion of these [bodies] would
ion which is the same in number.” For example, for there
& ship in number for one sailor at the same time is useless;

re to be more than one tool in number of the [very] same

vidual matter receives the forms only as these [de
and individual [forms]. This is one of the things"
holds this intellect not to be an individual inten
If we hold that it is not enumerated through{ :
it will happen that its relation to all the individi
tuality in generation is the same. Hence, if any-of:
some intelligible, then that intelligible must be 3
sider whether the conjoining of those individua
of the material intellect with them, Now, the c:onjoi
a sensible intention is owing to the conjoining o
sense with one who is receptive of the sensibleiin
of the material intellect with all human beings
actuality at some time ought to be the same conjo
cause difference in the relation of conjoining be
If this is so, I say, then when you have acquired s
sary that I also would acquire that intelligible,
It makes no difference whether you hold tha
in any individual is made the subject for that intel
in virtue of which the material intellect is uni
that] it is from this [actuality] as a form separabl
it is conjoined, if there is such a thing, or whethe
one of the powers of the soul or [one] of the pOWE':'
impossible consequences result.
For this reason one should hold the opinion th
things whose first actuality is a substance se:péir
thought concerning the celestial bodies,™ it is im

artisan is useless.”
: . of what was said in the first book of On the Heqvens and
hat if there were another world, there would be another
re were another celestial body, then it would have a mover
aber from the mover of this celestial body. And if this were
of the celestial body would be material and numbered in
mg of the celestial bodies, namely, because it is impossible
¢ in number belong to two bodies different in number. For
i does not use more than one instrument since only a unique
t. Generally it is thought that the impossible things which
n result for our position because the intellect which is in a
is one in number.” Ibn Bajjah already listed most of these
thich he called The Conjoining of the Intellect with Human Be-
50, how then is there a way to solve this difficult question?
hat it is evident that a human being is intelligent in act only

the material intellect. See Geoffroy and Steel (2001), 48-51, 68-69;
oduction, pp. xkivif.

Rere is that a plurality of celestial souls of the same species caus-
of a single celestial body would be superfluous since only one
vérroes the distinct celestial movements are indicative of distinct
intelligibles in act, which allows for the aspect of univer, Sjestial souls which receive those intentions from contemplation

possible. itellects. Regarding the celestial bodies, souls, and intellects, see
73. Thatis, the material intellect cannotbe a deterixi tten {1995).

being because it would then have to receive things
them—that is, in accord with its own individuality an
sality which knowledge requires. In that case, they wi

their determinate particularity and individuality: whi

less for the artisan to have multiple copies of the same tool at
tily one when in the very actuality of exercising his skills.

_He probably has specifically in mind the discussion at 1.8,
rgument here goes well beyond that text. See his comments on
ommentary on the De Caelo (z003), 164-165 where he discusses
1 the part of the movers of the heavens.

same applies analogically to Averroes’ doctrine of the intellect,
ositive disposition would be one, not many.

on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 14-16; Spanish,
(681), 186-18g.

tency, not in act. This understanding is central to Avet
be a plurality of material intellects—that is, that it is o
to have his or her own material or possible intellect as

74. “And generally, since it is clear that the activi
clear concerning the nature of its form that it does 1
subject is simple, not composed of matter and formy
celestial body would be generated and corruptible,”
Geoffroy makes clear, analogy with the celestial bodies
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tions is generated through the generation of an individual,
ts corruption, and generally numbered through its num-
for in this: one is a disposition in a mover insofar as it is a
he disposition which is in the intentions {406} imagined;® the
sition in the recipient and is a disposition which is in the first
ther parts of the soul.®
milarity between these two dispositions, [bn Béjjah thought
lisposition for the thing coming to be understood except the
“isting in the imagined intentions. But these two dispositions
the earth from the heavens. For one is the disposition in the
:is a mover and the other is a disposition in the moved in-
and receptive.
e should hold the opinion, which already was apparent to
wnt of Aristotle, that in the soul there are two parts belonging
- is the recipient whose being is explained here, the other is
what makes the intentionis which are in the imaginative
ors of the material intellect in-act after they were movers in
be apparent later from the account of Aristotle.®® [Also from
arent] that these two parts are neither generable nor corrupt-
agent is related to the recipient as form to matter, as will be

owing to the conjoining of the intelligible with: hIm
that matter and form are united {o one another in §
ite of these is a singular thing, and [this is likewi
[in the case of] the material intellect and the intentip
act. For what is composed from these is not some §
these as it is for other things composed of matfer
impossible for there to be a conjoining of the inféili
except through the conjoining of each of those two par
namely, of the part which is related to one as matiey
related to another as form.#

Since it was explained among the doubts mentio
sible for the intelligible to be united with each hi a
in virtue of the numbering of these by way of i
matter, namely, the material intellect, {405} then it
of intelligibles with us human beings is throug'h.'t :
gible intention with us (these are the imagined ini
which is related to it in us in some way as form: T
that a boy is intelligent in potency can be understog
the imagined forms which are in him are intelligib
because the material intellect which is naturall ¢
intelligible of that imagined form is receptlve in'poten

us in potency.® E ot Tfiemistius held the opinion that we are the agent intellect
It has therefore been explained that the first act : etlcal intellect is nothing else but just the conjoining of the
from the first actualities of the other powers he material intellect.5” Tt is not as he thought. Rather, one
“actuality” is said of these in an equivocal way;
thought.® For this reason Aristotle said in regard inative form is the first mover in man.” Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Con-
that it is the first actuality of a natural organize sith Man {1942), 12; Spanish, 29; (1968), 159; (1981), 18s.

magined there constitute an active predisposition insofar as they
nicy, while in other parts of the soul there are first actualities

evident whether the body is actualized through
way or [whether] there is some [power] among:th'
body is not actualized, and if [that other power}is a
other way.

However, the disposition for intelligibles which
is similar to the dispositions which are in the other po
[similar] to the first actualities of the other powers; in

ositions for receptivity.

nima Paraphrase 100.16—-213; (1973), 182.1-7; (1996), 124-125. “We,
otent1al intellect or the actual [intellect]. So if, in the case of every-
bined: from what is potential and actual, something (fo fode) and what
 thide einaf) are distinct, then the I (fo egd) and what it is to be me
e distinct, and while I am the intellect combined from the po-
tial [intellects], what it is to be me comes from the actual [intellect].
ellect combined from the potential and the actual [intelects] is writ-
iscursively thinking about and composing, it is writing not qua
[intellect], for the activity from the [potential intellect] is chan-
translated this text in ibid. (1990), 93—94. Note that Todd changed

8o. That is, the material intellect and the agent infel
ford’s insertion of scilicet intellecto. G
81. That is, the boy is intelligent in potency in virtue
in him which are intelligible in potency, and (b) the niat‘
with respect to those imagined intentions which are ab
when they come to exist in the material intellect.

82. CL {356-397).
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ing to the way by which they are unique, they are neces-
being does not desert the subject received, namely, the
.5 intention of the imagined forms,” and for this there is no
he part of the recipient. Therefore, generation and corruption
y owing to the multiplicity accruing to them, not owing to
they are unique. For this reason, since in relation to some
he first intefligibles is corrupted through the corruption of
é it is united with us and true, it is necessary that this intel-
ut qualification corruptible but [rather be] corruptible in
on individual. In this way we can say that the theoretical
1l [human beings].

ion is given to those intelligibles insofar as they are simply
- ieference to some individual, and insofar as they are not
ood and sometimes not, but rather always [understood],
d to be eternal. It is as if that being is intermediate for them
ch perishes and being which persists.”? For according to the
iminution accruing to them from final actuality [in indi-

should hold the opinion that there are three paft'g
one is the receptive intellect, the second is that whj
third is the product [of these]. Two of these three'ar
and the recipient; the third is generable and cors
another way.®®

On the basts of this account we have held the opi
lect is one for all human beings and also {407} onth
the opinion that the human species is eternal, as wy
The material intellect must not be devoid of the n.
the whole human species, namely, the primary p'f_c_)'
ceptions common to all [human beings]. For these
cording to the recipient and many according to thy

his mind regarding the referent of ahtdin 10 yop &vepye
In the 1990 translation Todd understood the referent ko
the 1996 translation he understood the referent to be the
seems to be correct since Themistius is speaking of the ac
being, which, while traced to the actual intellect, is ex
the actual intellect’s actualization in the potential i inte

88. The agentintellect and the material intellect ar el
is eternal insofar as the theoretical intelligibles are in th
able and corruptible insofar as the theoretical mtelhgzbl‘
knowers for Averroes.

89. Averroes may be referring to Epistle 1 On Conj
possibility of the material intellect being “a substar
beings in itself, but many by accident, which is not theicas
froy and Steel (2001), 210. Also see Long Commentary on ﬁg
(1962), 3021-3030; (1984), 103—105. In his Cammentary :
Averroes gets forth his doctrine that 4.l 15,2545
i il (“the material intellect is one power shared b
the theoretical intelligibles are 51,0 Y, 158 & du_l;.
and incorruptible”). Commentary on the De Intellectu of A
position in this work also see Davidson (1992), 293~
Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930), 180; (1969), 168.

90. For Averroes here the intelligibles are describ
vidually into differing individuals. The common'cor_l__c_e
understanding here seem to be the first principles o
that a thing cannot both be and not be at the same ti
via sense perception. Averroes’ understanding of thes
of al-Farabf and Avicenna, who hold that these are com;
by the separate agent intellect. This terminology and th
firstintelligibles are dependent on the thought of al-
speaks of first intelligibles and the voluntary intellj ib

if the first intelligibles in man is his first perfection, but these intel-
ohim enly in order tobe used by him to reach his ultimate perfec-
Farabi, Principles of the Opinions of the People of the Virtuous City
:rtiart (1gg97a). The same sort of description of the primary propo-
mna at Ibn Sind, Kifab al-Nafs (1959), 49 (1972), 96—97. Also see
ntary on the De Anima (1950), 79.15-16; (1985), 115.13-14; {1987}, 202,
S Yy cdaas gy Y s N iall, “the intelligi-
hat we do not know when they arose nor how they arose” Later, at
tinguishes between these first principles of the understanding,
telligibles, and voluntary intelligibles. Also see {506}

s esse non fugiat a subiecto recepto, scilicet motore, qui est intentio for-
“since being does not desert the subject received, namely, the
infention of the imagined forms”) are far from clear. What it is
thi subject received” corresponds is problematic. Averroes has
the necessity of the material intellect’s eternal existence and set
e human species is eternal. His point may be that the subject into
received as intelligible in act always exists as knower and so
n of the imagined forms,” must always exist. He draws the
he following paragraphs, where he asserts that human beings
ovide intentions for the material intellect.

mmentary on the De Intellectu of Alexander (2001), 2g—30, where he
>y (sl agomglly ceadeidl apersdl ony Jaagnia 5gomg LS Lad gy
is as an existence intermediate between individual existence
hich is a separate form absolutely.”
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vidual human beings] they are generable and cor
are unique in number [in the material 1nte11ectj I3
This will be the case if it is not asserted that i
final actuality in human beings is just as the disp
intelligibles common to all [human beings], naimel
devoid of such individual being® For that this
Rather, one saying this can have a reason sufficies
For since it is the case that wisdom exists in some
just as it is the case that [various] kinds of arts e;
beings, it is thought that it is impossible that thy
philosophy, just as one should hold the opinion th
whole habitable world] to shun the natural art Fori
able world), for example, the northern quarter ¢
of them, namely, the arts, the other quarters will o
it was explained that habitation™ is possible in th
quarters. Perhaps, then, philosophy is found in the
in every era, as a human being is found [to come ab
and a horse from a horse.” The theoretical intellect th
able nor corruptible in this way. And generall
creating the intelligibles just as [it is] for the disc
insofar as the agent intellect never rests from gene

1f some subject is removed from this, namely, from genera-
mg the discerning intellect.””

ates this in the beginning of this book when he says: And
: ind contemplating are diverse, such that something else
ion internally, butit in itself does not suffer corruption.”
ething else human imagined forms. He means by concep-
eception which is always [existent] in the material intellect,
ntended to raise doubts in this passage and in that other,
jo not remember because that is not passive; the passive
s corruptible and without this it understands nothing.'™
ssive intellect the imaginative power, as he will later ex-
rally that notion appeared from extrinsic considerations,
_the theoretical intellect—is immortal.

speaking, the agentintellect is distinct and continues to carry out
larly, the material intellect is a being in its own right and distinct
duals: it does not cease to exist when one or another individual

tellectum: At Book 1, Text €6 {88), the correspending term is instead
onding Greek there is kal 70 voglv 1) ki 10 Bempely (408b24).
and to contemplate are distinguished when something else
ruption, but it is in itself {89} affected by nothing. Book 1, Text
Y. Note that “it,” ipsum, is neuter nominative and must refer to the
Crawford lists no variants for this difficult reading. See Book 1,
e mistranslation of this text.

ifférence between the Latin here and the Latin at Book 3, Text 20.
UTHIS THEMOTES, quia iste est non passivus; intellectus autem
ibilis, et absque hoc nichil intelligit. Later we read: Et non re-
te'est non passibilis, et intellectus passibilis est corruptibilis,
ligitur. “We donot remember, because that is not passible, while
‘is corruptible, and without this nothing is understood.” Book 3,
25). This difference is likely due to the understanding of the
ore subtle in the later text.

arks at Book 3, Text 20 (430a24-25), that “the passible intellect is
ithout this nothing is understood” {443) are interpreted by Averroes
forms of the imagination insofar as the cogitative power proper to
don them.” {449} This power is “a kind of reason,” aligua ratio (449},
ection to the material intellect. But it is a kind of reason which
ody for Averroes, a “particular material power,” virtus particularis
s Aquinas follows Averroes in calling this “cogitative power”
dssive intellect” (infellectus passious) and “particular reason” (ratio
ribes this bodily power as “what gathers particular intentions”

93. Intelligibles are able to be present in members ¢
exist independent of any perishable individual and;a;
what follows, Averroes is here asserting that there W1 al
or more individual human beings supplying intenti
tency for the material intellect. The same teaching is
where he asserts that it #s not necessary that each an
lectual knowledge but only that it be manifested in th
{2001), 218.

94. That is, human habitation and the consequen
be found in the southern part as well as in the northet

95. As de Libera notes in his preface to Long Com
n. 2, itisevident that the Latin translator read the Arabi
instead of maudi® (place). Hence, the sense in the A
most places. In this de Libera is following the remar

6. That is, philosophy exists in every age as a hui
hardly evident in some societies and eras, still # is anety
passed on inevitably by individual human beings; jii
and horses horses. This is because of the eternal riat
material intellect.
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in some way different in quiddity and being.% If it were
beings which we have come to know in the science of the
understand multiplicity in separate things, to the extent

‘here the nature of the intellect, we could not know that
108

Hence, Plato said that the universals are neif
and that they exist outside the mind. The aceo
was just explained] and false with respect to the iny
ter is the sense which Aristotle worked o refute }
that intention in reference to the soul is the partw
propositions which attribute to soul both kinds
non-mortal. For it is impossible for probable thin
The ancients recounted this and all the rel1g1ous

The third question (how the material intelle¢
of the material forms nor even prime matter) is reg
hold that it is a fourth kind of being. For just as
form and matter, so too intelligible being must b
these two, namely, into something similar to fo
to matter. This is [something] necessarily present
which understands something else ! And if ng
plicity {410} in separate forms.®® It was already
that there is no form free of potency without qua
which understands nothing outside itself106

g.powers ought to be intellects.
/1 to many modern [thinkers] to the extent that they denied
n the Eleventh Book of First Philosophy, that the separate
odles must be in accord with the number of celestial bod-
nowledge of the soul is necessary for knowledge of First
ptive intellect must understand the intellect which is in
[erstands material forms, it is even more befitting that it

& vest of the intellects have is that the First Intellect understands
ugh Itself, not as what is related to a cause, while the rest of the
themselves as being related to their cause so that plurality enters
: For it is not necessary that they all be in ane grade of simplicity
'single grade in regard to the First Principle and none of them
ise in which the First is simple, because the First is considered
they are in related existence.” Incoherence of the Incoherence (1930),
slation. Cf. Long Commentary on the Metaphysics (1952), 1696-1697;
984), 192193, where Averroes follows Aristotle in stressing that
fig other than itself is less than the most excellent of all entities.
i on the De Anima in the context of his summary of the views of
“The First Intellect is the most simple of all the intellects and
all not does It conceptualize ( y,‘u;)'j) anything external to Its
minentary on the De Anima {r950), 93; (1985), omitted; (1987), 218219,

(quae est collativa intentionum particularium). Thomas
anima (1996), q. 13 resp., 118.266-267.
102, Metaphysics 1.9, ggoaz2ff.
103. CE Epistle 1 On Conjunction in Geoffroy an
Geoffroy cites Aristotle, Metaphysics 8, 1047b3—35, a
passage indicating the meaning that what is possibl
some time. His reference is to Long Commentary on the M
104. That is, this division of what is analogous to forma
ter, or of act and potency, must be present in any sep
knowing anything outside itself. For insofar as it is an in
it need have no potency, But insofar as it is in potency fo
its own essence or nature, it must have a certain material

- quiditas eius; alie autem forme diversantur in quiditate et essentia
First Form (L;b'ﬁl 3, 9al) as its probable antecedent, this is inall
5 Ladgagg. Cf. {422}, where Averroes is concerned to assert the
aterial substances and there states that “in simple beings the quid-
same.” As indicated in n. 128 below, in the corresponding passage
ary (2002), 113.17, Averroes asserts that 3yor )l ila o Bt L2V ._)}
Lesd ioallly; “the existence and essence of simple things are one

which contains essentially a reference to something out:
intelligence, namely, God. The exception among the sepat
is God, who, in thinking the highest being, thinks riot

105. That is, there will not be a plarality of separé

106. The “separate forms” to which he refers heré a
“First Form” is God for Averroes. Averroes holds that th
ligences are distinguished from one another in virku
acertain equivocal “materiality” found in each whic
tion from one another and to make reasonable the dss
of separate substances. This doctrine is also found 1
“The difference between the First’s understanding o

the reason why the study of the soulis more worthy and more
es and why it should precede others: we understand the nature
tgh understanding the nature of intellect in ourselves, and only
't tnderstanding has been achieved can there be any understand-
gher beings, See Book 1, Text 1 {402a1—4) {3}, with n. 11 there aiso,
pp. Liff.

'8, 1073a26—38. Book 11 in Averroes corresponds to Book 12 be-
Metaphysics was not available to Averroes.
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or a student to learn from a teacher unless the knowledge
“her is a power generating and creating the knowledge which
n the way in which one fire generates another (412} fire
es, which is impossible, That what is known is the same in
he student in this way caused Plato to believe that learning is
ce, then, we asserted that the intelligible thing which is in me
maﬁy in subject insofar as it is true, namely, the forms of the
d éne in the subject in virtue of which it is an existing intellect
aterial [intellect]), those questions are completely resolved.
Bijjah thought to solve the questions arising from the fact that
or many, namely, the way which he gave in his treatise en-
winig of the I ntellect with Human Beings, is not a way fit for resolv-
Y For the intellect which he demonstrated in that treatise to
orked to resolve that question, is different from the intellect
_ trates there also to be many, since the intellect which he
be one is the agent intellect inasmuch as it is necessarily a
retical intellect. But the intellect which he demonstrated to be
soretical intellect itself. This name, however, namely, “intellect,”
j'fof the theoretical and the agent [intellects] !>
‘if that which is understood concerning this word “intellect”
accounts—namely, concluding that the intellect is many and
he intellect is one—is an intention which is not equivocal,
gave later in regard to this-~that the agent intellect is one and
is many—does not resolve this question. If {413} what is under-
opposite accounts concerning this word intellect is an
n; then the problem will be sophistical, not subject to argu-
son we should believe that the questions which that man
tise are resolved only in this way, if those problems are not
bject to argument. In this way the question regarding what
about concerning the material intellect-—whether it is exter-
resolved. Since this has been explained, let us return to the
totle’s account.

understand immaterial forms. What it understand
ample, of the agent intelligence, does not impede it
rial forms.
The proposition saying that the recipient ought
what it receives is not said without quahﬁcatlon
because it is not necessary that the recipient be noth
that it not be in act something of what it receives;a
youought to know that the relation of the agent inta
same as] the relation of light to the transparent mi
the materjal forms {411} to {the material intellect] ;:
of color {o the transparent [medium]. For just as li
transparent [medium], so the agent intellect ig the He
[intellect]. Just as the transparent [medium] is not
receive it except when there is light, s0 too that ink
intelligibles which are here except insofar as it is éx_'ctu‘a :
intellect and illuminated by it. Just as light makes col;
in such a way that it can move the transparent e
makes the intentions in potency to be intelligibl
material intellect receives them. This, then, is ho
the agent [intellect] should be understood.
When the material intellect is united with uslt
through the agent intellect, we then are united-_:'
disposition is called acquisition and the acquired
later.™ That way in which we posited the being ¢
all the questions resuiting from our holding that th
For if the thing understood in me and in you were o
happen that when I would know some intelligibl
and many other impossible things [would also:fol
many, then it would happen that the thing understo
be one in species and two in individual [number];
stood will have a thing understood and so it prbceE'

110. {385-386}.
111. Iread copulatus nobiscum with manuscripts A a
724. :
112. Adeptio et intelleckus adeptus.
113. See {445], but especially the extended dlscusm
Aphrodisias on this at (482—48s).
t14. That is, if there is a unity in species but the obj:

on it must not be mixed with the body. For if it were mixed
hen it would be in some disposition, either hot or cold, or it

mind grasps the same intelligible thing, This argument is from
 Paraphrase (18909), 104.2-14; (1973), 189.2-15; (1996}, 129. But another
vy Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), section 8;
each individual, then an infinite regress would aris 33, (1968), 162-163; (1981), 187.

ise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), 13-14; Spanish,
, 187.

in any one mind would have a higher unity which yet
be grasped differently by different individuals, and 50 fd
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the reason for this is because the intelligible of wha
always and in act, while the intelligible of what has m;
Next he said; These, therefore, do not have inte
ligibles, then, on account of this, namely, because tﬁg.
do not have intellect. For intellect is not ascribed
reference to the form of those as separate from matt;
forms in relation to these [material things] will notbe
will not be apprehended by these [material things]
understanding in virtue of these [material things]; I
them from their matters they will be intelligible
{intellect] will be understanding and in virtue of that
not be understanding. This is the conclusion of theage
tion mentioned earlier. For that account forced us to ony
the one hand, if intellect were identical with the intelligi
lect, Jthen it would be the case] that other things whié
have understanding; on the other hand, if [the intell
intelligible in the material intellect, then it would be
gible in virtue of an intention in it, [and] hence it ._
in order to be thought, and this proceeds in infinite
The resolution of this question, therefore, lies ir
in virtue of which the material intellect comes to be inte
that it is intelligible in act. But the intention in:virt
which are outside the soul are beings is such that
tency, and if they were [intelligible] in act, then the
understanding.

iakes the intellect which is in potency to be intellect in act.

t the assertion that the agent intelligence is in this genus of
e 'disposition [found] in all natural beings. Just as it is neces-
&'of natural and generable things that there be three things
that genus and ascribed to it, namely, the agent, the patient,
o ought it to be in the case of the intellect. And he said; And
ature, etc. That is, and because this is just as it is the case
[hat is to say, and because the consideration of the soul is a
hat is natural, because the soul is one of the natural beings,
mon to natural beings that they have {437} matter in any genus
| potency all the things which are in that genus), and [that
1g else] which is a cause and agent (this is that on account of
hich is of that genus is generated, as the artistry is to the
essary that there be these three differences in the soul.

ary, therefore, that in [the soul] there be the intellect which
5 it is made everything, and the intellect which is intel-
ces it understand everything, and the inteliect insofar
erything, as a positive disposition, which is like light.”!
al50 makes colors which are in potency to be colors in act.

es’ understanding here seems to be influenced by the faulty Text
s indicated in the introduction, pp. xix-xx, n. 10, the terms intel-
anslate one Arabic word, i}, soany distinction is from the mind
ee the introduction, n. 209; Book 2, n. 138; and Bock 3, 1. 43.

hree intellects is absent from the Greek text of Aristotle and
altérnate translation. it is also not mentioned by Averroes in the,
1 his Middle Cominentary. See Middle Commentary (2002}, 116.
o1y O pev 1o10i10g voly 1@ ndvta yiveoBol, 6 8¢ 14 ndvia
v 10 §@c. “And in fact thought, as we have described it, is what
ing all things, while there is another which is what itis by virtue
i35 a sort of positive state like light.” Aristotle, De Anima (1984).

41) corresponds well with the Greek and thereby reveals that
ation is faulty here. The text seems to have suffered two cor-
tified by consultation of the Hebrew translation, which is from

e Arabic translation. First, consider “and the intellect insofar

ing, as a positive disposition, which is like light,” for the

ndum quod intelligit omne, quasi habitus, qui est quast lux.

_e_nders the Arabic J_E_a__;, a corruption of J.w..ﬁ.g, “makes,” cor-

01£1Y, “making.” Second, what was perhaps a marginal gloss

ersion of this text may have been moved from the margin into

ase, “and the intellect which is intellect insofar as it makes

17. And because, just as in nature there is s
which is matter (and this is what is all those thin
thing else which is a cause and agent (and this_.
it brings about anything, as the disposition of arti
ferences must exist in the soul. (3.5, 430a10-14).

After he had explained the nature of the intell
[the nature of the intellect] which is in act anc
between it and the power of the imagination,
necessary for there to be a third kind of intellec

16¢. That is, if the objects thought (the things ouisi
thought, then each would be thinking. And if they arg':
ferent, then the only way fhought can be thought is in vi
But an infinite regress is generated if in that intellect w.
are different.
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Since those three differences must be found in the
called intellect, it is necessary that there be in it 4 par
insofar as it is made everything by way of likeness
also be in it a second part which is called intellect ing
lect which is in potency to understand everything. _. 0
makes the intellect which is in potency to understa
other than that it is in act; for this fact, that it is in ac
stands all things in act. And there must also be in
intellect insofar as it makes every intelligible in poter
act. He said: It is necessary, therefore, etc. He mean
lect. This, therefore, is his description mentioned er:.l.
the intellect insofar as it makes it understand eve{'
that what comes to be, which is in a positive dispos
can be understood to refer to the material intellect,
derstood to refer to the human being who is the one tin
sary to add in the account: insofar as it makes it
own right and when it wishes.'” For this is the definiti
tion, namely, that what has a positive dispositio
what is proper to itself in its own right and when it Wi
case that it needs something external in this. Nex
insofar as it understands, etc. He means by that th
he said this: it understands everything, as a certain
means that it makes everything intelligible in pote
after it was in polency, as a positive disposition ar
light, etc. Now he gives the way on the basis of whic
the agent intelligence to be in the soul. For we cann
agent intellect in the soul to the generated intelligi
the artistry to the art’s product in every way. For, :
whole matter without it being the case that there was s ont intellect.
of the form existing in the matter before the artisty’
the case of the intellect, for if it were so in the case of
being would not need sense or imagination fo
Rather, the intelligibles would enter into the mate
intellect, without the material intellect needing to
neither can we even say that the imagined intentio:
material intellect and draw it out from potency into.ac!

ho difference between the universal and the individual, and
sot-would be of the genus of the imaginative power. Hence, in
nj asserted that the relation of the imagined intentions {439) to
intellect is just as the relation of the sensibles to the senses (as Ar-
ater), it is necessary to suppose that there is another mover which
ons] move the material intellect in act, and this is nothing but
tions] intelligible in act by separating them from matter.

ntention, which forces the assertion of an agent intellect dif-
Jaterial intellect and different from the forms of things which
ntellect apprehends, is similar to the intention on account of
slight, in view of the fact that the agent and the recipient are
ght, he was content to make this way known by means of this
if he says: and the way which forced us to suppose the agent
e as the way on account of which sight needs light. For just
oved by colors except when they are in act, which is not real-
h’clS present since it is what draws them from potency into act,
agined intentions do not move the material intellect except when
re in act, because it is not actualized by these unless something
namely, the intellect in act."™ It was necessary to ascribe these
the soul in us, namely, to receive the intelligible and to make
gent and the recipient are eternal substances, on account of
ese two activities are reduced to our will, namely, to abstract
o understand them. For to abstract is nothing other than to
ntentions intelligible in act after they were [intelligible] in
understand is nothing other than to receive these intentions.
d the same thing, namely, the imagined intentions, is trans-
1g from one order into another,'”® we said that this must be

eivicin suo esse de ordine in ardinem. Averroes surely has in mind al-
inhis Letter on the Intellect: s> pory _pmedd Joaddly Yy dae < doas 13l
b GﬁjﬁuﬁwaJyjjﬁMbu‘ng&wd
o WB3gamg en  eod; “But when they become intelligibles in
“existence, insofar as they are intelligibles in actuality, is not the
rice insofar as they are forms in matters. And their existence in
| matters] is not the same as their existence insofar as they are
lity.” Al-Farabi, Letter om the Intellect (1983), 16; (19773), 216; (1574}, 98.
fransference of intelligibles from potency to act is given in al-

it understand everything,” et intellectus qui est inte tate, where he writes, “Neither in the rational power nor in what

ipsum intellegere omne, See Taylor (1999a). Cf. Davidso
172. {387}, '
173. Cf. {220ff}, {439-440}, (495496}, 1499}

{} is there something sufficient to become by itself an intellect in
jécome an intellect in actuality it needs something else to transfer
tiality to actuality. However, it becomes an intellect in actuality
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from an agent cause and a recipient cause. The rec
rial [intellect] and the agent is [the intellect] whick by

We found that we act in virtue of these two powe
we wish; and nothing acts except through its form; s
necessary to ascribe to us these two powers of the ifital],
is responsible for abstracting and creating the intellizib
in us the intellect which is to receive it. Alexander ééyszt
describe the intellect which is in us through its agé_n_
patient [power], since affection and reception are <o
senses, and discerning powers, while activity is prope
that the thing be described through its activity.176] g3
in every way only if this name affection were said in
fo these, but in fact it is said only equivocally.

All the things said by Aristotle in regard to this are
no being outside the sou], for that sort of separate b
For if it were so, then there would be no need o asge

Iple more noble than the matter. And knowledge in act is the
ing [known]. (430a17-20)

d explained the second kind of being of the intellect, this is the
"] “he began to make a comparison between it and the material
Sald And that intellect is also, etc. That is, and that intellect is
i1s the material [intellect], and it is also impassible and unmixed,
@ had recounted these things which it has in common with the
ect, he gave the disposition proper to the agent intellect. He said:
stance it is activity, that is, there is in it no potency {441} for
iere is in the recipient intellect potency for receiving forms.
telligence understands nothing of the things which are here.
ry that the agent intelligence be separate, unmixed, and impas-
is what makes all forms intelligible. If, therefore, it were
not make all forms, just as it was necessary that the material
aras it is what receives all forms, also be separate and unmixed.
ot"'separate, it would have this singular form and then necessar-
ernatives would come about: either it would receive itself and
1 it would be moved, or it would not receive all the species of
f the agent intelligence were mixed with matter, then it would
ither that it understand and create itself or that it not create all
fherefore, is the difference between these two demonstrations
onsidered in reference to these [two intellects]? For they are
. The marvel is how they all concede this demonstration to
ence to the agent intellect and then do not agree in regard to
on in reference to the material intellect, although {the demon-
 altogether similar, such that it is necessary to concede one
g the other. We can know that the material intellect ought to
its judgment and apprehension. For because we judge in
s infinite in number in a universal proposition—and it is
1dging powers of the soul, namely, mixed individual [pow-
riite intentions—according to the conversion of the oppo-
tence is that what does not judge finite intentions necessarily
wer of the soul. And when we have joined to this that the
judges things infinite and not acquired by sense and that it
colleaguie Owen Goldin for help with this reference to A nite intentions, the consequence is that it is an unmixed power.
Alexander, see Alexander, De Intellectu (1887), 111-3“'_15... owever, seems to concede this proposition to be true in his
112.4 he writes, 1810v y0p 700 vol 10 mownmuicév. “For being 7" namely, that the power in virtue of which we judge with a

lect, a.nd its .thi-“ki?g iﬁ being active, not being affected: is infinite. But he thought this power to be the agent intel-
phasis. jels & Jdall Lol (1971, 39.12; [1956], 195.3)_, :
lect that it is active Jor: agent].” I am also grateful to Vic
regarding the reference of this comment by Averroces.

19. And that intellect is also separate, unmixe
its substance itis activity. For the agent is always m

when the infelligibles arise in it, The intelligibles wh
intelligibles in actuality when they come to be understood
But they need something else to transfer them from p
bein actuality. The agent which transfers them from po
essence the substance of which is a certain intellect in
ter. For this intellect gives the material intellect whic
something like light.” Al-Farabi, Principles of the Opim'o. 50
(1985), 198—200. Translation substantially modified. Cf:Fhe
Farabi writes that the agent intellect “makes (jxzes) th
essences intelligible to be intelligible.” It raises {Lgab
intelligibles to a rank of existence higher than they posse
intelligibles for the human intellect in act. In this wa
to become intelligibles in act for the human rational power,
of the agent intellect, which is the end of human be1ngs
ness. Al-Firdbi, The Political Regime (1964}, 34~35.
176. Cf. Aristotle, Physics 2.1, 193b7-8. 1 am gratefy

ctter of Farewell (1943), 36.11—12, Spanish, 8o; (1968), 138.
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o the agent intellect in which it differs from the material [intellect],
that knowledge in act in the agent intelligence is the same as what is
. and it is not s0 in the material intellect, since its intelligible is the things
e not intellects in themselves. After he had made it known that its
ce is its activity, he gave the reason for this. He said:

lect, according to the evidence of his account there. Yet it is no
and discernment in us are ascribed only to the material iz
certainly used this proposition, and it is true in its own rig
made it known that the agent intellect is different from the m;
in that the agent [intellect] is always pure activity while the in
on account of the things which are here, he then gave the fin;
He said: For the agent is always more noble than the pétieht‘
former is always activity in its substance, while the latter
disposition. It was already explained that the relation of the ap,
the patient intellect'® is just as the relation of the moving pri
way to the moved matter. The agent, however, is more nobl,
and the principle [more noble] than the matter, For this reason it
according to Aristotle that the last of the separate intellects
is that material intellect. Por its activity is less [immaterial] th;
those [other separate intellects], since its activity seems mor
rather than activity, not because there is something else in virtu
intellect differs from the agent intellect other than this in
just as we know the plurality of separate intellects only thro
of their activities, so too we know the diversity of that méte al
the agent intellect only in virtue of the diversity of their ac
it happens for the agent intellect that sometimes it acts on |
and sometimes not, so too it happens for [the material intellect
it judges things existing here and sometimes {443} it does
only in that the judgment is something in the category of
judge, while the activity is not in that way in the category o
the agent. Therefore consider this: there is a difference be
intellects and unless there were, there would be no diverg
Oh, Alexander, if this term material intellect had signiﬁed: _
disposition alone, how would he make the compariso
agent intellect, namely, in giving these [characteristics]:
common and these in which they differ? Next he said: An
is the same thing as the thing [known]. He indicates, a

And what is in potency is prior in time in an individual, while in
Jit is not [priot] even in time. Nor does it sometimes understand and
es not understand. And when it is separate, it is what itis alone and
one is eternally immortal. We do not remember, because that is not
le, 82 while the passible intellect'® is corruptible, and without this
g-.'iS understood. (430a20-25)

ection can be understood in three ways: (1) according to the opinion
nder, (2} according to the opinion {444} of Themistius and the other
sritators, and (3) according to the opinion which we have reported (and
i5 the more obvious according to the words).

it can be understood according to Alexander that [Aristotle] meant
Ject in potency” the disposition existing in the human compound,
the potency and disposition which is in a human being for receiving
ligible with respect to any given individual is prior in time to the
tellect. The agent intellect, however, is prior without qualification.
s said: Nor is it sometimes understanding and sometimes not, he
eagent intellect. When he said: And when it is separate, it is what
- not mortal, he means when that intellect has been united to us
tue of it we understand other beings insofar as it is form for us,
alone of the intellect’s parts is not mortal. Next he said: We do not
te. This is a question concerning the agent intellect insofar as it
us and we understand in virtue of it. For someone can say that
ave thought in virtue of something eternal, it is necessary that we
d in virtue of that after death as before. He said in response that
ct is united with us only in virtue of the mediation of the material
hich is] generable and corruptible in us; and when that intellect

x rupted in us, we will also not remember. Perhaps, then, Alexan-
178, See Ibn Sind, Kitdb al-Nafs (1959), 206ff; (1968), 76ff. Av

material intetlect and universal judgments in his Incoherence of
579; (1969), 358, as noted in Davidson {1992}, 254. :
179. That is, it is both activity and passivity or actuality and
180. That is, the material intellect.
181. Instead of intellectus, L read intellectuum with manuscrip
(1992), 292, n. 151.
182. That is, they are intellect but differ by way of this inte
knowing present in material intellect. '

nded this section in this way, although we have not seen his expo-
\is passage.
tius,'® however, understands by “the intellect which is in potency”

ssibrifis: GmodEC.

: 0 82 mabntikog volc.

count which follows is based on Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899),
) 169-181; (1996), 122-124.
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the separate material intellect, whose being was demonstrate A sossible for the intellect to be incorruptible but understanding in virtue
by the intellect {445} with which he made the comparison wig
intellect insofar as it is conjoined with the intellect which jsi;
is in fact the theoretical intellect according to him. And when
Ner does it sometimes understand and sometimes not, he which this belongs, insofar as it belongs to it. And for this reason, when
agent intellect insofar as it is not in contact with the materialiin| is corrupted, we will not remember nor will we love.”®® Themistius,
he said: And when it is separate, it is only what it is, not rh_g_;; fore, says that [Aristotle’s] account in that treatise in which [Aristotle]
the agent intellect insofar as it is form for the material intelleci he intellect, however, seems to be a substance existing in reality and
theoretical intellect according to him. That question will cor be corrupted, is the same as that in which he said this: And when it is
intellect insofar as it is in contact with the material intellect fe, it is only what it is, not mortal, eternal. And what he said here: And
retical intellect), namely, when he said: We do not remembesiHg not remember, because that is not passible, while the passible intellect
itis highly unusual that this doubt on the part of Aristotle wo uptible, and without this nothing is understood, is the same as what
intellect except insofar as the agent intellect is a form for us; Fo ‘there, namely: Conceptualizing and contemplating are distinguished,
for one asserting the agent intellect to be eternal and the the 'says this on account of the fact that he meant here by passible intellect
not to be eternal, this question, namely, why we do not remé upiscible part of the soul. For that part seems to have some [share in]
what we understand in life, does not arise. It is as he said, for't for it listens to what the rational soul considers.

tion about the agent intellect insofar as it is acquired, as A ince, however, we have seen the opiniens of Alexander and Themistius
highly unlikely. For the knowledge existing in us in the state mpossible and have found the words of Aristotle evident according to
predicated equivocally in reference to the knowledge existi exposition, we believe that this is Aristotle’s opinion which we voiced
and instruction. That question, therefore, as it appears, is o
knowledge existing through nature. For it is impossible for thaf
arise except in reference to eternal knowledge existing in
nature, as Themistius says, or through an intelligible acq
Because this question in the view of Themistius concerns the
lect and the beginning of Aristotle’s account concerns the:
this reason he held that the theoretical intellect is the agent [in
to Aristotle insofar as itis in contact with the material intelle
to all those things on the basis of what [Aristotle] said in the
cerning the theoretical intellect. For there he posed the sas
and he resolved it by the same solution. For he said in the
book: The intellect, however, seems to be a substance e:)_i
not to be corrupted. For if it were corrupted, then this wo:
the weariness of old age.®” Later on he provided the way o

o be corruptible, and he said: Conceptualizing and contemplating are
2 in such a way that something else is corrupted inside, but in itself it
failing. Discernment and love are not the being of that, but rather of

it is true in its own right. That, however, his words are clear in this
will be explained as follows. For when he said: And that intellect is
parate, unmixed, and impassible, he speaks of the agent intellect, and
ot say otherwise. This word, also, indicates another intellect to be
Ie and unmixed. Likewise, it is evident that the comparison among
between the agent intellect and the material intellect, insofar as the
tellect has something in common with the agent [intellect] in many
ispositions. And in this Themistius agrees with us and Alexander

e said: And what is in potency is prior in time to the individual, it
derstood in the same way for the three opinions. For according to
ion and [that] of Themistius, the intellect which is in potency is con-
h us before the agent intellect.'™ And according to Alexander the

186. In postreno. That is, as coming about in us afterwards in t k 1 (88—-80}: To understand and to contemplate (intelligere et considerare)

187. Intellect, however, seems to be a substance which conies
is not subject to corruption. For if it were subject to corrup
appropriate for it to undergo corruption in the feebleness whi
age. (408b18-20), Book 1, Text 65 {87). From consideration of the La
pear that the translator did not bother to go back to find the e
translation consistent with what he did earlier, But perhaps Averrs

coordinate the statements precisely.

tingitished when something else inside undergoes corruption, but it is in
ted by nothing. Discerning, loving, and hating are not the being of the
ut rather of this {whole human being], namely, what has [them] insofar
Hhem]. Furthermore, for this reason, when this is corrupted, we will not
ot love others. (408b24—25)

Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 95.9-10; (1996), 119: “Now this po-
lect comes into existence even among infants.”
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tal, he meant: and when it is separate in this way, in this way alone is it
tal, not insofar as it is taken in reference to the individual. His account
he said: and we do not remember, etc., will be in accord with his literal
g. For contrary to this opinion there ultimately arises a question. For one
will say: Since the common intelligibles are not generable or corruptible
way, why do we not remember after death any of the knowledge had in
7 Tt will be said to resolve this: because remembrance comes about by
f passible apprehensive powers, namely, material [powers]. Thereare three
the being of which was explained in Sense and Sensibilia, namely, the ima-
::, the cogitative, and the memorative. For those three powers are in human
or presenting the form of a thing imagined when the sense is not present.
‘reason it was said there that when those three powers assist each other,
s they will represent the individual nature of the thing insofar as it is in
g, even though we may not sense it.”! He meant here by passible intellect
s of the imagination insofar as the cogitative power proper to human
acts upon them. For that power is a kind of reason and its activity is
but the placing of the intention of the form imagined in its individuality'
ory or the discerning of it from [the individual] in conception'™ and imag-
‘And it is evident that the intellect which is called material receives the
intentions after this discernment. That passible intellect, therefore, is
ry for conceptualization. He, therefore, rightly said: And we do not re-
iber, because that is not passible, while the passible intellect is corruptible,
ithout this nothing understands. That is, and {450} without the imaginative
d the cogitative [power] the intellect which is called material understands
For these powers are, as it were, things which prepare artistry’s matter
ing the activity of artistry. This, therefore, is one exposition.

e expounded in another way, and it is this: when he said: And itis not
understanding and sometimes not understanding, he meant: when

intellect which is in potency will be prior in us in being or g
cording to conjoining. When he said: while in general itisnot
he speaks about the intellect which is in potency. For when it
qualification, not with respect to the individual, then it will'tig
agentintellectin any kind of priority, but posterior to it in all é[ys
agrees with each opinion, namely, the one saying that the intelle
potency is generable or [the one saying it is] not generable, -

When he said: And it is not sometimes understanding and
understanding, it is impossible for that account to be underg
its literal meaning, neither according to Themistius nor accord
For this phrase, it is,'*” when {448] he said: And it is not somefim
ing and sometimes not understanding, refers according to: th
intellect. But Themistius, as we said, holds that the agent in
retical {intellect], insofar as it is in contact with the material infél
however, holds that the infellect which is in a positive dis?d
theoretical [intellect}) is different from the agent intellect. And i
believe this, for the artistry is different from the artistic praod
different from [its] act. But insofar as it appeared to us, that ac
with its literal meaning and that phrase it is will be related
ent, which is the material intellect when it has been taken witho
not with reference to an individual. For it does not occur for'
is called material, according to what we have said, that somet;
and sometimes it does not, except in regard to the forms:of
existing in each individual, not with regard to the species. Fo
not occur for it that sometimes it understands the intelligible ¢ :
times it does not, except with regard to Socrates and Plato. Bu
tion and with regard to the species, it always understands th
the human species be altogether defunct, which is impossibl

the account will be according to its literal meaning. And whenhe _' een taken insofar as it understands and is informed by generable and
tible material forms, but has been taken without qualification and insofar

erstands separate forms freed from matter, then it will not be found
sunderstanding and sometimes not understanding, but it willbe found
form. For instance, [it will be found] in the way in virtue of which it

general it is not [so] even in time, etc., he meant that wheri t
isin potency is not received in reference to some individual;
qualification and in regard to any given individual, then:
sometimes understanding and sometimes not, but will be fo
standing. Just as when the agent intellect is not taken in refe
vidual, then it will not be found sometimes understanding an
understanding, but will be found always to understand wheni
qualification; for the mode in {449} the activity of the two | te
According to this, when he said: And when it is separate,

hort Commentary on the Parva Naturalia (1949), 54££; (1961), 25££; (1972), 40ff.
mistius mentions that imagination can be called intellectin a way at Themis-
nima Paraphrase (1899}, 89.27—-29 and 94.27—29; (1973), 157; (1996), 122 and 118,

190. The Arabicislikely y», “it,” withoutan expressed verb, 50
it difficult for the translator to render the text literally. ' naterial intellect.
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+n be understood in virtue of what he said: and particular, that
f'an end, namely, they are distinct because one is good without
and the other is good with respect to a given end. The closest
[to be found] in those two.

When you have judged by sense that something
then something unpleasant before the intellect will b
has thought that this is evil or pursued if it has thg gt
happens universally in this way for the intellect [worki
in regard to all actions, namely, either to contradict th
thing unpleasant is good and by seeking that whi..c.
agreement with sense by seeing that something pleas .
For falsity and truth are not involved in operation; T

nows things which are said by way of negation,? insofar as
asnub-nosed is indivisible. Butin the case of what is concave,
ject has understood, then it will understand the intention of
nuded of flesh. But mathematical intentions are not fthe same

genus. A blank space was here in the manuscript. hings in this way. (431b12-16)

truth are, etc,, that is, for falsity and truth existingi
are different from falsity and truth existing in the
he said: They both are in the same genus as also is the
is good and in regard to what is evil. It can be undéts
in the same genus because each is a [sort of | knowled
in the genus of what is good and falsity in the gen
said, {478} in regard to whatis good and what is evil
that it is an exposition of what he said: They are-. . ;i
if he says: they are in the same genus, that is, in reg
what is evil. When he had explained that both are unik
the good and the evil, he explained what disting i
there is a difference, etc. That is, but nevertheless th
truth is in the theoretical intellect as absolutely good
without qualification. Truth in the practical intelle¢
certain respect and conditionally (he meant this wh
while falsity is what is evil with respect to that éh_ _

by things which are said by way of negation mathematical
means by negation separation from matter. He means that when
aderstands things in separation from matter, it does not do this
tse they in themselves are not in matter, as some have thought. But
es amely, thatitunderstands these things as not in matter although
atter, is as if it were understanding snub-nose, insofar as it is
eparate from matter. But it is impossible for snub-nose insofar as
nose to be separate from matter. It is possible, however, for its genus,
avity, to be distinct from matter. He indicates by this that this
ference {0 the separation of those by the intellect is consequent
atures and quiddities, not because it happens that they are not in
he said: And mathematical intentions, etc. That is, the mode of
athematical intentions outside the soul is not [the same] as the mode
rhich they existin the soul. That account can be read in this way:
n also know mathematical things by some kind of definition,
ding differs according to the diversity of the nature of the thought
fance, snub-nose, insofar as if is snub-nose, is not divided [into
hen it is thought; but insofar as it is concavity, then if the intel-
stands it to be a singular per se, it will not understand the infention
-except as denuded of flesh. The example which he brings up sup-
missing from the account.

to have been lost, with the result that the Arabic transiéi_to_
we have it above. It is not clear why Averroes apparently re
alternate translation, which renders the Greek accuratel

228. There are some Arabic fragments which corresp

unclearly to Book 3, 34.18-201 Liall &y Ol g Lgal |
U_lMJ'. el AT e & < (Long Commentariy

repetitive statement, for the true and the false both exist ireth
another kind . . . not the practical kind.” g

eparate thing is thought when [the intellect] understands those
hat is in act universally is the intellect which is in act), our
1 will concern whether or not it can understand any of the

229. Some Arablc fragments correspond generally". y .
gs while it is separate from magnitude.”® (431b16-19) {480}

i obﬁ,u LogSy Jl_a 5 i e ot LSy

Jm}io%bu%'ﬂldlpﬂm;;ﬂbdi}u,a '
Jues shkondl (Long Commentary Fragments [1985], 45); “one
under the genus of the good and the false falls under £
said: but they are distinguished, that is, the true in the thec
ditioned good and the false in it is evil without qualificatios
of the good in the practical [intellect] is good.” :

> dicuntur negative corresponds to the Greek 7¢ 8& év déoipéoet
s0-called abstract objects” (Aristotle, De Anima [1984]); L5 | aad) 45l
J (ibid. [1954]); “the intellect’s apprehending things stripped of matter.”

is far from the Greek: otyto Té oOMUGTIRd, 00 KEXOPLOREVE <OVTo>,
OUE VT VOEL, BTy vof) <f> £xsiva. BAmg 88 6 volc £0Tiv 0 Kot &vépyeloy
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The intellect becomes the thing which the intellect sepé" Ates which are without qualification separate from matter, not insofar as the
rates and understands it, since it is necessary universally i oo
lect that what is intelligible in act be intellect in act. Hence, we.;
and cogitate later on whether that intellect which is iny
something which is in itself intellect and separate from matter
derstands what makes it intellect in act after it was intellogt
said: while it is separate from magnitude. It occurred this w ay’
script. I it is correct, it should be understood this way, that i i
to cogitate later on whether it is possible for the intellect wh
derstand things separate from matter insofar as they are gé
nitude, without relation to something else. In place of that'
peared in the other text the following: “Later on we will ifivestig

ectis united with us. On this understanding there will be an investigation
he question of whether [intellect] can understand forms insofar as it is
tod with us, not whether it can understand forms atf all, This understanding
mentioned by Themistius in his book on the soul,?? and the first question,
i [Aristotle] meant for later, was omitted.

< necessary, therefore, first to investigate whether or not it is possible for
aterial intellect to understand separate things {481} and, if it does under-
 them, whether or not it is possible for it to understand them insofar as
.ﬁited with us. For this reason it is possible that in the copy from which
ok this account the word “not” dropped out, so that it should be read this
out cogitation later on will concern whether . .. it can understand any
'separate things while it is not separate from magnitude, thatis, insofar
s in contact with magnitude and united with us, in such a way that we
Ives understand the intellect which it understands. This investigation
hheintends is extremely difficult and ambiguous and we must investigate

or not the intellect, when existing in the body, not as sepa'fat
to apprehend any of those things which are separate from
question is different from the one mentioned earlier. For th
the part of one who allows that the intellect which is in po

' risofar as we are able.

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

70 mpdypote. dpo 8 EvBéyetol Tl KEXMPLOWEVEY TL VOSTV Gvie
yapiopevov peyédoug, 1 ol, oxentéov Botepov. “It is thus that
thinking the objects of mathematics thinks them as separate thotis
rate. In every case the mind which is actively thinking is the object
Whether it is possible for it while not existing separate from spatia}
anything that is separate, or not, we must consider later” Aristot
The alternate Arabic translation is less than completely accurate 2
better than Averroes’ primary translation, which misses the po'i'n' ot
sage: &,y Jaadl Ao dl 3y H}"jb Y ot 3 )lig e 3 &
w;@ﬁb;ﬁc%%@ﬁ;c}&dlo_{goﬁolbpﬁjhﬁ#
B 8L e af ¢ sban ) 3 Lie, (ibid. [1954]); “Likewise the thi

separate from matter except by imagination. And in general the intel

h would be the case,] unless someone says that the intention which Al-
ler meant, namely, concerning the existence of the acquired intellect, is
ewly created conceptualization in the material intellect which did not
fore. But, rather, [this intellect] is united with us by a uniting to the
hat [this intellect] is form for us in virtue of which we understand other
s appears from the account of Alexander. Still, it is not apparent from
ow that conjoining is possible. For if we assert {482} that the conjoining
0 exist after [previously] not existing, as is necessary, it follows that at

the things with an active apprehension. Later on we will inves't'lg
intellect is able to apprehend any of the things separate from bodi
body.” Regarding this text, also see the following note.
232, Etcecidit in alia scriptiera loco istivs sermonis sic: Ef in postremy p
intellectus, essenda in corpore, non separatus ab eo, possit comprehénél_
separantir a corporibus, aut non. 25| ¢ i._..,_é-] ERTIR VL] ui: ol
U3 0SS e g1 ¢ sl S i a5 5 {Aristotle, De Anima [1954]
separatus ab eo, “not as separated from it,” is not reflected in the e
seems to correspond precisely to the Greek of Aristotle: crtdv i) KEX®
theless, Dimitri Gutas, who has undertaken the task of preparing:a
Arabic text of Averroes’ alternate translation, has suggested ko mi
was perhaps added from a marginal gloss and merely explains ess

e at which il is asserted to exist, there is a change in the recipient or in
ived object or in both. Since it is impossible for it to be in the received

S_ée Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase (1899), 11431—33; (1973}, 209.13-16; (1996},

Regarding this lost Commentary, see n. 163 and the introduction, p. Ixx and

gl 5, which is a paraphrastic rendering of the Greek. This i
Iéioix and the notes there,

the Text at De Anima 42ga12. See Book 3, n. 3 [379).
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ar as we are able to understand from what is evident of that account, then
uestion in regard to the way of conjoining of that intellect with us is also

object, it remains that it is in the recipient. And since there isa'ch
in the recipient after it did not exist, there will necessarily
created reception and a recipient substance newly created after it
When, therefore, we assert a newly created reception, the fo
question will arise. If we do not assert a reception proper to
no difference between its conjoining with us and its conjoinin
and between its conjoining with us at one time and at anothiey.
assert its conjoining with us to be in a way different from th
What then is that way?
Owing to the obscure character of that way according to Al
he is uncertain in regard to this. Sometimes, therefore, he say; th
derstands a separate intellect is not the material intellect
which is in a positive disposition, and these are his words i
soul. 3 The intellect, then, which understands this is the onew
rupted, not the intellect which is a material subject. For the m
is corrupted in virtue of the corruption of the soul, becaus
belonging to the soul; and when that inteilect is corrupte
actuality will be corrupted. Next, after he had explained th
for the intellect which is in us and which understands the se;
be neither generable nor corruptible, he recounted that thi
quired intellect according to the account of Aristotle, and he's
lect, therefore, which is not corrupted is that inteliect which
rate, {483} which Aristotle calls acquired because it is in us fror
power which is in the soul nar a disposition in virtue of wh
different things and also understand that intellect.”2%
If, therefore, by the acquired intellect in virtue of whic
separate intelligences he meant the agent inteiligence, then
cerning the way of conjoining of that intellect with us s
given]. If he meant a separate intellect different from the
appears from the opinion of al-Fardbi in his Lefter on the Inte

ame as the question in regard to the way of the conjoining of the agent
lect on the view of one holding that the agent intellect is the same as the
ired intellect. This is more evident from the account of Alexander, He,
ore, said this in his Book on the Soul*® in regard to the way of the conjoin-
if the intellect which is in act with us.

Biit what he said in a treatise which he composed, entitled On the Intellect
rding to the Account of Aristotle, seems to contradict what he said in his book
e soul. These are his words: “When the intellect which is in potency is
slete and fulfilled, then it will understand the agent intellect. For just as
“"Otency for walking which a human being has at birth becomes actual in
hen that in virtue of which walking comes about is actualized, so too
 the intellect is actualized, it will understand these things which are in-
ally intelligible and it will make sensibles into intelligibles, because it is
went.”2*” What is evident from that account {484} contradicts his account
the Book On the Soul, namely, that the intellect which is in potency does not
srstand the intellect which is in act.

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

ought after all intelligibles or most of them have becomne thought in actuality, and
uired intellect has come into being.” Ibid. (1983), 21.8—22.1; (1973), 217; (1974), 100.
Alexander, De Anima (1887), 90.19ff; (1979), 119ff. -

t hec sunt verba eius: Et intellectus qui est in polentia, cum fuerit completus et aug-
s, tunc intelliget agentem; quoniam, quemadmodum potentia ambulandi quam homo
Cnativitate venif ad actum post tempus quande perficitur illud per quod fit ambulatio,
ellectus, cum fuerit perfectus, intelliget ea que sunt per suam naturam intellecta, et faciet
esse intellecta, quia est agens. ToUto 81y kol 010 O duvduel voig TEAS1OUUEVOG
EGuEVOC VOEL, GoTep Yép 1) TEPLIQTTLEY SUvouLe, iy ExeL 6 dvBpanog eV0Vg
Bo, eig évépyerov dyetal TpoidvTog T YPovou TEAELOVUEVOD oUTol ol
dqfog 1L, 1OV a0ty Tpdmov Kal o volc tehermbeic 1d 1 ghoel vontd voei kol
o 8¢ vonta oOTd moLel, e dv molntikdg (Alexander, De Intellecty [1887),
111.2). “This then [is what] the potential intellect, when it is being perfected and
oped, thinks. For just as the power of walking, which a human being has as

235. CE. Alexander, De Anima (1887), 87.24-88.16; (1979), 114—1%

236. O olv vooupevog dd0aptog &v TWiv vodg 0DTog £oTLy, &0
fpiv kot doBaptog vodg, &v kol Gdpabev’ Aprototédng A&
YvopEVOg &V TV, > GAX 0ty T Shvopug Tig &v Ty yuyfg, ovd
& Suvdpel vodg 1d 1€ dAAa kal Tobtov voei. Alexander, De An
(1979), 119.

237. Al-Parabi, Leffer on the Intellect (1983), 20.1-22.8. “When the i
thinks the intelligibles which are forms in it, insofar as they are intel
then the intellect of which it was first said that it is the intellect in actu:
the acquired intellect (sLixu ) a4} Ibid. (1983), 20.1~4; (1973), 217 1
ever, these forms [ie, separate forms which never existed in matter]

e comes to be, is led to actuality, as time advances, by being perfected itself
v being affected in some way, in the same way the [potential] intellect too
as been perfected both thinks the things that are intelligible by nature and
sensible things intelligible to itself, as being proeductive” (ibid. [2004]), 34-35;
3 JSJ‘J_J'IL;M_LH)JUIL«{M)'(!MJ_AJL{JFB | 8540l (st Lyt Jally

1950 4 ,_gJJ! ;U,..Jl S5y Olephl g pmal B3] Jndh ) oS a5y o .;_)L.M_:;U
Los¥) ooy ¢ Bpiian Lpmngidar o ool L 391 e franSCond 1) Lt LS

Jedna (ibid. [1971], 38.1-4; cf. [1956], 191.10—192.1).
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that when the intellect which is in act has become formal cause of the
gl intellect in its proper action (this is through the ascension of the ma-
niellect (485} in the presence of that formy), then it will be called the ac-
‘ntellect. This is because in that disposition we will be understanding
e of it since it is form for us, for then it will be the final form for us.

& therefore, supports that opinion is that the agent intellect is first a
hringing to actuality the material intellect and the intellect which is in
e disposition. For this reason it is not united with us and we do [not]
stand separate things from the start in virtue of it. When, therefore, the
. ‘intellect has been actualized, then the agent will become the form of
al [intellect] and will be united with us and we will understand
rate things in virtue of it. [This does] not [occur] in such a way that
ellect which is in a positive disposition understands this intellect, since
lect which is in a positive disposition is generable and corruptible,

gether, one will see that he holds that when the intellect wh
is actualized, then the agent intelligence will be united wit
virtue of this that we understand separate things and in virtue
make sensible things intelligible in act, insofar as it becofries o
as if he means by this account that when the intellect which:
actualized and perfected, then that intellect [i.e, the ageﬂ i ;
united with [the material iniellect] and the form will come tg
intellect]. Then we will understand other things in virtue ¢
lect]. {This is] not in such a way that the material intellect:
agent intellect] and on account of that understanding ther
conjoining with that intellect [i.e, the agent intellect], but rai'h'
of that intellect [i.e., the agent intellect] with us is the cause ¢f
material intellect] understands [the agent intellect] and we un,
separate things through [the agent intellect] 0
You are able to know that this is the opinion of that mat
hesaid in that treatise: “Since what is intrinsically intelligible; w
in act, is the cause of the material intellect's separating an
any of the material forms by ascending in the presence of th:
said that it is the acquired agent [intellect]. It is not part of th
of the soul, but rather it comes to existin us from outside when
in virtue of it.”24 It is evident, therefore, that he understands

at one is not generable or corruptible.

this account the aforementioned question occurs, namely, that what
orm for the intellect which is in a positive disposition after it did not
ly exist arises from some newly created disposition in the intellect
i51n a positive disposilion, This [newly created disposition} is the reason
at inteflect is form for the intellect which is in a positive disposition
reviously was not. If that disposition is not a reception in the intellect
in a positive disposition in reference to the agent intellect, what then
isposition? For if there is a reception, it will happen that something
ted receives something eternal and is made like it, and in this way what
d will become eternal, which is impaossible.

is.reason we see later that since al-Farabi believed the opinion of Al-

240. 1 have supplied the referents of pronouns in accord with 1
this passage. Without those referents supplied, the passage is p
The sense of the passage is that the material intellect’s thinkin:
conjunction with the agent intellect and not causative of the conjuncti
of this conjunction, we are able to think separate things throug'
and through our conjunction with the material intellect. Averrcoes
0D piicet kol kot Evépyetav volc, altiov yivdpevov @ VALK v 10D koTd
0 1010010 £180g dvadopav xeptlely 18 wal wpeiobon kal voeiv kot Tdv
@y Eraotov kul motety vontdy abts, Bdpodév £otl Aeydpevog voic 6
K BV LOPLOV 1ol SUvols Teg THg Nuetépag wuyic, GAX EEwbey yiyopevog
v auTOv vo@uev (Alexander, De Intellectu [1887], 108.19-24). “This thing
intelligible in its own nature and intellect in actuality comes to be the cause

derstanding the agentintellect means nothing more than the actuali
in act in the material intellect. Separate immaterial substances st
are not direct objects of our knowing. But when the material intelfic|
intellectually transformative “light” of the agent intellect, it is apps
is in a sense understanding the consequences of the activity of th
thereby understanding the agent intellect. Ft is in our will and’
ability of our imaginative or cogitative power taken broadly—t¢ tial intellect’s, by reference to such a form, separating and imitating and
needed to bring about knowledge in the material intellect and therg
that the Arabic biall can be rendered infellectus or intelligentin: Perh
use of intelligentin here is to emphasize that the agent intellect is'sepe

241. Eit potes scire quod ista est opinio istius hominis per hoc quod d
igitur intellectum per suam natiram, quod est intellectus in actu, cui
materialis in absirahende et in formande unamquangue formarum:ma
apud illam formam, tunc dicetur quod est adeptus agens; ef non es 7
anime, set fit in nobis extrinseco quando nos intellexerimus per ipsuit

ch of the enmattered forms as well, and making it intelligible. It is the intel-
‘from without,’ the productive [intellect], not being a part or power of our
coming to be in us from outside, whenever we think of it” {ibid. [2004], 29-30;
C-SJY}._..@J! J.n_a_u e Lol e Joally fie gm gl wim oy Jodall ligs
it dpdin 1Sy ¢ ANyl il o oy SO gaaslly Joiadly gl
oiidd 598 Ny lere pa oty o Jeladl slinndl Jaadi o 4 L5 5l
agti} T e Lo ity (ibid. [1971), 34.19-22; [1956], 186.2-6).
4451, 1486},
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other books it will be seen that this question did not leave his mind nor
. time did he take his eye off it. We already expounded that treatise to the
at we could.?” For this topic is extremely difficult, and since such was
se for Ibn Béjjah in regard to this question, how much more [can be ex-
ed] of any one else?! The word of Ibn Béjjah in regard to this is more firm
hat] of others, but nevertheless the questions which we recounted arise
We must recount here the methods of that man, but first what the
entators said in regard to this.
t s say, therefore, that Themistius was supported in this by way of the
. For he says that since the material intellect has the power to separate
from matters and to understand them, how much more [reasonable is it
‘has a natural disposition for understanding these which are from the
ee of matter.?*® That account will come about in such a way that the
intellect is either corruptible {488} or not corruptible, namely, sepa-
not separable.? But according to the opinion of those saying that the
intellect is a power in the body and generated, that account will be
t in a qualified respect fonly], not probable [in its own right]. For #
ot follow that what is visible in itself is more visible for us. For instance,
ering color and the light of the sun, [we see that] color has less of the
on of visibility than does the sun, since color is visible only in virtue of
but we cannot look upen the sun as [we do] color, This occurs for
ing to the mixture of matter.
we assert that the intellect is not mixed with matter, then certainly
count will be true, namely, that what is more mtelhglble is apprehended
erfectly]. For in the case of thlngs capable of apprehending which are

exander to be true in regard to the generation of the materi
necessary in his view to hold according to this opinion” :
gence js nothing but a cause acting upon us only, and ke
his Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics2® {486} This is
ion in The Letter on the Intellect, for there he said that it is po
rial intellect to understand separate things.?* This is the bp
Those then are the questions for those who assert that the
generated and that the end is to be conjoined with separa:t
We also see that for those asserting it to be a separate po
less [challenging] than those follow. For if it is in the natire
intellect that it understands separate things, it is necessar
standing them always, in the future and in the past. It is tl
that it follows upon this position that as soon as the matérla_l
joined with us, the agent intellect too is conjoined with us, w \
and contrary to what people assert.
But that question can be resolved by what we said earli
material intellect is not united with us per se and initially |
us only in virtue of its uniting with the forms of the imagi;
it is possible to say that the way in which the material intell
us is different from the way in which it is united with the ag
different, then there is no corjoining at all.?> If it is the sam
isin some disposition and afterwards in another, what then' :
If, however, we assert that the separate material intellec
nature for understanding separate things, then the uncertain
Those, therefore, are all guestions which arise {487] for {hqs
human perfection is to understand separate things. :
We must also recount the accounts on the basis of Wthh
low that we have a nature for understanding separate things
these accounts are completely opposite to those and perhap
we will be able to see the truth. The reason for that uncet
however, is that we find no account by Aristotle concerni
although Aristotle did promise to explain this.?
Let us say, therefore, that Ibn Béjjah investigated this quies
worked to explain that this conjoining is possible in his
called, On the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man. In his Boo

Tbn Béjjah, however, expounded his own account and said that his opinion is
nion of all the Peripatetics, namely that conjoining is possible and that it is the
r human beings}” (433}. Averroesislikely referring to his summary of Ibn Bajjah’s
# the Conjoining of the Tntellect with Man in his Short Commentary on the De Anima
—g5; (1987), Spanish, 214—221. On the doctrine of Ibn Bajjah, see the introduc-
xxv—xxvii and Ixxxix—xciii. Also see Altmann {196s).

¢ yop Kol o Evuda £18n yopilov thg BAng voel, dnlovote néduke pailov
propéva vogiv (Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase [1899], 115.6-7); “For just as
thinks the enmattered forms by separating them from matter, so is it clearly all
naturally fitted for thinking the separate forms.” (ibid. [1996], 141); }an LS
0555 0L it &l onll pd  Jgagdl o0 [Lgd ] Ol Jaugld aladladl 0l
Lo s O (ibid. [1973], 210.6-8); “Tor as it thinks enmattered forms by
g them from matter, so it is clear all the more that it is of its nature to know

243. Regarding this lost commentary, see n. 234.
244. Al-Farabi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 17.9—22.8; (1973), 216 2T
245. That is, if it is altogether different, then our conjoining i things.”

: hat is, that argument would hold regardless of whether the material intellect

uptible or incorruptible, separate or not separate,

conjoining at all.
246. De Anima 3.7, 431b17-19.
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enif we had asserted this to be so, nothing would result from the perfection
: activity of creating intelligibles {490} except the perfection of the activity
erstanding these things, not [perfection of the activity] of understanding
te things. For it is impossible that understanding these be ascribed to
tion or to coming to be by some generated being (for instance, [to coming
by the intellect which is in a positive disposition), unless accidentally. If
€] not fso], then the generable will be made eternal, as we said.

uestion of great importance also arises in the case of the account saying
ie form by which we extract intelligibles is the intellect which is in a
& disposition in composition with the agent intellect. For what is eternal
ot need the generable and corruptible in its activity. How, then, is the
1in composition with the corruptible in such a way that there comes to be
hem one activity? But we will speak about this later.™ For it scems that
_'si’tion is, as it were, the starting point and foundation of what we want to
ncerning the possibility of conjoining with separate things according
totle, namely, the position that the final form belonging to us by means
we extract and make intelligibles in virtue of our will is composed of
t intellect and the intellect which is in a positive disposition. We see,
re, from the account of the Peripatetic commentators directed toward this
this is possible,” namely, to understand separate things ultimately.

H Béjjah, however, said a great deal on this matter, chiefly in the treatise
: e called On the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man. What supported his
oon this question is this: first he asserted that the theoretical intelli-
ve come to be; then he asserted that everything which has come to be
uiddity; then he asserted that for everything having a quiddity, the in-
naturally constituted to extract that quiddity; and from these he con-
at the intellect is naturally constituted to extract the forms and quid-
fintelligibles,® Al-Farabi is in agreement with him on this in his book
Intellect and the Intelligible® and it is from there that [bn Bajjah drew
this Tbn Béjjah concluded that the intellect is naturally constituted
t forms and quiddities of inteHigibles.

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

not mixed with matter, what apprehends the less perfect
hends the more perfect and not the contrary. But if this is
nature and substance, then the aforementioned question arj
is [the agent intellect] not conjoined with us in the beginmn'g'
diately when the material intellect is conjoined with us? If, ¢
that if is conjoined with us finally, not initially, we ought to

On this topic, however, there is support for Alexander inwh
is the fact that when every generated being reaches the end
final actuality, then it will reach the completion and end of
among beings which act, or in its affection, if it is from amc_j
or in both, if it is of both. For instance, cne does not come t
activity of walking except when he comes {489} to the end in ge
because the intellect which is in a positive disposition is
beings, it is necessary that when it will have come to the e
come to the end in its activity. Since its action is to create.an
intelligibles, when it is in final actuality, it necessarily po
activities actually. Actuality in creating intelligibles is to 1
in potency to be intelligibles in act. Perfection in understa
stand all things separate and not separate. It is necessary, ther
the intellect which is in a positive disposition comes to pes
eration, it have these two activities.

Inregard to this there are no few questions. For it is notsé
perfection of the activity of understanding is to understan
unless this term, to imagine ™! were to be said of these’th
things in a univocal way, as this term, te walk, is said of th :
more actual.

Also, how is the agent intellect’s proper action, which i
ascribed to a generable and corruptible intellect, namel
disposition? Unless [perhaps] one asserts that the intellec
disposition is the agent intellect in composition with the m
Themistius says,*? or asserts that the final form belongin
separate the intelligibles and understand is composed of-the
in a positive disposition and the agent intellect, as Alexan

assert, and we also figured to be apparent from the account of o71f).

ead possibile with manuscripts A, B, D, and G instead of possibilem.

is the doctrine implicit in the account of the grasp of intelligibles given by
tsections off. of his Treatise on Conjoining with the Intellect. Ton Bajjah, Treatise
ining of the Intellect with Man {1942), 15ff; Spanish, 33{f; (1968), 163ff.; (1981),

250. Walking is essentially a motion, and so it is an imperfector
When its end is achieved, there is no motion. e
251. Ymaginari hereis surely ;.23 tasawwr, which in the ga\_'s'
imagination but in the case of immaterial entities is conceptu
252. This is the point of an extended discussion by Themisti
Anima Paraphrase (1899}, 99.8f; (1973), 179.6ff; (19986), £23ff.

arédbi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 12.4~17.8; (1973), 215-236; (1974), 96—99.
.is, Ibn Bajjah, Treatise on the Conjoining of the Intellect with Man (1942), (1068),
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re freed from matter than others), it is necessary that the intellect be
d. It will come to a stop when it reaches either {1} a quiddity which does
a quiddity, or [2] something having a quiddity but [one such that] the
¢t does not have the natural ability to extract it, or [3] [when] it reaches
ing which neither has nor is a quiddity. But it is impossible to find a
ty which the intellect is not naturally constituted to extract from a quid-
s that intellect then would not be called intellect except equivocally,
‘was asserted that the intellect is naturally constituted to separate the
dity insofar as itis a quiddity. It is also impossible for the intellect to reach
iing which neither has a quiddity nor is a quiddity, for what is not a
ty and does not have a quiddity is a privation without qualification.
remains, therefore, the third division, namely, that the intellect reaches
dity not having a quiddity,”®® and what is so is a separate form. He sup-
his by what Aristotle is accustomed to say in such demonstrations,

Book on the Soul, > and they are similar to one another. In th
he joined to this that multiplicity does not accrue for the inté £
except in virtue of the multiplication of spiritual forms with w
be sustained in each individual. According to this the intéﬁigib
me will be different from its intelligible in you. From this it fof
sion of the opposite that for every intelligible not having a-'s:
which it is sustained, that intelligible is one in me and in you.."z.5
to this that the quiddity and form of the intelligible does né
vidual spiritual form by which it is sustained, since the quiddi
ligible is not the quiddity of a singular individual, be it spirity A
it was explained that the intelligible is not an individual, Fro
that the intellect is naturally constituted to understand the_:
intelligible belonging to the intellect which is one for all hum,
what is such as this is a separate substance.?® '

In the Book on the Soul he first asserted in regard to the quid
ligible insofar as it is intelligible, [1] if it has not been concedes
have a quiddity and [has not been conceded by us* to be
[is asserted to be] composed (as is the disposition in all quidd"
come to be), and [2] [if] it has been said that the quiddity-of th
insofar as it is intelligible also has a quiddity, namely, the i
quiddity, {492} then that intellect [which considers these] W}l :
constituted to revert and to extract that quiddity.?62

If it has not been conceded by us that this quiddity is simy
being belonging to it is the same as the intelligible, then wh.
first case will occur in regard to this, namely, that it also has.a
has come to be. It is then necessary either that this procee
that the intellect be stopped there [in its regress]. But because
for this to proceed into infinity (because it would make infinit;
intellects infinitely diverse in species exist, namely, insofar

v, that whent it is necessary to cut off an infinite regress, it is better to cut
the beginning.”® (493]

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

ay, however: But if this name guiddity is said of the quiddities of
al'things and of the quiddities of separate intellects in a univocal way,
¢ proposition saying that the intellect is naturally constituted to sepa-
dities insofar as they are quiddities will be true. Similarly, if saying
ligibles are composite and individuals are composite were something
said, [the same would be the case]. If, however, [the predication] is
I, the demonstration will not be true. But how [this is so] is very dif-
or it is self-evident that this name quiddity is not said of these with pure

258. The incomplete extant text of this work ends abruptly in the
sion of the rational faculty. See Book 3, n. 33, at {397},
259. Thatis, theintelligible is one in itself, but it has distinct spiritu
it is a particularized intention in each of us. :
260, That is, the human intellect is naturally constituted to ki
form in itself which exists in the separate agent intellect,
261. 1 follow de Libera in Lowng Commentary, Book 3 (1998), 381,
manuscripts A, C, D, and G, which omit non here. _
262. That is, if we say that each intelligible has a quiddity and
simple, then if the quiddity has a quiddity and it is the nature of the intell
quiddities, then the intellect will aim to extract the ultimate quiddit
consequences of this position are immediately given by Averroes iny

':_at is, it is the quiddity itself, not merely something having a quiddity.

L Anima 3.2, 425b17-18; Metaphysics 7.6, 1032a211,

Fardbi, Letter on the Intellect (1983), 21.8-22.6; (1973), 217; (1974), 100-101.

his work is not extant. What is at issue here is how the many intermediate
intellectual abstraction, the intermediate intellects, are traversed in order for
to reach the complete grasp of the intelligible quiddity itself.
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univocity nor with pure equivocation. But whether it is said - have not yet had enough exercise and use to be able {495} to acquire
because it is intermediate needs consideration.?” tellection; or this will be on account of a deficiency of our nature in a
But if we concede this to be said in a univocal way, the al way.
question will occur, [the question of] how what is corrup
what is not corruptible, according to the opinion of those say
rial intellect is corruptible {494} {this is the opinion of [bn B
is naturally constituted to understand these things in the' futy
past understands by virtue of a new intellection, according to t
those saying that the material intellect is not generable or cort
we have asserted that to understand separate things is in the
nature of the material intellect, why, then, is that intellectior
the material intellections belonging to us in such a way that thi
derstanding is one of the parts of the theoretical sciences ang
the things sought in theoretical science? '
Ibn Béjjah seems to be undecided in this passage, In the
called Of Farewell he said that possibility is of two sorts: nate
that is, that the intellection of that intellect is of a divine poss
possibility of nature®® In the treatise On Conjoining, howeve
the philosopher has ascended in another way to the conte
telligible insofar as it is intelligible, then he will understa
stance.” It is evident from this that [the activity of] understa
gible according to him is part of the theoretical sciences,
science ™ This also appeared in his investigation. :
Since it is s0, the ignorance of that science which occurs fo
beings either will be because still we do not know the p
lead us to this science, as it is said of many arts which sée
but are of causes unknown, for instance, alchemy; or [it wil
understanding of this is acquired through exercise and us

e naturally constituted to acquire this science are called human beings
cally. If this occurs on account of ignorance of the propositions leading
his science, then theoretical science will not yet have been realized.
a?s Ibn Béjjah means this to be a view one cannot hold, but not [alto-
mpossible. If this occurs on account of custom, then the account will
e to the account saying that the reason for this is ignorance of the
itions which lead to this science. All this is said while seen to be un-
although not impossible. How, therefore, can he evade those questions
ned earlier?

€, then, are all questions arising in this inquiry and they are as difficult
see. We must say what has appeared to us to be the case regarding this.

say, therefore: the intellect existing in us has two activities insofar as it
bed to us, one of the genus of affection, namely, understanding, and
er of the genus of activity, namely, to extract forms and denude them
ers, which is nothing but making them intelligible in act after they
h in potency. [Hence] it is evident that after we have possessed the
t which is In a positive disposition, it is in our will to understand any
ible we wish and to extract any form we wish.

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

L Kol mpdtepov alTd 10 motEly Kol ovoLddES. MpdtEpov Yop MOEL TH
gL vontév, e16 olitag Aapfdver Totnov T & voel e kot Opileton, 6T T68
ou, Yép el duo xopileton kot AopBdver, GAAL 1o yopilewy tpoemvositoy:
oTLY Ut T Artikd elvan 1od £18oug (Alexander, De Intelleciu [1887],
“Moreover, its producing is prior and [part of] its substance. First it produces
tion [something] intelligible, and then in this way it apprehends some one of

267. Atissue here is whether intellectual understanding of compo
of the sublunar world is the very same activity as intellectual
material incomposite substances, in particular the agent intellec

268. Ibn Bajjah, Letter of Farewell (1943), 38—39; Spanish, 84-83;
this work Ibn Bajjah holds that we are able to exercise a natural
that the ability to know one’s essence and to know separate int
of God. s

269. Ibn Béajjah, Treatise o the Conjoining of the Intellect with M
35f£.; (x968), 164Ff; (1981), 180ff There and in sections 1215 of his

24-30; Spanish, 59-60; [1968], 123-131), Tbn Béjjah discusses the pto
tion through various levels, from that of the common folk to t
losopher concerned with material forms and finally to the hlghe
which grasps the forms themselves.

s which it thinks and defines as a this-something. Even if it separates and
§ at the same time, nevertheless the separating is conceptually prior; for this
is-for it to be able to apprehend the form.” (ibid. [2004], 36; [1990], 54). L.,a.llj
Mwb gt [Y}] in FELPAY c.‘»"b P ) r..UI A_JJ:-JJ\ tJLs

: LAU.u.L;-UL._A_.,.L_._w;Lm}'\e;J_eiu\SuJMLu I!-.LfLG.JLLﬁJLJ:,JjLe_,LLMJJll
FEPREY obé ¢ A et Sy doW Obs (ibid. [1971], 38.15-18); cf. (1956),
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rated by the agent intellect and by primary proposttions. That sort of intel-
Je happens to exist voluntarily, contrary to the way the first natural intelli-
les exist. For with respect to every activity which has come to be from the
pound of two different things, it is necessarily the case that one of those two
: t were matter and instrument and the other be as it were form or agent.
intellect in us, therefore, is composed of the intellect which is in a positive
osition and the agent intellect, either in such a way that the propositions are
were matter and the agent intellect is as it were form, or in such a way that
_fopositions are as it were the instrument and the agent intellect is as it were
fficient [cause]. For the disposition is similar in this case.

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

us say, therefore, that if what we said, that the propositions necessarily
ot the agent intellect either as matter or as instrument, if they enter into
ng of the theoretical intelligibles, then it was not the account of a neces-
onsequence insofar as matter is matter and instrument is instriment.
nsofar as it is necessary here that there be proportion and disposition
en the agent intellect and the propositions [498} which are likened to
rand an instrument in some way, not because it is true matter or a true
ument, it then seems to us that we can know the way in which the intel-
hich is in a positive disposition is as it were matter and the subject of the
intellect]. And when that way has been set forth by us, perhaps we will
o know easily the way in which [the intellect which is in a positive
':1 ion] is conjoined with separable intelligibles.

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

Owing to that activity, namely, extracting any intelligible wi
ing it in act after it was in potency, Themistius held that the inte}
in a positive disposition is composed of the material intellect
[intellect].?! This is the same thing that made Alexander believ:
lect which is in us is composed, or as it were composed, of th
and that which is in a positive disposition, since he holds that
of this [intellect] which is in a posilive disposition ought to bé dits
the substance of the agent intellect.7? :

These two fundamental points have been asserted, namely; that ¢
which is in us has these two activities, namely, to apprehend' ]
to make them, while the intelligibles come to be in us in: W
naturally (they are the primary propositions with respect to which
know when, whence, and how they came forth) or voluntaril
ligibles acquired on the basis of the primary propositions).??
that it is necessary that the intelligibles possessed by us
something which is in itself an intellect freed from matter (th
intellect). When this has been explained, it is necessary that
possessed by us from the primary propositions be some produc
gether from propositions known and the agent intellect. Forwe
the propositions do not enter into the being of acquired intellig
we even say that they alone are agents of these {for it was alreac
that the agent is one and eternal), as intended some of the
that Aristotle meant these [primary propositions| by agent:ini

Since it is so, it is necessary that the theoretical intellect {49

271, See Book 3, n. 233.

272, See Alexander, De Anima (1887), 89.11~91.6; (1979), 117-120; fg
the separate productive intellect (agent intellect) in relation to ot
standing. Cf. Alexander, De Intellectu {(1887), 111.27-32; (1971}, 3
“The intellect that is by nature and from without will assist tha
things too would not be intelligible, though being [so] potentially,
something that was intelligible by its own peculiar nature. Thi
its own nature, by being thought comes to be the one who thinks
has come to be in the one who thinks, and it is thought from withot
tal, and implants in the material [intellect] a disposition such t_ha_lfi
that are intelligible potentially.” (ibid. [2004], 36—37; [1990], 54— '

273. Cf. Book 3 |407] and [506}, as well as Book 3, n. go. i

274. The primary propositions gathered empirically are not the
but they do contribute to the being of acquired intelligibles; n
the generation of acquired intelligibles since that agent is the sep
Note that in the present context Averroes is using the same te_r i3
tions,” sometimes to denote first principles of the understanding;{(cf

s to denote propositions known from experience which contribute to the
fthe theoretical intellect.
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1és are as it were matter. In this way we will be able to generate intelli-
les when we wish. For because that in virtue of which something carries
s proper activity is the form, while we carry out {500} our proper activ-
 virtue of the agent intellect, it is necessary that the agent intellect be

disposition, while one is eternal and the other generable and cgr
all of these [thinkers] concede this relation exists. That the theorei
gibles are existing in us from these two intellects, namely, from
positive disposition and from the agent intellect, compels them [t
view], as it were. : 7 us.

But Alexander and all those holding that the material intellect e is no way in which the form is generated in us except that. For when
and corruptible are not able to provide the cause for this relafio heoretical intelligibles are united with us through forms of the imagina-
however, who assert that the operating intellect is the intelle¢: and the agent intellect is united with the theoretical intelligibles (for that
positive disposition, it will happen that the theoretical intelligible ch apprehends [theoretical intelligibles] is the same, namely, the material
and many other impossible things following upon this position,27 ct), it is necessary that the agent intellect be united with us through the

But for us who have asserted that the material intellect is ofte 'ining of the theoretical intelligibles. It is evident [then] that when all the
theoretical intelligibles are generable and corruptible in the wa etical intelligibles exist in us in potency, it will be united with us in po-
mentioned, and that the material intellect understands both; nanie When all the theoretical intelligibles exist in us in act, it will then be
rial forms and the separate forms, it is evident that the subject of d with us in act. And when certain [theoretical intelligibles] exist in po-
intelligibles and of the agent intellect in this way is one and th and certain in act, then it will be united in one part and not in another.
the material fintellect]. Similar to this is the transparent which re e are said to be moved to conjoining,
light at one and the same time; and light is what brings color ab evident that when that motion is complete, immediately that intellect

When this conjoining in us between the agent intellect'and. »é conjoined with us in all ways. Then it is evident that its relation to us
intellect has been established, we will be able to find out the wa isposition is as the relation of the intellect which is in a positive dis-
say that the agent intellect is similar to form and that the in ion in relation to us. Since it is so, it is necessary that a human being un-
a positive disposition is similar to matter. For in regard to any d all the intelligibles through the intellect proper to him and that he
which one is the subject and the second is more actual than the of ut the activity proper to him in regard to all beings, just as he under-
essary that the relation of the more actual to the less actual b s by his proper intellection all the beings through the intellect which is
of form to matter.Z”” With this intention we say that the pro gitive disposition when it has been conjoined with forms of the imagi-
actuality of the imaginative power to the first actuality of the I501)
is as the proportion of form {o matter, : isway, therefore, human beings, as Themistius says, are made like unto

We, therefore, have already found the way in which it i that he is all beings in a way and one who knows these in a way, for
intellect to be conjoined with us in the end and the reason wh e nothing but his knowledge and the cause of beings is nothing but
with us in the beginning, For when this has been asserted,;: swledge.”’8 How marvelous is that order and how mysterious is that
happen that the intellect which is in us in act be compo "f'being!
intelligibles and the agent intellect in such a way that the :
as it were the form of the theoretical intelligibles and the 610 xal Bed paiota Eotke” Kol Yap O Beog mdg pév abtd w6 Gvia £oti, Tag
AOPTYOC. TULOTEPOG B8 O voig kaBO Snpoupyel udiiov fi kodd ndoyer
00 Yip M mowntikd) dpyh e VAng Tipuotépa, kol yivetor pév, donep £omy
; 0 0DT0¢ VOUG KOl vontog, Mamep 1 £mLoTuN | Kot £vépyeiay aitd 80Tl
v, (Themistius, De Anima Paraphrase [1899], 99.23-28); “That is why it also
nbles a god; for god is indeed in one respect [identicaf with] the actual things

275, Thatis, given that eternal intelligibles are grasped in intellectual
if the agent in the process is the intellect in a positive disposit
A J2~4) which resides in us, then the eternal intelligibles w1

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

277. Cf. De Anima 3.5, 430a10~11, and above [436-437).

‘but in another their supplier (khorégos). The intellect is far more valuable
it creates than insofar as it is acted on; that is because the productive first prin-
Wways more vafuable than the matter [on which it acts]. Also, as [ have often
itellect and the object of thought are identical (just as are actual knowledge
ery object of knowledge)” (ibid. [1996], 124-125). 4sla 4.ig 15 SUi,
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4is also evident that when we assert that the material intellect is generable
‘corruptible, we will then find no way in which the agent intellect will be
ed with the intellect which is in a positive disposition by a uniting proper
- namely, with a uniting similar to the conjoining of forms with matters.

When that conjoining has not been asserted, there will be no difference
etWEen relating it to a human being and relating it to all beings except in
ue of the diversity of its activity in them.” In this way its relation to a hu-
H being will be only the relation of the agent to the human being, not a
tion of form, and the question of al-Farabi which he voiced in his Commen-
w the Nicomachean Ethics arises. For assurance of the possibility of the
joining of the intellect with us lies in explaining that its relation to a human
gisa relation of form and agent, not a relation of agent alone. This, there-
appeared to us in regard to the way sought after. If more appears to us

In this way will be established the opinion of Alexander, ac
he says that to understand separate things comes about throagﬁzc
that intellect with us. This is not because understanding is fouin
after previously it did not, which is the cause in the conjoinin
intellect with us, as Ibn Béjjah intended, but rather {it is beca 5
intellection is conjoining, not the contrary.?”

In virtue of this the question of how it understands what ha
with a new intellection is solved. It is also evident from this why
conjoined with this intellect in the beginning but rather in the 6rd
as the form is in us in potency, it will be conjeined with us mp e
s0 long as it is conjoined with us in potency, it is impossible for s ¢
something in virtue of that. But when the form is made to 'é>'<.ji
(this will be in its conjoining in act}, then we will understati
which we understand in virtue of [this intellect] and we will'br r on, we will write [i] 2 {503}
activity proper to ourselves in virtue of it. .

From this it appears that its intellection is not something w
the theoretical sciences but rather is something analogous with
generated naturally by the learning of the theoretical sciences:
itis not far-fetched that human beings help themselves in regard
tion, just as they help themselves in the theoretical sciences. But
for there to be found what arises from the theoretical science
ers. For il is impossible for false intelligibles to have conjoining
not something occurring naturally, but are things unmtended i
finger and a monster in creation,?0 :

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

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

81. CEf {454}
82 On this account, the agent intellect is our “form” in its actualization of the
cal intelligibles in the individual human being’s theoretical intellect. Because

e 32 L ol oo iy Lo ot Lo dgomny gl syl L g
GJ_,A_QJ'.J« L)fi:‘l‘-}.ﬁu_" iJ.Jl;L;bJSLgOBJ.d..J L»L,_:).lou,»w :
[1973], 180.6-10). In h1s Long Commentary on the Metaphysms, Averr
God’s knowledge as the cause of being: “The truth is that because it knows
knows the existents through the existence which is the cause of their éxis!
knowledge is the cause of being and being is the cause of our knowledgy
on the Metaphysics (1952), 1707-1708; (1962), 337 A-B. (1984), 197. Also seé:

279. Conjoining is a necessary condition for knowing. We do n6

nature of this relationship of what is analogous to form {agent intellect) and what
logous to matter (the individual’s theoretical intellect), there are no grounds here
the assertion of personal immortality for individuals. While the agent intellect is
rm and actuality of our intellects and understanding-—that is, of our individual
1able theoretical intellects and of our imperishable shared material intellect—there
substantial change transforming our individual generable and corruptible intel-
_ﬁto eternal substances, as al-Farabi had it. Nor is there here the denial of conjoin-
ith the agent intellect and pessimism about the attainment of knowledge as a
quence of a denial of substantial conjoining, as al-Farabi is reported to have held
late lost Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics. See n. 243,

Eﬁistle 1 On Conjunction, Averroes writes, “It is clear . . . that the agent intellect is

ing so that we may conjoin with the separate agent intellect, as Tbri;
rather we conjoin with the separate agent intelHect so that we may hawv
The end, then, is intellectual understanding, which fulfills our nat

ings, and this is not a means to a greater end beyond our intellectual catise of the material intellect in as much as it is agent cause alone butin a way such

also its final perfection according to the mode of formal and final [cause], as
case for sense in relation to what is sensed. This is one of the things which deceived
arabi, when he thought that [the agent intellect] was only the agent cause, ag are
ial movers.” Geoffroy and 5teel (z001), 216. My translation of the French,

280. The agent intellect brings to actuality as intelligibles only t
naturally occurring intelligibles in potency, the images of which are
the individual internal powers of imagination, cogitation, and merhy
to the agent intellect. On the issue of “fictional forms” in Avicennd; see B



