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Three Kinds or Grades of Phantasia in Aristotle’s De Anima*

Christina S. Papachristou

Phantasia/imagination (eoavtacia) in Aristotle is one of the parts (uopia) or faculties/powers
(dvvapeig) of the soul that cannot exist apart from sensation (aicOnoig) and thought (Sidvora).
The function of phantasia and its connection with phantasmata (pavidopota), the products
of this faculty, plays a significant role in the psychological treatises of the Aristotelian
Corpus. The purpose of this paper is to examine the concept of phantasia in Book III, Chapter
3 of De Anima, and to show that the Stageirite philosopher distinguishes three and not two
kinds of phantasia, starting from the lowest, which is found in imperfect creatures, to the
highest, which appears only in the human beings.

Introduction

Aristotle’s De Anima (ITeot Wuxng) is one of the major treatises. In this

treatise the nature and the role of the soul (1}pvxnc) are analyzed and for this reason it

is often characterized as Aristotle’s psychology. Most of the discussion is concerned
with ‘mental’ functions, however there is also a certain amount of physiology and
biology. As Michael Durrant stresses «the De Anima presents the first systematic
attempt to deal with a whole range of topics and problems falling under the general

heading of ‘Philosophical Psychology’»].

* A previous draft of the present paper was presented at the Workshop in Philosophy entitled «What it
is to be Alive: Vital and Cognitive Functions in Aristotle’s De Anima» (February 6-7, 2010),
University of Kassel, Institute of Philosophy, Germany. I am very grateful to Professor Gottfried
Heinemann and Dr Rainer Timme for inviting me to participate in this Workshop. I would also like to
sincerely thank all the participants for their valuable and insightful comments. I really enjoyed the
conversation with them. In addition, I would like to express my special thanks to Professor Demetra
Stendoni-Mentzou for her critical suggestions to improve the content of my paper. Finally, this paper is
based on a research that has been co-financed by the European Union (European Social Fund — ESF)
and Greek national funds through the Operational Program "Education and Lifelong Learning" of the
National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) - Research Funding Program: THALIS -UOA
(2007-2013).


https://core.ac.uk/display/268343522?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

Journal of Ancient Philosophy J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), Sao Paulo, v.7, n.1. p. 19-48, 2013.
ISSN 1981-9471 - FFLCH/USP DOLI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v7ilp19-48
www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga

In this paper 1 shall try to elaborate systematically the role of
phantasia/imagination (davtaocia) and its relation to phantasmata (paviaopata),
namely the products of the faculty/power of phantasia, in Aristotle’s De Anima. To be
more precise, | shall examine the unified concept of phantasia in De Anima as

follows:

I. T shall present briefly Aristotle’s concepts of the various parts (péowx) or
faculties/powers (dvvapelc) of the soul. Namely, I shall focus my attention on the
Aristotelian psychic faculties/powers and the way they correlate with the living
beings.

II. T shall outline and explore the notion of phantasia, which is described by the
Stageirite philosopher as: (a) the faculty/power (dVvauig) by which a phantasma is
presented to us («et 0 €otwv 1 paviacia kab’ fjv Aéyopev davtaopa Tt fuv
y[yvsoem>>)2, (b) the faculty/power which is not sensation (aicOnowg), or opinion
(06&a), or knowledge (émiotnjun), or intellect (vovg), and (c) the type of motion
(xtvnoig), which is generated by actual perception («1) pavtaocia &v ein kivnoig VO
e aloBnoewe T kat évépyeiay yryvouévn») . Furthermore, I shall argue that we
need to be very careful about how we interpret the word «pavtaoua» in the

Aristotelian texts.

III. Finally, I shall try to demonstrate that when we study in depth the notion of
phantasia (bavtaoia), as it is described in Book III of De Anima, we can realize that

Aristotle speaks about three and not two kinds or grades of phantasia.

I. Parts (Mopia) or Faculties/Powers (Avvapeic) of the Soul

In Book II, Chapter 1 of De Anima Aristotle describes the soul as «évteAéxewx 1

TEWTH OCWHATOS PuLOLKOL opYyavikov» («the first actuality of a natural organic

! Aristotle, Aristotle’s De Anima in Focus, edited by Michael Durrant (London and New York:
Routledge, 1993), p. 3.

2 Aristotle, De Anima, 111, 3, 428 a 1-2.
3 Ibid., 11, 3, 429 a 1-2.
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body>>)4. The soul is organically connected with the body. The soul is the form
(noodn or €idog) of the body, while the body is the matter (0An) of the soul
(hylomorphism). According to Aristotle, the soul is inseparable from the body. The
soul and body are not two separate entities but one composite substance.

In addition, the philosopher distinguishes different parts (poowx) or
faculties/powers (dvvaperg) of the soul corresponding to different kinds of living
beings. These parts perform, as we shall see later in the present paper, specific
functions; however they form a unified whole.

Aristotle in Book III of De Anima refers to an infinite number of parts of the soul:

«ExeL d& amoplav eVOLG Mg Te del pogax Aéyetv TG PuxNS Kat mdéoa. TEOTIOV YAQ
TV dmepa paivetan’.,

But which are the parts (pogwx) or faculties/powers (dvvdpeic) of the soul
according to Aristotle? The Stageirite philosopher defines the soul as «tovto @
Copev kal aioBavoueba kat diavoovpeba mowtwe» («that with which we
primarily live, perceive and think»)° and as that which is associated with the
following faculties/powers (duvapewc). In the next passages Aristotle distinguishes

three faculties of the soul:
(a) De Generatione Animalium, Book 11, Chapter 3, 736 b 8-14:
«Trv uév odv Opentiky YoxAy’ T oméouata Kol T KUHUATA TX <A>XWOLOTA

dnAov OtLdvvdpet pev Exovra Oetéov, évepyela O’ ovk €xovta, mELV 1) KaBdmeQ T
XWOLLOHEVA TV KUNUATWV EAKEL TV TEOPNV Kal TOLEL TO TNG TOXVTNG PUXTS

* Ibid., 11, 1, 412 b 5-6. This is the last of the three general definitions of the soul outlined by Aristotle
in Book II, Chapter 1 of the treatise De Anima. The other two are the following: (i) Ibid., 11, 1, 412 a
19-21: «trjv Puxnv ovoiav eivat wg eldog owpatog Guotkov duvapel Cwtv €xovtoc», «the
soul is substance in the sense of a natural body having life in potentiality» and (ii) Ibid., II, 1, 412 a 21-
22: « 0" ovola évteAéxelar TOLOUTOL dpa OwWHATOS évteAéxela», «And substance is actuality.
Therefore it is actuality of such as this body».

3 Aristotle, op. cit., 111, 9, 432 a 22-24: «in what sense we are to speak of parts of the soul and how
many they are. For in a sense their number is innumerable».

® Ibid., 11, 2, 414 a 12-13.

" The emphasis in the present paper is added.
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£€0YOV' MEWTOV UEV yaQ &mavt €ouce CNv ta totavta GutoL Blov. Emopévwg de
dNAov étLkal Tegl ¢ aloOnTiknc AekTéov PuXTC KAl TteQL TG VONTIKAG™>®

(b) De Anima, Book 11, Chapter 4, 415 a 14-18 and Book III, Chapter 9, 432 b 6-7:

«Avaykalov d¢ tOvV pEéAAoOvVTA meQl TovTwV okéPv motelobat Aafetv Ekaotov
avTV Tt 0Ty, €10’ oUTWC TEQL TV EXOHEVWY Kal TTEQL TWV AAAWV ETilnTelv. &l
d¢ xon Aéyew Tl ékaotov avT@V, olov TL TO vonTikov 1) TO aloOnTikov 1) TO
Opemtidy, TEdTeQov ETL AekTéOoV Ti TO VOETv Kai Tl O aioBdveaOar»’

«&l 0& Tpia 1) Yoy
(¢c) Ethica Nicomachea, Book I, Chapter 7, 1098 a 1-5:

«adoolotéov doa TNy te Opemtikny kKat Ty avéntikny Cwnv. Emouévn d¢ aloOntikn
TIC v el Paitveral d¢ kat avTr) Ko Kal (mnw kat Pot kal mavtl Cow. Aelmetal
ON mMpPakTIK TIC TOU AOoyov ExovToc: ToUTOL 0& TO HEV WG Emumelfes Adyw, T0 O wg
¢xov kai dlavoovpevovs ',

As it has been shown these faculties are: (a) the nutritive (Opemtikr)), (b) the
sensitive (aioOntikr)), and (c) the rational (vontkr)) faculty/power of the soul.

The nutritive faculty/power (8pemtikn) dUvaun) of the soul, being the same as

the reproductive (yevvnrtikn)) («€met 9 1) avt) dUvapg g YPuxne Opemtikn kat

8 Aristotle, De Generatione Animalium, 11, 3, 736 b 8-14: «As regards nutritive Soul, then, it is clear
that we must posit that semens and fetations which are not separated <from the parent> possess it
potentially, though not in actuality—i.e., not until they begin to draw the nourishment to themselves
and perform the function of nutritive Soul, as fetations which get separated <from the parent> do; for
to begin with it seems that all things of this sort live the life of a plant. And it is clear we should follow
a similar line also in our statements about sentient [or sensitive] Soul and rational Soul» trans. by A.
Peck.

o Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 4, 415 a 14-18: «The enquirer who approaches this subject must ascertain
what each of these faculties is before he proceeds to investigate the questions next in order and so
forth. But if we are asked to state what each of these is; that is to say, what the rational, sensitive and
nutritive faculties/powers respectively are, we must begin by stating what thinking is and what sense
perception is» see R. D. Hicks.

0 Ibid., 111, 9, 432 b 6-7: «and if the soul is tripartite».

i Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, 1, 7, 1098 a 1-5: «Let us exclude, therefore, the life of nutrition and
growth. Next there would be a life of perception, but it also seems to be common even to the horse, the
ox, and every animal. There remains, then, an active life of the element that has a rational principle; of
this, one part has such a principle in the sense of being obedient to one, the other in the sense of
possessing one and exercising thought» trans. by W. D. Ross.
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yevvntuer»)'?, exists in all living beings, including plants and animals. It is the first
and most common faculty of the soul and is essential to all livings beings. Its works
are reproduction and nutrition («1| Yo Ooemtikr) Pux1) kal T0lg AAAOIG VTTAQXEL KAl
TIOWTN Kal Kowotatn duvapic éott Ppuxng, kad' flv dmagyxet 10 (v &maow. 1¢
éotiv €Qya yevvnoat kai Toodm) XQﬁO‘@O&L»)B. It does it’s own work better when the
animal is asleep than when it is awake'*.

Next comes the sensitive faculty/power (aioOntikr)) of the soul, which exists in
all animals. In plants there is no sensitive faculty/power apart from the nutritive. The
sensitive part of the soul cannot exist without the nutritive, and it exists not in
actuality (évepyelq), but only in potentiality (vaokpa)ls.

Finally, species like man have in addition the rational (vontwkov) or discursive
(diavonrtikov) faculty/power of the soul and the mind/intellect (voug):

«€violg d¢ mMEOC TOUTOLS VTTAQXEL KAl TO KATX TOTOV KIVITIKOV, £TEQOLS O Kal To

OtavontTikov Te Kal vovg, olov avOewTmols kal &l TL TOOLTOV €TeQdv 0TV M
’ 16
TILLOTEQOV> .

12 Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 4, 416 a 19-20.
B Ibid., 11, 4, 415 a 23-26.

" See also Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 2, 413 b 7-8: «OpenTikov d¢ Aéyopev TO TOLODTOV HOQLOV TAG
Puxne ov Kal T PUOpEVA PEeTEXEL», «by the nutritive part we mean that part of the soul which is
common even to plants». Ibid., II, 3, 414 a 32-33: «Omapyet 0¢ tolg pév Putoic 0 OpemTiKoy
HOVOV», «plants have only the nutritive part». Ibid., 111, 9, 432 a 28-29: «t0 te OpemTiKov, O KAl
Tolg PuTOlg VMAQXEL Kal TMAOL Tolg LoLe», «the nutritive part, which belongs to plants and to all
animals». Idem., Ethica Eudemia, 11, 1, 1219 b 22-23: «&v 1@ Umvw Yoo HAAAOV €veQyel To
Opentirov», «for the nutritive part functions more in sleep» etc.

15 See Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 3, 414 a 32-414 b 1: «OTAaQyeL d¢ ol Hev Pputoic 10 OgemTiKoV
HOVOV, ETEQOLS OE TOVTO T kal 10 alodntTikov», «plants have only the nutritive part, while other
[living beings] have this and in addition the sensitive part». Ibid., 11, 3, 415 a 1-3: «&vev Hev yaQ to0
BoemtikoL 70 aioOntikov ovk €otv: 100 O aioOntikod xweiletal T Boemtikov €v TOolg
PuToIc», «the sensitive part does not exist without the nutritive; but in plants the nutritive part exists
without the sensitive». Ibid., 11, 5, 417 a 6-7: «dfjAov 00V OTL T0 alocONTIKOV OVK E0TLV €veQyelq,
AAA dDUVAHEL HOVOV», «it is clear that the sensitive part is in actuality not in potentiality». Idem.,
Ethica Eudemia, 11, 1, 1219 b 23-24: «70 0’ aloONTIKOV Kotl OQEKTIKOV ATEAT] €V Q) UTtvw», «the
sensitive and appetitive parts are ineffective/incomplete in sleep» etc.

16 Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 3, 414 b 16-19.
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The ancient Aristotelian commentator, Philoponus, explains «bwcvommév»”,
namely the discursive faculty/power of the soul, as «duvapet vovc», namely as the

«potential mind»:

«ETéQolg Kal TO dlavonTikdy, Brteg 0T duvapel vois, olov év avBowmots» ™.

The «potential mind» is analogous to the «passive mind», «which becomes all
things» («t@ mavta yiveo@at»)lg. Apart from the «potential mind» there is also the
«&¢veQyela or évreAexela voug» (actuality mind), which is analogous to the
«momTkog voug» (active mind). So, according to the previous remarks we could say
that in line 414 b 18 of De Anima the term «voug» («mind») probably refers to the
«active mind», which is the superior part of the soul. This part of the soul is strongly
related to the discursive (diavontkov) part of the soul, and their difference is
indiscernible (indistinguishable). Consequently, when Aristotle says that «others have
also the discursive faculty/power and mind» («€téQolg d¢ kAl TO dDAVONTIKOV TE KAl
voug») he probably means that: (a) the discursive faculty/power is this part of the soul
where the passive mind acts, and (b) the mind is the active mind, which is the superior

part of the soul?.

" Ibid., 11, 3,414 b 18.
18 Joannes Philoponus, Aristotelis de Anima, 15, 255, 4-5.

19 Aristotle, op. cit., 111, 5, 430 a 14-15. The «passive mind», which is called by Simplicius (Idem.,
Aristotelis De Anima, 11, 242, 17-18: «O tolovtog 6 wg VAN mEOg Yap to Eéoxatov anodidotar
Kkat 6twe wg VAN, édnAwoev, étL tq mdvta yiyveoOaur») and Alexander of Aphrodisias (Idem.,
De Anima, 81, 24-25: «OAKOG voug KaAeltal te kat €ott (Tav Y&Q TO dekTKOV TIvOg VAN
€kelvov)») as «OAKOG vouc» («mind which is like matter»), is a mind which becomes all the
intelligible objects («tx vontd»). And since this mind is like matter, and matter as Aristotle says is
identical to potentiality (Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 1, 412 a 9: «€otL d" 1] pév VAN dvalic»), then this
mind is a «potential mind» («duvapet vovuc»). This mind is receptive of the forms of the objects. It is
a kind of substratum that receives the forms («&idn») of the intelligible objects.

% In a certain chapter of my dissertation [see Christina S. Papachristou, The Cognitive Process in the
Aristotelian  Philosophy: AioOnoic (Sense), AioOnua (Sensation), @avtacia (Phantasia),
Qavracua (Phantasma), Mvnun (Memory), Mvnuovevua (Mnemonic Image), Novc (Mind),
Nonua (Noéma), Ph.D. Thesis (in Greek) (Thessaloniki: Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2008),
Part 4, Ch. 3, pp. 273-300] I consider and I try to rebut several arguments that commentators have
advanced in favor of the thesis that in De Anima, 1II, 5 Aristotle is referring to two distinct minds,

which correspond to the human (maOntukog vovc) and the active mind (o tikog vovg), which is
analogous, as certain Aristotelian scholars believe, to the divine mind. Besides that, I argue that this
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Aristotle in lines 413 b 11-13 determines the soul according to the following

faculties/powers, the nutritive, sensitive, discursive and locomotive:

«OV O’ émi tooovtov elogoOw pdvov, OtL €oTiv 1) PuxT) TV elpNUéVWV TOUTWV
AOXM KAl TOVTOLG (QLOTalL, BQETMTIKG, ATONTIK®, dlavonTikg), Kivhioe»™.

As we can see in this passage, the philosopher adds another part or faculty of the soul,
the locomotive (kivnoic = kivntkov kata tonov). This faculty is related to the
local movement of animals and is also described as the «progressive motion»
(«TTOQEVTIKT) KIVNOLS»):

«Tl TO KIVOUV KATA TOTOV TO OOV €0TLV;...AAAX TteQL TG KaTd TOTOV KIVAoEewS, Tl
\ ~ \ ~ \ \ , / 22
TO KLVOUV TO CQOV TNV OPEVTIKNY KIVNOLV, OKETITEOV» .

In lines 414 a 31-32 Aristotle adds another faculty of the soul, the appetitive

(0QeKTIKOV):

/ >y 7 > 1.2 > /7 \ \ 7
«@uvapeg O elmopev BeMTIKGV, OPeKTIKOV?, AloONTIOV, KIVNTIKOV KAT& TOTOV,
/ 24
OLAVONTIKOV» .

And in lines 414 b 1-2 he says that:

division is related to the duality of a single mind, and I put forward the view that this distinction could
find its parallel in the distinction between the physical brain (the physical and biological matter
contained within the skull) and the energetic function of thought [Charalambos S. Ierodiakonou,
Psychological Issues in the Writings of Aristotle (in Greek) (Thessaloniki: Mastorides, 2004), p. 243].
Cf. also Christina S. Papachristou, «The Puzzling Role of the Brain in Aristotle’s Theory of Sense
Perception», herausgeber von Jochen Althoff, Sabine Follinger, Georg Wohrle, Antike
Naturwissenschaft und ihre Rezeption, Band XVIII (Trier: Wissenschaftlicher Verlag, 2008), pp. 18-
19.

2 Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 2, 413 b 11-13.
2 Ibid., 111, 9, 432 b 8-14.

> See Ibid., 111, 9, 432 b 3-4, «11Qdg d¢ TOVTOIG TO OPEKTIKOV, O KAl AdY® Kai duvaiel ETeQov
av d6&etev elval mavtwv», «In addition to these there is the appetitive faculty, which would seem to
be different from all both in concept and in potentiality». Ibid., III, 10, 433 a 21: «€v 01) TL TO KLVOUV
T0 0pekTIKOV», «Thus that which produces movement is one in kind, the appetitive faculty». Ibid., 111,
10, 433 b 27-29: «6Awg HEV 0OV, WOmeQ eipntal, 1) 0pekTikov 1O (Qov, tavt) £ovToD
KLVNTIKOV* OpEKTIKOV O OVK AveL Pavtaoiag», «thus, in general, as we have already said, the
animal is capable of movement itself so far as it is appetitive: and it cannot be appetitive without
imagination». Idem., Ethica Eudemia, 11, 1, 1219 b 23-24: «10 8" aloONTIKOV Kol OpEKTIKOV ATEAT
€v 1@ UTtvw», «the sensitive and appetitive parts are ineffective/incomplete in sleep» etc.

2 Aristotle, De Anima, 11, 3, 414 a 31-32.
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«el & TO aloONTIKOV, Kal TO 0QEKTIKOV: 0QeEIC HEV yaQ émBupia kal Oupog Katl
BovANoIc»”.

The previous remark allows us to assert that the appetitive power (0gekTikdV) 1S
part of the sensitive power (atoOntucov) or that the possession of the sensitive faculty
involves the possession of the appetitive faculty. In other words, dpextikdv belongs
to everything that has sensation.

Elsewhere, specifically in lines 432 b 3-6, Aristotle says:

«TEOG O& TOVTOLS TO OQEKTIKOV, O Kal Adyw kat duvduel €tegov av ddetev etvatl
TIAVTWV. KAl ATOTOV 1) TO TOVTO dXOTIAV" €V TE T AOYLOTIKQ YOQ 1) POVANCIS
yivetay, kai év ¢ dAGyw 1) drbvpia kai 6 Oupudg»

Therefore, the philosopher remarks here that the appetitive faculty is both rational
(1 povAnoig, namely wish) and irrational (1 éruOvpia kat 6 Ovpdg, namely desire
and spiritedness).

Aristotle in lines 432 a 28- 432 b 4 adds another part of the soul, the imaginative
(q)av’cacmucév)y, which is distinct from the other parts (podowx) or faculties

(duvapeig), and it is difficult to say with which of the parts it is identical or not:

5 Ibid., 11, 3, 414 b 1-2: «and if any class of living things has the sensitive [faculty/power] it must also
have the appetitive; where under appetite we include desire, spiritedness and wish».

2 Ibid., 111, 9, 432 b 3-6: «In addition to these there is the appetitive faculty, which would seem to be
different from all both in concept and in potentiality. And it is absurd to separate this; For in the
rational part of the soul corresponds wish and in the irrational part of the soul desire and spiritedness».

2 See Aristotle, De Insomniis et De Divinatione per Somnun, 1, 458 b 29-31: «&AA’ elte d1) TAVTOV
€10’ €tepov 10 pavtaocTikov ¢ PuXNc Kal T0 aloBnTikdv, oLdEV fTTOV OV YiveTal &vev TOL
ooav kat atoBaveoOat tu», «But whether the imaginative faculty of the soul and the sensitive are
the same or different, nevertheless the affection does not occur without our seeing or perceiving
something». Ibid., I, 459 a 14-22: «émtel ¢ mepl pavtaoiag v tolg egl Yoy elonTal, kal €0t
UEV TO avTO TQ AloONTIKE T0 PavTacTikov, T0 O’ elval pavtaoTikw kKol aloOnTke €tegov,
€0t d¢ pavtaoia 1) VO TS kAT EvéQyelav aloOMoews YIvoUévn KIVNOLS, TO O €VOmVIOV
davtaoua T patvetal etvat (o yap €v Vv pavtaoua evomviov Aéyopev, €0’ anAdwg
elTe TOOTIOV TV YIVOLLEVOV), PaveQOV OTL TOL aloBNTIKOD LéV €0TL TO EVUTVIALELY, TOUTOV
0’ 1) pavraotikov», «And since phantasia has been discussed in [the treatise] on the soul, and the
imaginative faculty is the same as the sensitive, though their function is different for the imaginative
and the sensitive; and phantasia is the movement produced by the active sense, and the dream appears
to be a kind of phantasma (for a phantasma which appears in sleep, is what we call a dream, whether it
occurs simply or in a particular way), it is obvious that dreaming is the work of the sensitive faculty,
but belongs to this faculty qua imaginative» see D. Gallop.
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«TtEQL WV Katl vOv elpnta, o te OQemTIKOV, O Kal TOlS PLTOIC VTTAQXEL KAl TTATL TOIG
Cwolg, kal 10 aloOntuov, 6 ovte wg &Aoyov ovte wg Aoyov €xov Oein av Tig
oadlws. Tl d¢ 10 PavtacTikov, O T HEV Elval MAVTwV ETEQOV, TVl d¢ TOVTWV
TavTOV 1) €tepov, €xel MOAANV amoplav, &l Tig Onoel kexwolopéva HooL g
PUXNG. TEOS D& TOVTOLS TO OQEKTIKOV, O Kal Adyw Kat duvapel €tegov av dOEetev
elva Tavtawv»™®,

Consequently, according to the previous analysis, the parts (poowx) or faculties
(dvvapeic) of the soul—«with an order of succession within...living beings...going

from the most widely shared to the less widely shared capacities»>—can be summed

up in the following table:

Aristotle’s Division of the Parts or Faculties/Powers of the Soul

1. Nutritive (@pemtik6v) or Reproductive (I'evvntikdv)

2. Appetitive (desire, spiritedness, wish) [Opektikov (€mbupia, Ovuog, fovAnoig)]

3. Sensitive (AioOnTikov)

4. Locomotive/Motive according to place (Kwvntikov kata témov)

5. Imaginative (Pavtaotikdv)

6. (a) Rational (Nontwkdv) or Discursive (ALO(VOT]TLKéV)3O = Passive Mind (ITaOntikog

Noug)

28 Aristotle, De Anima, 111, 9, 432 a 28-432 b 4: «those [parts] which we have just discussed, the
nutritive, which belongs both to plants and to all animals, and the sensitive, which could not easily be
classed either as irrational or rational. There is also the imaginative, which is different from all of them,
while it is very difficult to say with which of them it is identical or not identical, if someone will set up
separate parts of the soul. In addition to these there is the appetitive, which would seem to be different
from all both in concept and in potentiality».

» Ronald Polansky (ed.), Aristotle’s De Anima: A Critical Commentary (Cambridge, New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2007), p. 9.

** For a useful analysis of the meanings vontik6v and dtavontikév cf. Klaus Oehler, Die Lehre vom
Noetischen und Dianoetischen Denken bei Platon und Aristoteles: Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung der
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N

(b) Mind (Novg) = the Active Mind (ITomntikog Novg) acts on the Passive Mind

Table 1

II. Phantasia (Pavtacic) and Phantasma (Pavtaocua) in De Anima 111, 37

It is generally agreed that Aristotle analyses the function of phantasia
(c])aVTaO[a)32 and its relation to phantasmata (Gavtaopata) in his psychological
treatises™ . Phantasia (q)avracia)34 is the main subject of discussion in De Anima 111,

335

Geschichte des Bewussteinsproblems in der Antike (Miinchen: Zetemata, Heft 29, C. H. Beck, 1962),
pp- 131-244.

' An earlier version of this topic was presented at the 35" Annual Conference of the Panhellenic
Association of Philologist: Aristotle: Leading Teacher and Thinker (October 6-8, 2008, Benaki
Museum, Athens). Cf. Christina S. Papachristou, «The Influence of the Aristotelian Theory of
Phantasia in the Stoic Philosophy and in the Scientific Work of George J. Romanes» (in Greek), in
Anastasios Stephos — Spiros Touliatos (eds.), Seminar 36: Aristotle: Leading Teacher and Thinker,
(Athens: Ellinoekdotiki, Panhellenic Association of Philologist, 2009), pp. 72-89.

32 Even though the Greek word ‘phantasia’ is usually translated it as ‘imagination’, I prefer to leave the
word untranslated. I believe that the word ‘imagination’ does not convey Aristotle’s notion of
‘phantasia’ as honestly and as understandably as possible.

3 Aristotle’s psychological treatises are De Anima (ITeot Wuxnc) and Parva Naturalia (Mucoa
Quvowa). The Parva Naturalia is a collection of short treatises: (1) De Sensu et Sensibilibus (Ileot
AloOnoews kai AloOntwv). (2) De Memoria et Reminiscentia (Ilepi Mvrung xadl
Avapviioewq). (3) De Somno et Vigilia (Ilepl “Yrtvov kat Eyonyoooewc). (4) De Insomniis (11eot
‘Evunviwv). (5) De Divinatione per Somnun (Ileot e KaB’ “Ymvov Mavtikng). (6) De
Longitudine et Brevitate Vitae (Ileot Makgofiotntoc kai Boaxvpiottoc). (7) De Iuventute et
Senectute (Ilepl Neotnrog xat I'Mowg). (8) De Vita et Morte (Ileotl Zwng kol @avatov). (9) De
Respiratione (Ilepl Avarivonc). In addition the Stageirite philosopher investigates briefly several
psychological phenomena in his political [e.g. Politica (IToAttika)], metaphysical [e.g. Metaphysica
Meta taa Puowea)], ethical [e.g. Ethica Nicomachea (HOuca Nucopdxewa)], and biological [e.g.
De Motu Animalium (Ileot Z)wv Kivrjoewg)] treatises.

* Some indicative readings for the Aristotelian notion of phantasia are listed below: Jakob
Freudenthal, Ueber den Begriff des Wortes Qavtacia bei Aristoteles (Gottingen: 1863). David A.
Rees, «Aristotle’s Treatment of ®avtaoia», in J. P. Anton and G. L. Kustas (eds.), Essays in Ancient
Greek Philosophy, (Albany, New York: State University of New York Press, 1971), pp. 491-504.
Malcolm Schofield, «Aristotle on Imagination», in G. E. R. Lloyd and G. E. L. Owen (eds.), Aristotle
on Mind and the Senses: Proceedings of the Seventh Symposium Aristotelicum [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1978 (1975")], pp. 99-140. Joyce Engmann, «Imagination and Truth in Aristotle»,
Journal of the History of Philosophy 14 (1976): pp. 259-65. Martha C. Nussbaum, «The Role of
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sy e s ¢ , s a , , , ¢~ , 3,
«el o1 ¢oTv 1) pavtaocia kad’ fiv Aéyouev Gavtaoud L Uiy yiyveodoan ™,

According to the contemporary view of ‘imagination’ — phantasia — we define
‘imagination’ as the capacity or power of the mind to create, to recombine or
reproduce and to call up mental images of objects, events, faces or scenes, which are
not present to the senses”’.

Aristotle’s concept of phantasia in comparison to the contemporary concept of
‘imagination’ has a wider meaning. David Ross, in his book entitled Aristotle, lists the
main functions of phantasia as: (a) the formation of after-images; (b) memory
(pvnun); (c) recollection (&vapvnoic); (d) dreams (évomviay); (e) in relation to desire
(¢mBvpiar); (f) in relation to thought (to vonw<év)38.

According to Malcolm Schofield «it was Aristotle who gave the first extended
analytical description of imagining as a distinct faculty of the soul»> [imaginative

part (0 pavraotikov poéotov)], which cannot be independent of the body:

Phantasia in Aristotle’s Explanation of Action», in Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium: Text with
Translation, Commentary, and Interpretative Essays by Martha C. Nussbaum (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1978), pp. 221-269. Kevin White, «The Meaning of Phantasia in
Aristotle’s De Anima, 111, 3-8», Dialogue 24 (1985): pp. 483-505. Deborah K. W. Modrak, «Phantasia
Reconsidered», Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 66 (1986): pp. 47-69. Michael V. Wedin, Mind
and Imagination in Aristotle (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1988). Dorothea Frede,
«The Cognitive Role of Phantasia in Aristotle», in M. C. Nussbaum and A. O. Rorty (eds.), Essays on
Aristotle’s De Anima, [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996 (19921)], pp. 279-295. Victor Caston, «Why
Aristotle Needs Imagination», Phronesis 41, Number 1 (1996): pp. 20-55. Kenneth Turnbull, «De
Anima iii 3*», in L. P. Gerson (ed.), Aristotle: Critical Assessments, Vol. I: Psychology and Ethics,
(London and New York: Routledge, 1999), pp. 83-120 etc.

% Castoriadis argues that «Aristotle discovers the imagination philosophically — phantasia — but what
he says about it thematically, when he treats it ex professo (fixing the imagination in its alleged place,
between sensation, of which it would be a reproduction, and intellection, thereby governing for 25
centuries what everybody thinks about it) is of little consequence next to what he has truly to say about
it, which he says elsewhere, and which he has no way of reconciling with what he thinks about phusis,
the soul, thinking and being». See Cornelius Castoriadis, The Imaginary Institution of Society,
translated by Kathleen Blarney [Cambridge: MIT Press, 1998 (1975")], pp. 174-175.

% Aristotle, De Anima, 1II, 3, 428 a 1-2: «phantasia is the faculty/power by which a phantasma
[(mental) representation] is presented to us».

7 See Ted Honderich (ed.), The Oxford Companion to Philosophy (Oxford, New York: Oxford
University Press, 1995), p. 395.

38 See Sir David Ross, Aristotle, with a new introduction by John L. Ackrill [New York: Routledge,
1995 (19231, pp. 90-91.

¥ Malcolm Schofield, «Aristotle on Imagination», in G. E. R. Lloyd and G. E. L. Owen (eds.),
Aristotle on Mind and the Senses: Proceedings of the Seventh Symposium Aristotelicum [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1978 (1975")], p. 99.
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«HAAoTa O €otkev OOV TO VOeLv: €L O €0TL Kal TOLTO dpavTacia TG 1) Un avev
pavtaoiog, ovk Evdéxort’ &v ovdE TovT dvev cwHaTog eivan™.

Aristotle remarks that phantasia (pavtaoia) is different from sensation
(aiobnowg), and thought (6lé(VOLa)4l. And that means that Aristotle’s conception of
phantasia differs from that of Plato’s Sophist. In other words, phantasia for Aristotle
1s not «a mixture of sensation and judgement» («ocVOHpELELS aloONoews Kal DOENG»),
as Plato believed*?. Also the Stageirite philosopher asserts that phantasia (Pavraoia)
is a kind of motion (kivnoic) in the soul that cannot exist apart from sensation
(alobnowg) —it is caused by the activity of sensation”— and supposition
(OmoANYPg), and the term ‘OméANYPic’, as Philoponus notes, includes «knowledge,
right thinking/practical wisdom and opinion» («OTOANYIC KAt EmOTAUNG Kol
doovioews kai d6Enc Aéyeta)*. Phantasia, according to Aristotle, is an affection
(m&Boc) and «this affection is in our own power whenever we wish». So, it is up to us

to imagine, but it is not up to us to believe, «for the belief that we hold must be either

false or true»:

«pavtacio Yoo €tegov kal alofnoews kat davolag avTr) Te oU YiyveTtal avev
> / vy /. > > c / 4 % > > ¥ < LAY /
aioBnoews, kai &vev TavTng ovk oty DTOANYPISY. 6TLd’ oUK EoTrv 1) avT) vONoig

0 Aristotle, De Anima, 1, 1, 403 a 8-10: «Thinking seems to be peculiar to the soul; But if thinking is a
kind of phantasia, then it would not be possible even for thinking to be independent of the body».

4 Ibid., 101, 3, 427 b 14-15.

* See Plato, Sophist, 264 a 4-264 b 3: ({EE.} TLd étav i) ka® avtod dAAR O aloOoews TaQr
T, TO ToLTOV av TAB0g &Q’ oldv te 000wg eimelv €teQdv Tt MANV dpaviaciav; {OEAL}
Ovdév. {EE.} Ovkovv émeimeg Adyog aAnO1c v kai Pevdnic, Tovtwv O’ EPdvn dikvolx pev
avTthe mEOog Eavtnv Puxng dadoyog, dofa ¢ davolag amoteAevTNoLS, «hatvetar d& O
Aéyopev oOppelElc alobnoews kal dOENG, avaykn 1 kat ToUTwV T AOYQw OLYYEVOV
Ovtwv Pevdn [te] avtwv évia kat éviote eivaw».

“ Aristotle, De Anima, 111, 3, 428 b 11-13: «1) 8¢ pavtaoio kKivnoic Tig dokel elval kal oK &vev
aloOnoewes yiyveoOatr aAA’ aicOavopévolg kat wv alodnoig éotwv». Ibid., 111, 3, 429 a 1-2.

Phantasia is a type of motion that arises by actual sensation. Sensation is activated by the presence of
the external object.

* Toannes Philoponus, Aristotelis de Anima, 15, 492, 12.

* The term «OTIOAN PG> has puzzled many Aristotelian scholars. For example Philoponus, as we have
already noticed, says that «OTOANYPIC Kat' EmOTAUNG Kol PEOVIoews Kkal dOENG Aéyetaus.
Robert D. Hicks notices that «OmoANPic» and «dkvoia» are closely related, «for in 429 a 23
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kal OMOANYPIE, Pavegov. TovTO HEV yaQ TO mdOog &P’ Muiv Eotlv, Otav
BovAwpeBa®™ (mEd duudtwv yao £ott T moujoacBal, OOTEQ of &V Toig
Hvnuovikoic tifépevol kai eidwAomolovvreg), doLaletv ' olx ¢’ UiV Avdykn
yaQ 1) YevdeoOat 7 dANOevev»™.

In this passage it is important the phrase «mEo oupatwv yap €ott T
nomjoaoBa»’, which means our ability to voluntarily («étav PovAwpeda») set
before our eyes mental images, as do those who use memorization techniques, which

are based on sight and the powers of visualization. Therefore, phantasia in the above

passage seems to be associated or even identified with visual imagery, that is, the

vToAapBavet is obviously added to explain dixvoeitat [«(Aéyw d¢ voOv @ dlavoeitat Kol
vmoAapBavet 1) Puxt))»]... The term OTOAMPLC is not a technical term, and is chosen here because it
will include émiotrun), d6&a, and pEoVNOLc» [see Aristotle, De Anima, with translation, introduction
and notes by Robert D. Hicks [New York: Arno Press, 1976 (1907')], p. 457]. David W. Hamlyn
asserts that the word OmOANPIC «is a difficult word to translate since it appears to express a very
general notion which functions somewhat as the notion of judgement did in the writings of the
Absolute Idealists...» [see Aristotle, De Anima, Books II and III (with certain passages from Book I),
translated with introduction and notes by D. W. Hamlyn, Clarendon Aristotle Series (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1968), p. 130]. David W. Hamlyn and Ronald Polansky [see Ronald Polansky, op.
cit., 2007), p. 411] translate the word UTOANYIS as «supposition». For further discussion and
definition of the term «OTOANP1G» see Frangoise Caujolle-Zaslawsky, «L’ Emploi d” Hupolepsis dans
le De Anima, 111, 3», sous la direction de Gilbert Romeyer-Dherbey, etudes réunies par Cristina Viano,
Corps et Ame: Sur le De Anima d’ Aristote (Paris: J. Vrin, 1996), pp. 349-365.

 Aristotle in lines 427 b 17-18 of the treatise De Anima says that «this affection [namely phantasia] is
in our power, whenever we wish». But Aristotle’s concept of phantasia is connected not only with
mental images formed in the course of waking thought, but also with dream images (¢vOTvia) formed
while we are asleep. And while we are asleep, as Aristotle remarks, perception and judgement do not
occur. Therefore, dream images, which are one of the works of phantasia, do not occur whenever we
wish (see De Insomniis, 1, 459 a 15-23 and 111, 462 a 27-31).

*7 Aristotle by the phrase «those who set things out in mnemonic systems» (<0l £V TOIG UVT)LOVIKOIG

TOépevor») he probably means those who used Mnemonics, the mnemonic art, which was invented
by a Greek lyric poet, Simonides of Ceos (556-469 B.C.).

8 Aristotle, De Anima, 111, 3 427 b 14-21: «Because phantasia is different from sensation and thought;
this [namely phantasia] cannot exist apart from sensation and supposition. It is manifest that
[phantasia] is not the same kind of thinking as supposal. For this affection is in our own power
whenever we wish (for it is possible to represent an object before our eyes, as do those who set things
out in mnemonic systems and form [mental] images of them), but believing/forming opinions is not in
our own power; For it is necessary to be either false or true».

* Vasileios Tatakis translates the passage «7QO OUUATWY Y&Q 0Tt Tt omjoacdaws as «for it is
possible to represent an object before the soul’s eye». He justifies the translation of «7tQ0 OHHATWV»
as «before the soul’s eye» by citing the passage «1] 0" £€£1¢ T@ SppATL TOUTE YiveTatl TS Puxnc»,
namely, «and this eye of the soul acquires its formed state» (Ethica Nicomachea, VI, 13, 1144 a 29-
30).
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ability to form mental images, or to ‘see with the mind’s eye’. For example, if
someone asks us to describe in detail a lion that is not physically present, we will
probably find ourselves ‘looking at’ or ‘visualizing’ lions with ‘our mind’s eye’.
Moreover, I would like to note that we should be very careful about how we
interpret the product of the faculty of phantasia, davtaoua, in the Aristotelian texts.
My suggestion is that the word «pavtaoua», which is mentioned twelve times in De
Anima®®, may conveniently and aptly be translated as: (a) «representation» or
«image» in contexts where «pdavtaopoa» is related only with the faculty of phantasia
(e.g. «el d1) éotv 1) Ppavtaoia ka®’ fjv Aéyopev paviaopd Tt Uty yiyveoBaw)’',
and (b) as «mental representation» or «mental image», when «dbavtaocua» is
described by the philosopher as the substratum upon which the mind works (e.g. «(d10

OVdETOTE VOET GVEL GAVTATHATOS 1) Wux)») .

II1. Indefinite/Indeterminate (Aodpiarog), Sensitive (AioOntikn) and Calculative or
Deliberative (Aoyiotixn or Bovicvtikn) Phantasia (Pavraoio)

On the basis of Aristotle’s discussion concerning the role and function of

phantasia in certain chapters and passages of the treatise De Anima, we could say that

% The word «q)éw’cacp.a» is mentioned twelve times in the treatise De Anima. See Aristotle, De
Anima, III, 3, 428 a 1-2: «ei O éotwv 1) Pavracia kal’ fjv Aéyouev pavracud T Muiv
yiyvecOaw. Op. cit, 1II, 7, 431 a 14-17: «t) d¢ davontkn Yuxn tad ¢paviacuata olov
aloOnuata vmagxet. Otav d¢ ayabov 1 kakov ¢rjon 1) anodnor), dpevyet 1) dudket (dLo
0VLOEMOTE VOEL Avev pavtacuatoc 1) Yuxn)». Op. cit., III, 7, 431 b 2-8: «tax pév ovv &idn 1o
VONTIKOV &V TOIC PavTaouaot VOEL, KAl we €v €Kelvolg weLoTal avTt@ TO dWKTOV Kal
devkToV, Kal E€KTOg TG alobnoewe, Otav Emi TV (avTtacudTwv 1), KIVEITAU OlovV
aloBavopevog Tov GoukTov OtL g, [T ko] Yvwellet, 60V KIVOUUEVOV, OTL TTOAEULOG.
0T¢ d¢ Toic &V TM) PuXT pavtdouacty 1) VOrjHaoty MomeQ 0wV Aoyiletal kol fovAevetal T
pHéEAAOVTa TEOG Tt maodvtax. Op. cit., 1II, 8, 432 a 8-14: «Otav te OewQr), avaykn aua
Qavidaouatt OewEV' Td YOQ pavidouata oTeQ alodiuatd ¢ott, ANV dvev DANG. €0l d’
N Pavtacia étegov Ppdoews Kal AMOPATEWS CUUTAOKT] YXQ VONUATWY ¢0Ti TO AAN0Eg Iy
Peddoc. tax d¢ mE@ta vonuata Tivi dloioel ToL Un pavtdcuata eivay 1) ovdE TAAAQ
paviaouata, AAA’ oVk Avev paviacuatwv». Op. cit., 11, 11, 434 a 9-10: «wote dVvvatal &v ék
TIAELOVWYV PaVTATUATWY TIOLELV)».

3! Aristotle, op. cit., 111, 3, 428 a 1-2.
2 Ibid., 11,7, 431 a 16-17.
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the philosopher distinguishes three kinds or grades of phantasia (dpaviaocia): (a)
indefinite/indeterminate (&oplotog), (b) sensitive (aioBntkr)) and (c) calculative
(Aoyotikn)) or deliberative (BovAevtkn)) phantasia. Let us now examine each one of

these kinds or grades of phantasia in more detail.
(a) Indefinite/Indeterminate Phantasia (Adplotoc Paviaoia)

«ZremTéov O¢ Kal TEQL TV ATEAWV, TL TO KLVOLV €0Tiv, 0lg adr) Hovov DTTAQ)EL
aloOnotg, motegov evdéxetatl pavtaoiav DTIAQXEW TOVTOLS, ) OV,...pavTacio dO&
TS &V €Vell); 1) WOTEQ KAL KIVELTAL A0QLOTWGS, KAl TALT €veoTL HéV, doplotwe O
EveoTivy.

Certain Aristotelian commentators have interpreted the passage cited above as
follows: Themistius explains that imperfect animals (ta ateAéotepa Coa), which are
the lowest forms of animals, have phantasia, but in an inarticulate (&dt&0wtov) and
confused (ovykexvuévnv) way:

«pavtaletar doplotws, w@ote Exel pev  daviaoiav, adkebwtov ¢ Kal
ouYKEXLUEVTIVY

Philoponus says that zoophytes (animals that resemble plants)55 have an

indefinite kind of phantasia, because the movements of these creatures are

indeterminate:

«&v tolg Lwodvtols, Pnoty, doplotwe EoTiv 1) paviaoia, wg dNAOL TO AOQLOTOV TG
KWV OEWS aUT@V. AOQLOTOV & KAAEL TV CwodpUTwV TNV KIvnoty dix To pr) Opolwg
ovoTéAAeoOal te kal dotéAAecOal, AAAQ Tote pEV HAAAOV, TOTE D& TjTTOV' N
400(0Twg Aéyel dvTi TOD AHLIEWS KAl TTeMAVNUEVWS» .

53 Ibid., 111, 11, 433 b 31-434 a 5: «We must also consider what it is that produces movement in the
imperfect animals, which have no sense but touch, whether they have phantasia or not,... But how
could they have phantasia? Or is it that as their movements are indefinite/indeterminate, they have
phantasia...but indefinitely?» based on D. W. Hamlyn’s translation, but with some alterations.

> Themistius, Libros Aristotelis de Anima Paraphrasis, 5, 3, 122, 11-12: «they imagine
indeterminately, and so they have phantasia, but in an inarticulate and confused formy».

% Zoophytes or animal plants, such as corals, sea anemones and sponges, molluscs etc. are the lowest
forms of animals.

%% Philoponus, Aristotelis de Anima, 15, 592, 26-29.
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Thomas Aquinas explains that imperfect animals (animalia imperfecta) possess
an indeterminate phantasia (phantasia indeterminata). This phantasia is
indeterminate because the motion of phantasia (motus phantasiae) does not remain in

this kind of creatures after the sense object is gone:

«Videtur tamen hoc esse contrarium ei quod supra dixerat: quia si pars decisa habet sensum et
appetitum, habet etiam phantasiam; si tamen phantasia est idem cum imaginatione, ut videtur.
Dicendum est igitur, quod animalia imperfecta, ut in tertio dicetur, habent quidem
phantasiam, sed indeterminatam, quia scilicet motus phantasiae non remanet in eis post
apprehensionem sensus: in animalibus autem perfectis remanet motus phantasiae, etiam
abeuntibus sensibilibus. Et secundum hoc, dicitur hic quod imaginatio non est eadem omnibus
animalibus. Sed quaedam animalia sunt, quae hac sola vivunt, carentia scilicet intellectu, et
directa in suis operationibus per imaginationem, sicut nos dirigimur per intellectum»”".

From the above analysis we conclude that imperfect or indefinite creatures,
which have no sense except that of touch™, possess an indefinite/indeterminate kind
of phantasia. Representations of touch™ (phantasmata) or tactile representations are
the products of this kind of phantasia. In imperfect animals tactile representations are
usually diffuse and indefinite, and do not remain in them, after the sense object is

gone60 (see table 2).

57 Sancti Thomae de Aquino, Corpus Thomisticum. Sentencia Libri De Anima, Liber II, textum Taurini
1959 editum ac automato translatum a Roberto Busa SJ in taenias magneticas denuo recognovit
Enrique Alarcén atque instruxit <http://www. corpusthomisticum.org/can2.html>: «Nevertheless, this
seems to be contrary to what he said above; because if a part cut off has sense and appetite, it also has
phantasy; provided that phantasy is the same as imagination, as it seems. It must be said, therefore, that
imperfect animals, as is said in the third book, do really have phantasy, but it is one which is
indeterminate because the motion of phantasy does not remain in them after the apprehension of the
sense; however in perfect animals the motion of phantasy remains even after the sensible thing is gone.
And according to this it is said here that imagination is not the same for all animals. But there are
certain animals which live by this alone, lacking the intellect and being directed in their operations by
imagination, just as we are directed by the intellect» trans. by R. A Kocourek.

¥ Imperfect creatures cannot sense objects at a distance, but only the percepts of touch. Polansky
asserts that the word «adr] in 434 a 1 may apply to both [touch and taste]» [see Ronald Polansky, op.
cit., p. 527].

%1 translate phantasmata that are generated by the sense of touch, as representations of touch or tactile
representations. The same applies to the rest of the senses, e.g. representations of taste, sight, smell and
hearing.

% They lack the capacity for retaining sensory impressions (phantasmata).

34



Journal of Ancient Philosophy J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), Sao Paulo, v.7, n.1. p. 19-48, 2013.
ISSN 1981-9471 - FFLCH/USP DOLI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v7ilp19-48
www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga

Imperfect Animals
(zoophytes, molluscs etc.)
U
Only the Contact Sense = they can sense only objects in contact with them and in this
way they can discriminate which objects are pleasant or unpleasant to them
U
Indefinite/Indeterminate Phantasia
U
Phantasmata (Representations of Touch or Tactile Representations) = diffuse and

indefinite and do not remain in imperfect animals after the sense object is gone

Table 2

(b) Sensitive Phantasia (AloOntucn) Pavtaoio)

Regarding the next kind or grade of phantasia, we should remark the following:
Aristotle says that senmsitive phantasia is generated by sense perception
(atoBaveoBar). It does not occur without sense perception. Such kind of phantasia is
found in all animals other than man (see Aristotle’s classification of animals, table 4),

namely the irrational animals:

’ \ 5 \ oy ~ 7 1
«Ta0TNG PEv 00V Kal T dAAa (oo petéxen”

«] pEV oLV aloOntkn) davraocia, womeQ elontal, kal €v toic dAAog Cyolg
3 7 2
Oraoxen™.

At this point we can pose the question: If such kind of phantasia is shared by all
animals, even the ‘imperfect’ ones, then, what will be the difference between the

indefinite (&oolotog) and sensitive (aioOntwkn)) kind of phantasia? We shall return to

this question later.

1 Aristotle, op. cit., III, 10, 433 b 29-30: «So in the later [sensitive phantasia] and other animals
partake».

2 Ibid., 1L, 11, 434 a 5-7: «Sensitive phantasia, then, as it has been said, exists also in the other
animals».

35



Journal of Ancient Philosophy J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), Sao Paulo, v.7, n.1. p. 19-48, 2013.
ISSN 1981-9471 - FFLCH/USP DOLI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v7ilp19-48
www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga

In order to fully understand what the Stageirite philosopher is saying about
sensitive phantasia (aioOntkn dpavtaocia) —and as we shall examine later about
calculative or deliberative phantasia (Aoylotwkn) 1) BovAevtikn Pavtaocio)—, it is
necessary first to explain some of his views related to desire (¢mtiOvpia) and animal
movement (kivnowg). Aristotle identifies two kinds of desire (¢mmiBupia). David Ross
says that «desire, however, is of two kinds, wish [BovAnoic] or rational desire, which
desires the good, and appetite [0peic] or irrational desire, which desires the apparent
good. Or, to put the antithesis otherwise, wish is for future good, appetite for present

pleasure mistaken for absolute pleasure and absolute good»":

«) Yoo BovANOIC dReLIc .. 1) Yo Erubupia Boekic Tig otivy™.

The Stageirite philosopher stresses that appetite is the cause of movement or the
moving power in animals:
«(Kveltal yaxQ TO KWwoUpevov 1 0péyetal, kat 1) 0geflg kivnols Tic éotwv M

évépyelwr), T0 O¢ Kvovpevov TO Cwov: @ d& KLvel 0Qydvw 1) 0pe€ls, 101 TOLTO
TWUATIKOV 0TV »®

Also, in another perhaps important remark Aristotle specifically notes that
animals cannot be appetitive without phantasia («0pekTiKOV d& OUK AVeL
q)avraciag->>)66. Appetite moves the animal but not without the mediation of
phantasia. And this kind of phantasia is what the philosopher calls sensitive
phantasia.

Very slight traces of sensitive phantasia are found in indefinite animals, since
these creatures have the capacity to perceive objects that are in contact with them and
in this way they can discriminate which objects are pleasant or unpleasant to them.

But they cannot sense objects at a distance, and as Aquinas says «the motion of

% Sir David Ross, op. cit., p. 91.
% Aristotle, op. cit., 111, 10, 433 a 23-26: «For wish is appetite;...for desire is a form of appetite».

8 Ibid., 111, 10, 433 b 17-19: «(for the animal which is set in motion is set in motion in so far as it
desires, and desire is a kind of motion or actuality), and that which is set in motion is the animal; and
the instrument by which desire moves it is something bodily».

% Ibid., 11, 10, 433 b 28-29.
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phantasy does not remain in them after the apprehension of the sense»’. However in
animals other than indefinite creatures, in other words in animals that possess more
than one sense (normal animals), and for this reason they can discriminate even the
objects at a distance, the product of phantasia or phantasma remains in them even
after the sense object is gone. Therefore, the difference between the indefinite and
sensitive kind or grade of phantasia is based on their capacity to perceive and retain a

sense object (see table 3).

Irrational Animals

U
Senses of Taste, Touch, Smell, Sight and Hearing = they can sense: (a) objects in
contact with them, and (b) objects at a non contact-distance with them

U

Sensitive Phantasia
U

Phantasmata (Images/Representations of Taste, Touch, Smell, Sight and Hearing) =

these animals have the ability to retain phantasmata after the sense object is gone

Table 3

Finally there is a passage in De Anima that has puzzled many ancient
commentators and contemporary scholars. Aristotle in Book III, Chapter 3, says that
the ant, the bee and the scolex do not have phantasia:

«elta aloOnoig pev et mapeoty, pavraocia d' ov. &L d¢ T1) évepyela TO avTO, TAOLY

av évdéxolto tolg Onoloic pavtaociav VTAQXeLV: dokeL O 0V, Olov HUQUNKL T
HeAltTn f okwAnk»®.

David W. Hamlyn says that this passage «is puzzling since it is doubtful whether

Aristotle would have denied imagination to ants and bees»®. I agree with Hamlyn’s

%7 St. Thomas Aquinas, The Commentary of St. Thomas Aquinas on Aristotle’s Treatise On the Soul,
translated by R. A. Kocourek (St. Paul, Minnesota: College of St. Thomas, 1946), p. 19.

o8 Aristotle, op. cit., 1II, 3, 428 a 8-11: «And then sense is always present, but not phantasia. But if
[phantasia]l was the same in actuality [with sense], it would be possible for all beasts to have
phantasia; but it seems not to be the case; as the ant, the bee and the scolex».
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remark and I argue that it is not possible for Aristotle to deny some kind of phantasia

to the ants and the bees, since:”°

(a) in Historia Animalium 1, 1 488 a 7-10 he includes ants and bees among the
political animals:
«[ToArtika &' €0Tiv v €V TL Kal KooV Yivetat TavTwVv 10 €Qyov: OTeQ OV TAVTA

motel T AyeAala. 'Eott 0¢ towovtov avOpwmog, HéAlrtta, odn, poouné,
yepavdgy' .

(b) in De Partibus Animalium 11, 2, 648 a 6-7 he says that bees are more intelligent

than many other animals:

«d10 Kal péArTTaL kal dAAa tolavta Coa GeovipwTepa TV GUOLV 0TIV Evalpwyv
~ 2
TOAAGV» .

(c) in Metaphysica 1, 1, 980 b 22-25 he notices that bees are prudent/intelligent and

have memory:

«pvoeL v odv alobnowv éxovta yiyvetatl ta Lo, €k d& TavTNg TOIlg UEV avTWV
oVK &yylyvetal pvrun, tolg O €yylyvetat kal dx TOUTO TAVTA PQOVIHWTEQX KAl
HaONTIKWTEQA TV HUT) dLVAMEVWV HVNHOVEVELY 0T, DEOVIHA HEV AVEL TOL
HavOdvery doa pr) dvvatat Twv Podpwv dkovewy (olov HEALITTA KAV €l TL TOLOVTOV
&AAo vévog Cowv €0Tl), pavBdavel ' 6oa TEOG T UVIUN Kal TavTny €xeL TV
ailoOnow»".

% See Aristotle, De Anima, Books II and IIl (with certain passages from Book I), translated with
introduction and notes by David W. Hamlyn, Clarendon Aristotle Series (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1968), p. 54.

0 Cf. Aristotle, De Anima, with translation, introduction and notes by Robert D. Hicks [New York:
Arno Press, 1976 (1907")], pp. 462-463.

7 Aristotle, Historia Animalium 1, 1, 488 a 7-10: «Political animals are those that have one and
common activity for all; and that thing is not in effect for all the gregarious animals. Such political
animals are the human being, the bee, the wax, the ant and the crane».

& Idem., De Partibus Animalium, 11, 2, 648 a 6-7: «wherefore bees and other such as these animals are
of a more prudent/intelligent nature than many blooded animals».

3 Idem., Metaphysica 1, 1, 980 a 27-980 b 25: «Now animals are by nature born with the power of
sensation and from this some acquire the faculty of memory, whereas others do not. Accordingly the
former are more intelligent and capable of learning than those, which cannot remember. Such as cannot
hear sounds (as the bee, and any other similar type of creature) are intelligent, but cannot learn; those
only are capable of learning which possess this sense in addition to the faculty of memory» trans. by H.
Tredennick.
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and (d) in De Memoria et Reminiscentia 1, 450 a 12-17 Aristotle notes that memory
involves phantasia:

«1) & PV, KAl 1) TV VONTQV, OUK &VEL PAVTATUATOS E0TLV' (DOTE TOV VOU HEV
KAt oUUPEPNKOC v eln, kaB® adTo d¢ TOL TEWTOL ALTONTLKOV. DO KAl ETEQOLS
totv Omdoxet Twv Cowv, kat oL povov avOpwmolg kat tolg €xovat dO&av M
dovnNov»',

Furthermore, as David Ross points out, Aristotle «says none of these things about
grubs [scolexes]»’, except that: (a) «a scolex is that out of which in its entirety an
animal is produce whole, by differentiation and growth of the foetus» («ok@WANE &’
gotiv €€ o0 6Aov OAov yivetat to Cwov, dxpBovpévoy Kal avEavopévou Tov
Kvﬁparog>>)76, (b) «just as the animal is perfect but the scolex and the egg are
imperfect» («womeg d¢ 1O pév Lpov TéAelov, 0 okwANE Kal T0 O WOV (5@&)\&»)77
etc. So, according to the American entomologist William Forbes, the okwAnE has to
be «the first stage of the life-history of an insect or other creature which he [Aristotle]
did not recognize as produced by birth or hatching from a real egg. Sometimes he
actually had an egg in mind (when he refers to it as hard shelled but soft inside), while
in other cases it is obviously the first-stage larva»'®.

Accordingly, in view of all of these facts, I accept Torstrik’s emendation of the
text «dokel O’ oU, olov HOQuNKL 1) HeALTTN 1) m<cb)\nm>>79, as «dOKeL, olov HUQUNKL

HEV ) peAittn 1) okwANKL O’ oU» («it seems that it [phantasia] is found in the ant and

" Idem., De Memoria et Reminiscentia 1, 450 a 12-17: «and memory even of noémata is not without a
phantasma; therefore memory belongs to the rational part only per accidens, while per se to the
primary part of the sensitive part. Therefore some other animals have memory, and not only human
beings and those beings that have opinion or judgment».

I Aristotle, De Anima, edited with introduction and commentary by Sir David Ross (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1961), p. 286. William Forbes stresses that the word oxwAn¢ in the Aristotelian texts
«is not a ‘grub’ in general as usually translated, and never a ‘worm’ (vermis or vermiculus)», but it

corresponds in a way with the «earthworm» and «the maggot-like larvae of the wasps» [cf. William T.
M. Forbes, «The Silkworm of Aristotle», in Classical Philology, Vol. 25, No. 1 (Jan. 1930): p. 23].

70 Aristotle, Historia Animalium, 1, 5, 489 b 9-11.

7 Idem., De Generatione Animalium, 11, 1, 733 a 1-2.
8 See William T. M. Forbes, op. cit. p. 23.

7 Aristotle, De Anima., 111, 3, 428 a 10-11.
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the bee, but not in the scolex»). And, as Robert Hicksgo, Edwin Wallacegl, and David
Ross*? point out, Torstrik’s emendation of the text is based on the reading of
Themistius® and Sophonias™.

Therefore, from the previous analysis, we may conclude that the ants and the
bees, which are intelligent creatures and have memory, should be included to the
animals that possess the sensitive kind of phantasia (aioOntucn dpavraoio). Whereas
the scolex, which has to be «the first stage of the life-history of an insect or other

creature», does not have phantasia.

Aristotle’s Classification of Animals

Blooded Animals®’ Bloodless Animals®®

80 Aristotle, De Anima, with translation, introduction and notes by Robert D. Hicks [New York: Arno
Press, 1976 (1907")], p. 462.

81 Aristotle, Aristotle’s Psychology, with introduction and notes by Edwin Wallace (New York: Arno
Press, 1976), p. 263.

82 Aristotle, De Anima, edited with introduction and commentary by Sir David Ross (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1961), pp. 286-287.

83 Themistius, op. cit., 5, 3, 90, 5-8: «&merta aloOnoig pév maowv VAL Tols Lwols, havtaoio
O¢ ToiC eV Tolg OE 0V, HUQUNKL HEV [0WG Kal LEALTTN) Kat TOAAQ HAAAOV KLV Kal (TTw Katl
doa petéx et aloOMoews, OKWANKL O& 0U».

* Sophonias, Aristotelis Libros De Anima Paraphrasis, 55, 27-32: «uooun&L pév yoaQ xai
peAlttalg kai toig Opololg, €Tt d¢ kal Tolg VTEQY TADTA, Kol ATIAQS 0Ig TLOWV 0UK &OQLOTOG
oV’ AveTioTEOdOg KivNOLs, AVAYKT Tagetvat pavtaoiov, TQog IV TTOLODVTOL TETAYHUEVTV
Vv kivow: okwAvkeg 0 kal pulal Kal 6o GAAX ATAKTWG Kol A0QIOTWS 0QVTAL
KLvoUpevVa kal HAAOTa T €k ofpews €meTeiws YIVOUEVA 1) O dOKOUOLV OAwS EXELV 1)
AHVOQAV TLVO».

% Aristotle, Historia Animalium, 11, 15, 505 b 28-32: <Eott d¢ tavta (namely évaipua) &vOQwmog
Te Kal ta CwoTOKa TV TETEATIOdWYV, ETL OE KAl TA QOTOKA TWV TETOATIOWV KAl OQVIC Kal
ixOU¢ kal kftog, kat el Tt AAAO AVAOVUHOV E0TL A TO pT) elvat Yévog aAA” anAobv 1o €idog
ETTL TOV kO’ EKaoTOoV, 0loV OIS Kl KQOKODEAOG».

% Idem., De Partibus Animalium, IV, 5, 678 a 27-31: «T& d& kalovpeva poaAdria kai
pHaAakootoaka TOAATV EXeL MEOG TALTA dxPoEAV: eVOLE YO TV TWV OTMAdYX VWV
anaoav ovk €xel GUOLV. Opolws O 00dE TV AAAWV avalwv oVdEV. E0TL O dVO Yévn
AOLTIX TOV AVALHWY, TA Te O0TEAKODEQIA KAL TO TWV EVTIOUWV YEVOG».
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(Vertebrates) (Invertebrates)

1. Man 1. Hard-Shelled Animals (Clams,
Oysters, etc.)

2. Viviparous Quadrupeds 2. Weak-Shelled Animals (Crabs etc.)

3. Cetacea (Wales, Dolphins, Seals) 3. Cephalopoda (Squids, Cuttle-Fishes
etc.)

4. Birds 4. Insects

5. Oviparous Quadrupeds and Footless

Animals (Reptiles and Amphibians) 5. Zoophytes (Anemones, Holothuria,

6. Fishes Sponges etc.)

Table 4

(c) Calculative or Deliberative Phantasia (Aoywotikr) or BovAevtikn @avtaoia)

The third kind or grade of phantasia is that which is calculative (Aoytotikr)) or

deliberative (BovAevTikn):

s o . 87
«pavtaoia d¢ maoa 1) Aoylotur) 1) aloOnTkn)» .
«) d¢ PovAevtiky) [pavracia] év toig AoyloTucoic»™.

It should be underlined here that the epithets/adjectives «Aoylotikr)» (calculative) and
«BovAevtkr)» (deliberative) are equivalent. The verbs «AoyiCopar» and
«BovAgvopar» are synonymous, since they both mean, «to determine, to consider».

But what kind of phantasia is that which is calculative or deliberative? Is there a
phantasma involved? The Stageirite philosopher notices that:
«) HéV oLV aloOntikt] daviaoia, womeg eiontal, kat €v toig dAAolg Colg

UTtAQXEL, 1) O& POVAEVTIKT) €V TOIC AOYIOTIKOIG (TOTEQOV YOO TOAEEL TODE 1) TODE,
AoOYLoHOD 1)ON €otiv #0YoV' Kai dvdykn évi petoeiv® 1o peilov yap duwket. dote

87 Aristotle, De Anima, 111, 10, 433 b 29.
88 Ibid., 111, 11,434 a 7.

8 The Greek translator and commentator of the treatise De Anima, Andreas Papatheodorou, notices
that pleasure, interest and duty are some of the standards or criteria of measurement that intelligent

41



Journal of Ancient Philosophy J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), Sao Paulo, v.7, n.1. p. 19-48, 2013.
ISSN 1981-9471 - FFLCH/USP DOLI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v7ilp19-48
www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga

dvvatal v €k MAEOVWV PAVIAOUATWV TOLELV). KAl alTlov ToUTO TOL dO&av un
doxelv éxetv, TL TV ¢k CLAAOYLOHOD 0UK Exet, adTn O Ekelvnv»™,

The third kind or grade of phantasia is found in those animals, which possess
reason, or, as Sir David Ross asserts, «the deliberative imagination, the rational
imagination...is monopoly of reasoning beings, i.e. of men»’". For whether a person
will do this or that is the work of calculation, of reasoning. Of course, rational beings
do not always act according to a plan (use of calculative or deliberative phantasia),
but they can also act according to the awareness of the moment (use of sensitive
phantasia).

What the philosopher meant by saying «kal altiov TovTo TOU dOEAV UT) dOKELV
€xewv, OtL TNV €K OVAAOYLOHOV OVK €xel, avtn d¢ ékelvnv», was that other animals
than man are thought not to have opinion (06&x), because their desires have no
deliberation. Only animals with intellect—and therefore language— have the
phantasia that comes from inference. This kind of phantasia appears as an
intermediate between sense perception (aicBaveoBat) and nous or mind (vovg). It
involves having and combining several mental images (phantasmata) into one. This is
the difference between human beings and animals. The elaboration, organization and
unification of images (phantasmata) are typical characteristics of human beings (see
table 5).

It should be noticed that the activity of calculative or deliberative phantasia
involves the use of phantasmata with (a) propositional and (b) pictorial or quasi-

pictorial content:

(a) propositional content

animals use in order to pursue whichever is superior [see Aristotle, De Anima, II-1I1, text, translation
and notes by Andreas Papatheodorou (in Greek) (Athens: «Papyrus» Publications, no date), p. 92].

Y 1bid., I, 11, 434 a 5-12: « Sensitive phantasia, then, as it has been said, exists also in the other
animals, but deliberative phantasia in those that are calculative; for the decision whether it will do this
or that, is already a work of calculation; and there must be a single standard to measure by; for one
pursues what is superior. Hence one has the ability to make one phantasma out of many phantasmata.
And the reason why [these animals] are thought not to have opinion is that they do not have opinion
which comes from inference, though this [opinion] involves that [phantasia]».

o1 See Aristotle, De Anima, edited with introduction and commentary by Sir David Ross (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1961), p. 319.
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«1] O¢ BovAevTikr) €V TOIG AOYLOTIKOIG (TTOTEQOV YXQ TTOAEEL TODE 1) TOdE, AOYLOUOV
on ¢otiv €gyov>"

(b) pictorial or quasi-pictorial content

«OT¢ D¢ Tolg €V TN PuXT) PAVTIACUAOLY 1) VONHUAOLV OTteQ 0wV Aoyiletat Katl
BovAeveTal T HEAAOVTA TIQOG T TTAQOVTA»”

The above examples (a) and (b) are excellent Aristotelian remarks with respect

to contemporary ideas about mental images94.

Rational Animals
U
Senses of Taste, Touch, Smell, Sight and Hearing = they can sense: (a) in contact with
them, and (b) objects at a non contact-distance with them
U
Sensitive Phantasia

U
Phantasmata (Images/Representations of Taste, Touch, Smell, Sight and Hearing) =
these animals have the ability to retain and to combine phantasmata after the sense

object is gone

U

%2 Aristotle, De Anima, 111, 11, 434 a 7-8. See note 88.

% Ibid., 111, 7, 431 b 6-8: «and when by the phantasmata or the noemata in the soul it calculates, as if
seeing them, and deliberates what is going to happen in the future in relation to the present».

* Two of the most important contemporary theories of mental images or mental imagery are the
“Analog or Pictorial Representation Account” (Kosslyn, Sheppard etc.) and the “Propositional
Representation Account” (Pylyshyn, Fodor etc.). The “Analog or Pictorial Representation Account”
says that visual informations are stored in the brain in an analog or a picture-like (quasi-pictorial) code.
The “Propositional Representation Account” on the contrary argues that visual informations are stored
in the brain in a propositional or a word-like code. Cf. S. M. Kosslyn — T. M. Ball — B. J. Reiser,
«Visual Images Preserve Metric Spatial Information: Evidence from Studies of Image Scanning»,
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, Vol. 4 (1978): pp. 47-60.
Zenon W. Pylyshyn, «The Imagery Debate: Analogue Media versus Tacit Knowledge», Psychological
Review, 88 (1981): pp. 16-45. Ned J. Block, Imagery (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1981).
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Calculative or Deliberative Phantasia

U

Phantasmata (Mental Images/Mental Representations of Taste, Touch, Smell, Sight
and Hearing either pictorial or quasi — pictorial or propositional content) = these
animals have the ability to retain and to combine phantasmata after the sense object is
gone

0

Nous

Table 5

1V. Conclusion

On the basis of the analysis undertaken above it appears that Aristotle’s treatment
of phantasia/imagination is a complicated subject. Phantasia is a faculty of the soul,
the imaginative (pavtaotukov), that is placed between sensation (aioBnoic) and
thought (dt&voia). On the one hand it depends on sensation, is a kind of affection
(maBog), and on the other is a necessary condition for memory, motion, desire,
dreaming, thinking etc. In other words it is connected with a wide variety of
psychological phenomena.

Furthermore, it has been noted that phantasmata, are the products of the function
of phantasia, resulting from sense perception (aioBaveoOai). Phantasmata are
(mental) representations or (mental) images of sense objects. They have several
functions, as for example remembering and thinking process.

Thereafter, I have tried to show that a detailed study of the notion of phantasia in
De Anima, Book III, leads us to the conclusion that the Stageirite philosopher
discriminates not two —as it is commonly argued— but three kinds or grades of
phantasia: (a) Indefinite/indeterminate phantasia (doolotog pavtaoio) which is to
be found in the imperfectly developed creatures — they have no sense except that of
touch—, as for example zoophytes and molluscs, which have the power of formatting

diffuse and indefinite phantasmata. (b) Sensitive phantasia (aioOntwkn davraoio)
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which is to be found in animals that possess more than one sense (normal animals)
and have the power of forming more vivid phantasmata. (c) Calculative, or
deliberative, phantasia (Aoywotikn or PovAevtikt) pavtaocia) which is the highest
development of the faculty of phantasia. It appears only in human beings, because
they have the power of thinking and the ability to combine several mental images
(phantasmata) into one.

Thomas J. T. Nigel notes that «the impact on latter thinkers of Aristotle’s account
of cognition in general, and of imagery and imagination in particular, was enormous,
and extended far beyond those who were avowed Aristotelians»”°. Indeed, Aristotle’s
treatment of phantasia in De Anima exerted an important influence on Hellenistic
philosophy96 and Western thought (Medieval and Modern)””.

Beyond this, if we shed further light on Aristotle’s theory of phantasia and
phantasmata, we shall find deep conceptual relationship with the current debate over
the issue of mental images or mental imagery. But this is another issue that needs

further investigationgg.

Christina S. Papachristou

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki

» See Thomas J. T Nigel, «Aristotle’s Influence», Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
<http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/mental-imagery/aristotle-influence.html>.

% Cf. the Stoics’ theory of phantasia.

7 E.g. St. Thomas Aquinas’s account on imagination (imaginatio), Rene Descartes’ views on the
function of the faculty of imagination etc.

% Cf. Christina S. Papachristou, «The Mental Images (Phantasmata) in Aristotle’s De Anima and in S.
Kosslyn’s Contemporary Work» (in Greek), in Demetra Sfendoni-Mentzou (ed.), The Aristotelian
Philosophy and the Contemporary Scientific Thought (Thessaloniki: Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki, 2006), pp.112-134.
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