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Abstract

Aristotle’s On the Soul, is one of the most intriguing philosophical treatises in
the history of Western Philosophy. Despite Aristotle’s well known capacity in
dealing with difficult philosophical problems, one cannot help but realise that
Aristotle’s original ideas on the subject matter of imagination, cause more
philosophical problems, than the ones Aristotle is expected to solve with his
treatise.

In the present paper, | am trying to clarify what kind of meaning, if any, is
expected to be found in imagination, according to Aristotle’s handling of the
subject. In De Anima, there are several definitions of imagination, which, in
certain occasions, do not seem to be fitting each other.

When Aristotle first mentions “noein” in De Anima, he correlates noein with
imagination. Aristotle might be using the word “phantasia” with the meaning
of “image”. In that case, the “noein” could be supposed to exist as an image or
not without some image. If this is so, then we might be obliged to accept that
the image in question brings with it some kind of meaning. The question is:
what kind of meaning is this? Is it a meaning accompanied by an image, or an
image with a certain meaning?

| am giving an answer to this question by making use of Aristotle’s several
mentions of imagination in De Anima. At the end, | am coming to the
conclusion that imagination may have a wider sense than Aristotle scholars,
along with Aristotle himself, are willing to admit.
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Nodog is one of the most demanding subjects of philosophical research.
Trying to figure out what is happening when thinking goes on, is difficult
enough, since everything that is to be found when looking for the content of
our thought, is a matter of thought alone, and we are not really in a position to
find out what the causes of our thought are. In any case, the subject of voeiv is
of a paramount importance for philosophers of Ancient Greece already. Plato
was the first to discuss several issues on the philosophy of mind, while
Aristotle was preoccupied with the same issues, though much more
systematically. In this paper, | am going to deal with Aristotle’s theory of voeiv
in his Treatise on the Soul.

Aristotle’s theorizing on the soul is of particular interest, because Aristotle
is the one who, for the first time, gave philosophical content to the notions
which we usually think of when referring to the mind procedures.! Did
Aristotle succeed in the definition of those notions? Did he focus adequately on
the essence” of the intellectual operations he referred to?

In the present paper, I take a close look at Aristotle’s endeavor to define
imagination in De Anima. In my opinion, the complicated nature of Aristotle’s
account of pavracia is due not to his philosophical incompetence, but to the
fact that it is a kind of futile enterprise to locate imagination philosophically as
distinct mind function. Nevertheless, even if it is difficult to know what a mind
function really is, it is easy to know the products of mind, that is the ideas,
which make us talk about imagination. In my analysis, | take into account the
connection between imagination and desire, and |1 come to the conclusion that
both come into being, and are supposed to exist as intellectual functions,
because of the unexplained appearance of some ideas, which are supposed to
be ideas of both the desire and the imagination.

In his Treatise on the Soul,® Aristotle tries hard to make the distinction
between bodily functions and those which do not seem to be purely bodily,

' According to Schofield (1997), who really made a seminal contribution to the study of De
Anima: ‘The great virtue of his account is its recognition of the range of psychological
phenomena which deserve to be associated in this familial concept. His attempt to generalize
from them about the logical peculiarities of the imagination is not carried through with a clear
and steady view of the whole topic. But it remains seminal for anyone who seeks a better
understanding. For Aristotle reminds us of the variety of the phenomena we need to consider,
and compels us to find ways of connecting them; he puts in our hands, even if he himself does
not exploit them very fully, many of the contrasts and comparisons which seem fundamental
for the conceptual mapping of imagination; and his very inconsistencies suggest crucial
problems in its comparative anatomy.’

g Rorty (1997) explicitly accentuates the metaphysical character of Aristotle’s research: ‘The
scope of De Anima is much broader than that of either contemporary philosophy of mind or
contemporary philosophical psychology. It is a metaphysical inquiry into the ontology of
psuché and of nous;’

* Concerning the text of On the Soul itself, | always keep in mind Nussbaum’s warnings: ‘Like
most other works of Aristotle, the De Anima survives in a relatively large number of
manuscripts; but none of these is earlier than the tenth century AD . (Fragments of the earlier
tradition can in some cases be recovered from citations in the ancient commentators—see
Section |1 below; but it must be remembered that their work itself survives only in manuscripts
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and, nevertheless, belong to the human substance. According to Aristotle, the
human substance is continuous. The human soul is not to be considered as
hypostasis itself, distinct from the human body. There are some conceivable
intellectual data, attributable not to the human body straightforwardly, but to a
certain mind function which is to be connected to the living human body, that
is to the human soul." Let me explain, now, how Aristotle tries to clarify
several mind functions.

In 403a8% of On the Soul, Aristotle first introduces his subject, uttering
that, if a certain intellectual soul is to be differentiated from the body, voeiv is
what may make it happen. Nevertheless, if voeiv is pavraoia, or if it couldn’t
exist without gavracia, the mind could not exist without the body.® Obviously,
then, Aristotle thinks of pavracia as depended on the body. However, Aristotle
does not give any definition neither for vodv nor for pavrasio. This is what he
Is supposed to be doing later on. Indeed, when defining pavzasio, he makes
clear that its characteristics would allow him to refer to voeiv as a certain
operation of the mind.

Tig, however, in the defining of voic¢ as pavzasio riva, might very well
mean that, for Aristotle, there are certain types of imagination, which, though,
are not to be considered as distinct faculties of the mind. Alternatively, voig
does not exist without imagination (un dvev govraciog). This is not to be
thought as without a certain imagination, since there might be several kinds of
imagination. On the other side, Aristotle might mean that vodg contains some
images, or that vodog itself is an image, or that it does not exist without an
image. In that case, we might be obliged to accept that the image in question
has or brings with it a certain intellectual content. Nevertheless, would it be a
meaning accompanied by an image or an image accompanied by some
meaning? Whatever the case may be, what is for sure is that Aristotle attributes
to imagination a dominant role, whatever imagination is meant to be here.

Later on, in 427b15% Aristotle comes back, and states that imagination
differs from sensation as well as from voeciv. However, imagination cannot

of the same age as the Aristotle manuscripts—so there is a good deal of room for error to creep
in.)’

! Goldberg (2004) summarizes successfully the character of Aristotle’s theorizing: ‘To see how
liberally Aristotle uses mentalistic terms, consider first what he means by ‘soul’. Aristotle
seems to treat soul as function.’

2 ‘péota ' Eowkev idlo O vogiv' &l 8 ot kai TodTo pavtacio Tic fi i &vev pavtacioc, ovk
gvdéyour' Giv ovdE TodT' divey odpatog stvart.’

* According to Caston (2005): ‘Aristotle is trying to make as general a claim as he can about
the soul's relation to the body and about the consequences this has for the proper form of
definition for psychological states, as involving both matter and form. He countenances only
one possible exception, the understanding; and even here he thinks there may be a connection
with the body. If this is right, then Aristotle seems to be committed to underlying physiological
changes in perception and quite possibly for every type of mental state in general. The passage
appears to voice support, directly and explicitly, for both a Broad Church position and
Chalcedonian Orthodoxy.’

* <pavtacia yap Erepov kol aicOiceng kol dtavoiac, abtn te 0V yiyvetar dvev aicOioenc, kai
Gvev TadTNg OVK Eotv VIOANYIC. 6T &' 0OK Eotv 1) adT [VOnoig] kol VdAnyig, eovepov.’
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exist without sensation,* and without imagination there is no way to have as a
result széAnyic,” which is the outcome of voeiv.® Nevertheless, even if we take
as granted, that imagination differs from sensation and mind, we cannot
identify it, since we do not know what Aristotle had in mind when referring to
sensation and mind. As far as the relation of imagination and sensation is
concerned, it is rational to be wondering likewise: is imagination depended on
sensation? What if imagination is not an operation, but a consequence of the
sensational consciousness?*

On the other hand, as far as the relation of imagination with the intellect is
concerned, either imagination is a particular operation, which cooperates with
the intellect, in order to produce dméinwig, or it is a part of the intellect.
However, Aristotle makes clear that imagination is not the intellect. What’s the
probability, then, of imagination’s being a part of vogiv, without being voeiv?
Actually, in 427b30, Aristotle defines that a part of voeiv is imagination while
the other one is vmoinyic.

Anyway, in 427b, Aristotle makes clear what he thinks of imagination.
Images in gpavrooia, he says, are of the same rank with those in a painting.
Obviously, Aristotle means that we consciously regard them as feign images
and nothing more. This may be true for this particular kind of imagination
alone.

Next, in 428a,> Aristotle tries to identify what imagination is. He says that
imagination is responsible for the production of images.’ Nevertheless,
imagination is not a certain ability or &ic. Nor has it a critical power. It can
neither be true or false. Nevertheless, later on’ Aristotle says that most of the
‘imaginations’ are false. However, what does ‘false’ mean here? Does it mean
that imaginations are not corresponding to sensations? As a matter of fact, the
ones and the others differ by definition. By sensation we dot mean imagination.
Nevertheless, Aristotle might have thought that imagination functions

! See also 428a: “€lta aicOnoig piv del mapeott, paviacio 8' 0b.’

? Mesaros’ (2010) description, I think, is fair enough:* Imagination is a “border” or a territory
of encounter for sensation and intellect, an uncertain area on which thinking depends but it can
not rigorously be founded.’

® See also 427b29: ‘mepi 8¢ 10D voelv, émei Etepov To¥ aicOdvesOal, TOVTOV & TO pEv
povtacio Sokel eivol TO 88 VmOAMYIC, mepl @aviaciog Sopicavrag obtm mepi Batépov
Aektéov.’

* That’s why, I think, V. Caston (2002) summarizes the Aristotelian theory of perception as
follows: ‘Our perceptions have a phenomenal character, that has to do with the qualities they
represent, but is not exhausted by representational content.’

el &1 gotv 1 pavtacio kad' fiv Aéyopev @avtoopd Tt HUiv yiyveodar koi pi & Tt kotd
peTaQOpY Aéyopsv, <Gpo> pio TIC £0TL TOVTOV dvvoug 1 EE1c kod' Gc kpivopev kai
aAnBevopev 1 wevdopeda; ...’

® Frede (1997) gives us a good idea of the several dimensions of imagination: ‘We are also
unsure what capacity, what process, and what product the word denotes in each case. ... It
would then be (i) the capacity to experience an appearance, (ii) the on-going appearance itself,
and (iii) what appears.’

"el 8¢ T} évepyeia 1O AT, ThOW dv Evdéyotto Toic Ompiolc pavtaciov vrapye: Sokel &' ob,
olov popunkt i pedittn, oxdinkt §' ob. elta ai pév dAndsic del, ai 8¢ povraciot yivovrar ai
mAeiovg yevdeic.’
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independently from sensation. This would be a contradiction though, since
atty € 00 ylyvetau dvev aioBoewg. (427b15)

Lastly, Aristotle wonders whether imagination is dé¢e.* Imagination is not
oola. Aola 1S 00l Of the objects of sensation. However, if imagination is due
to sensation, could there be a doca of imagination as well? Rather not, because
oola is something which imagination could never be, and because, as Aristotle
states, oocalerv o' ovx ép' uiv, while imagining anything is supposed to be a
matter of volitional action. Paradoxically though, Aristotle says that zo odv
poivealor Eotar T0 dolalerv Omep aiobaverar, un Koo, av,uﬂsﬂmco’g.z

According to Aristotle, imagination is an action of the will.* However, if
imagination is depended on sensation, then it could not be a result of the will,
since what one perceives via senses is not a result of the will. In addition, if
imagination is the same with sensation, why is it false most of the times? So,
the question remains. What kind of imagination is true or false? Is imagination
equally true and false? What is the criterion of defining imagination as true or
false?* Does it depend on what the subject suffers because of it? In any case,
what Aristotle says earlier, seems to be inconsistent: ai d¢ pavracior yivovrar oi
TAELOVG WEDOETS.

In another context, imaginations produce acts in animals par excellence,
but in humans as well, dia 70 émikalvmreabor tov vodv éviote maber 1§ voow #f
Smve... > Aristotle seems to be implying here that the images of imagination
do not have a cognitive content, at least when they are the result of situations
which, by definition, produce errors: passions, illnesses, sleep. In the case of
animals, however, imagination has a cognitive role, since animals have no
other cognitive faculty. Therefore, it is easy to explain why Aristotle states: dia
10 éuuévery kai duoiac eivor toic aiciosor. But, if this is so, what about
humans? Is there a contradiction here? Imaginations which resemble to
sensations are the same with those produced in passions, illnesses and sleep,
which, by definition, are not attributable to sensations?° According to Aristotle,

b deimetan dpo idelv el 6Ea ... o0dE S6Em uar‘ aicOnoswc, 000 Ol aicBnoemg, ovdE
GUUTAOKT) Boﬁng Ko aicOnoewc, pavtacio av €, ...

2 See 428b: ‘10 odv uivecHu €oton 0 do&alewv Omep mceowstm un Koo cvopPepnroc.
ooaivetal 0¢ ye Kol \|/81)6n, mepl v dua DOy (xknen Eyel, olov Qoivetol p&v o nMog
modiog, motevetar &' eivar peilov g oikovuévng ... odT dpa €v TL ToLTOV €0TIV 0VT' €K
TOVTOV 1| ovToocia.’

3 See 427b15: “todto pév yap 10 naog &9’ Huiv dotw, dtav Bovidpeda (Tpd dppdTOV Yop
g0t TL Tooochal, Gomep ol &v TOIC LVNUOVIKOIC TBENEVOL Kol EI0MAOTOIODVTES), ... KOTO O
™V eaviociov doadtmg Exouey domep av €l Oedpevol &v ypaef ta dewva 1 Oapporéa.’

* According to Engmann (1976): ‘What underlies the apparent inconsistencies in Aristotle’s
account of imagination is not only a dual conception of imagination, but also a dual conception
of truth.’

5 See 429a5: ‘koi d1it 1O Eupévery Ko ouowtg givan Tlig oicOoect, moALY Kat' avTag TPATTEL
Ta (®o, T0 PEV O1a TO pn Exew vodv, olov 1d Onpia, 0 6¢ 610 10 €mkaAdmTeGOaL TOV VOOV
éviote Tdbet f| vOOO T unvm olov ol vOpwmot. Tepl pev ovv pavtasiog, Ti £6Tt Kai St Ti doTy,
eipnobw ént tocodtov.’

® The same way as Frede (1997), | treat phantasia as unified concept in Aristotle. Frede refers
to phantasiai as follows: ‘They are sensory images or imprints that can exist independently
from their original source. Their history may be quite different, depending on whether they are
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Aristotle, humans act xazd td¢ pavraciog only in passions, illnesses and sleep.
In every other case, human beings act according to the intellect, which,
nevertheless, contains imaginations.

Of course, once more, it is evident that the productivity of imagination is
not a matter of the will. In addition, while in passions or illnesses, the images
of imagination are not painless at all: domep av & Occduevor év ypapifi ta
dawa. There is another question as well. Why is it that the intellect does not
function in illnesses and passions? Does imagination have an intellectual
content, which leads to action? This is not consistent with Aristotle’s theory.
Consequently, imaginations are not produced reflectively alone, because of the
act of the senses. We do not imagine only because we have senses. If this is so,
then where pavracioa come from? Aristotle does not really tell anything about
such an origin. In addition, gavracio: may be produced independently from
the senses in the case of animals as well. Finally, why is it that pavracio: are
deprived of cognitive value in passions, illnesses and sleep? And what if they
have such a value? What if the cognitive content of pavracios is the generator
of passions?

I am coming, now, in the Aristotelian analysis of the connection between
pavtacio and vodc.! In 431a15% Aristotle says that in the intellectual soul’ the
images look like senses. Those pavraouoza, according to Aristotle, are neutral,
till the intellect pronounces its positive or negative view. In that instance, the
humans act in order to pursue or avoid whatever. Nevertheless, the question
again is: where those gpavracuaro come from? Certainly, they do not arise the
way aioOjuazo do. AicOnuaza are caused thanks to the objects which move the
senses. Do pavrdaouora have objects? If pavtaouara are similar to aicOiuaza,
then they have the same objects.> Consequently, gavtacioaz are not false.
Nevertheless, this does not seem to be true in the case of passions, illnesses and
sleep.

due to immediate awareness or have undergone a long-term storage, as may be their function
and the occasion of their occurrence in dreams, hallucinations, memory, thoughts, or decisions.
Most of all, their character and value may vary: they may be clear or confused, simple or
complex, true or false.’

! Caston (1998) considers the connection in question as a matter of intentionality: ‘Aristotle not
only formulates the problem of intentionality explicitly, he makes a solution to it a requirement
for any adequate theory of mind. ... In fact, it is precisely because Aristotle regards this theory
as inadequate that he goes on to argue for a distinct new ability he calls ‘phantasia’. ... The
theory of content he develops on this basis (unlike Brentano’s) is profoundly naturalistic: it is a
representational theory, formulated in terms of the causal powers and physical magnitudes of
the body.’

2 “Tfj 8& SrovonTiKy] Wuyf T0 QovTdopato olov cicBfuato dmapyel, dtav 8 dyadov f Kakdv
onon 1 amoenomn, EevyeL 1j SIOKEL 010 0VOENMOTE VOEL Gvey Qavtacotog 1 yoyn.” Beginning
from the end, is pdvraouo a reason for the soul to think? It seems that the soul does not think
without a pavraoua in it.

® Although White (1985) accentuates Aristotle’s parallelism between sensation and
imagination, he fails to see the importance of this parallelism for the cognitive value of
phantasmata: ‘The analysis of sensation, the characteristic power of animals, could, it seems,
be adequately carried out with little reference to phantasia, even though Aristotle is elsewhere
led to stress the closeness, and even, in some respect, the identity of these two powers;...” See
also Lowe (1983).
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According to 431b,! voic is moved by gavidouaza, just like it is being
moved by sensible objects. The movement of the intellect is knowledge, which
is being based in the sense of sensible objects and the common sense. The
intellect thinks and decides the same way when moved by the senses and
pavtdouota Of vorjuota as Well. 1s there a chance, then, that pavraouaro have a
certain intellectual content?? If this is the case, then the so called voic probably
does nothing but give its consent to an already given meaning. Nodc may just
make a pronouncement of the meaning which already exists. This is probably
the reason that Aristotle uses the verbs ¢#on, arogron and eiry, when referring
to voig.

In addition, later on, Aristotle defines voic as eldoc eid@v.® But, if this is
so, then vod¢c may contain imagination as well. This may be confirmed by
Aristotle’s stating that: zd vontd év toic eideor toic aioBnroic. So, the
theoretical knowledge as well, is due to pavraouara. This being the case, why
pavraoior are false? Besides, gpavidouora do not seem to be material.
Nevertheless, if gavidouaro are like aioOnuora, what is the matter of
aioOiuaza? In any case, Aristotle makes clear that imagination has nothing to
do with the pronouncements of the intellect. But, if true and false is a matter of
combination of meaning, why is that the gpavracioa are false? Which are the
first meanings?

The analysis regarding imagination in Aristotle’s De Anima, is concluded
with the explanation of the notion of desire (dpextikév). In 432a30* Aristotle
declares that the pavractixov, which could be explained as the operation of
imagination, is different in comparison to other functions of the mind. As far as
the dpextikdv is concerned, it is to be found both in the thinking and the non-
thinking part of the soul. What exactly is, then, the relation between

berdr pév odv £18m 10 vonTikdv &V T0iC PaVTACHAGt VOEL, Kai (¢ &v &keivolg Gplotar adTd o
S1OKTOV Kol PEVKTOV, Kol EKTOC Tfic aicOioeme, dTav £l TAY PAVTOoUATOVY ), Kveltar ... 018
8¢ toig év Tf] yuyli eavtdcpooly §| voruacty, domep Opdv, Aoyiletar koi Povledetar ta
péAAOVTO TPOG TA TapdVTa” Kol Ot €l dg kel TO 110V 1| Avanpdv, vtadba pevyet 1j dSudket-
Kot O g &v mpaget.”

2 According to Caston (2006):‘Aristotle explicitly treats phantasmata as representations that
underwrite the content of mental states generally. ... But they are not in general something
“towards which” (ad quem) mental states are directed — in general they are not themselves the
objects of mental states.’

% See 431b 30: ‘dote 1 woyn Gomep 1) xelp dotv' kai Yap 1 xelp Spyavov éoty dpyevev, Kol 6
vobg €ido¢ &id@dv kai 1 aicOnoic &idoc aicOnT@dv. £mel 8¢ oVdE mpdypa ovdev EoTt mopd T
peyéon, mg dokel, ta aichnTtd Keywplopévov, &v 1oig £ideot Toig aicOnroic ta vontd €otl, T 1€
&v aogapéoet Aeyduevo kol dco TV aicOntdv EEeig kol mdbn. kol S todto olte un
aicBavouevog unbev ovbev v pébot ovdE Euvein, 6tav 1€ Bewpi], avaykn duo eaviaoud Tt
Bewpelv: T0 Yap @avtdcpoto Gomep aicOnuatd €ott, TANV Gvev VAnc. €ott d' 1 @avtacia
£€TEPOV PACEMG KOl GAMOPACENS CLUUTAOKT YOp vonudtev €otl t0 dAn0eg 1j weddog. ta O
npédTo vorjpata Ti Stoloel Tod pr| povtdopota givar; §j 008e Todto pavidopata, GAL ovk Evev
Qovtoopatov.’

g1 88 1O QOVTAGTIKOV, O T P&V elvon mavTov ETepov, Tivi 88 TovTeV ToTov | E1epov Eyst
TOAMV amopiav, &l Tig ONoel keyopiopéva popla ThHg Yoxilg Tpog & TOVTOIS TO OPEKTIKOV, O
Kol AOyo kol duvauet Etepov dv 86Eetev ivan mavTov. Kol dromov 81 10 Todto dracndv: &v Te
@ AoyloTIK® yop 1 PodAnoig yivetatl, kol &v 1® aloyw 1 émBopio kol 0 Bopog &l 8¢ tpia 1
yoxn, &v ékaotw Eotot dpelig.»
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imagination and desire? Does the desire provide with content the imagination
or the opposite? Aristotle says that the imagination provides with content the
desire.

Nevertheless, Aristotle, in 433a, in order to explain the movement of the
living being, uses voic with the meaning of pavracia!* The impression that is
being given, is that pavracia is vonoic as well. From what point of view? In
order to understand this, I think, we have to go back, to the imagination which
iIs to be found in sleep, passions and illnesses. In any case, as far as the
principle of movement is concerned, Aristotle thinks that this principle is to be
found in dpextdv, which moves via the intellect.? But, if this is so, then it is not
dpextov, than means the object of the desire, that moves, but its image!

According to Aristotle, though, imagination is not supposed to have the
ability to move a living creature, if it is not for the desire to be present.®> What
Is desire then? Is it contained in the imagination? Is it a kind of meaning? What
characterizes imagination and desire, is that both are ‘right and not right’, in
contrast with voic, which is always right.* Of course, Aristotle does not make
clear why desire and imagination are right and not right.

In any case, the power that moves a living being is the desire, and, as | told
earlier, the object of the desire prevails. Nevertheless, this procedure i
accomplished through the intellect or the imagination. Aristotle does not
clarify why he uses those two terms interchangeably.” In 433b31, imagination
is described as having two aspects. On the one side it is thoughtful, and on the
other it is sensible.® The imagination which is connected with the senses, as |
told earlier, there exists in other animals as well, while the thoughtful one is to
be found only in human beings.’

! In 433all Aristotle says: ‘@aivetar 8¢ ye dVo TodTo Kwodvta, §j dpetic fi voie, &l Tic TV
eovtooiav tifein ®g vomoiv Tvar moAlol yap mopd TNV EmoTHUNV dkolovBodol Toig
eovtooiotg, kal év toig dAlolg {doig 00 voNnoig ovdE AoYIGHOg Eoty, GAAG avtacia. Gue®
dpo TadTO KIvnTiKd Kotd tomov, vodg Kol dpeis,...’

2 See 433a21: O OpekTOV Yap Kivel, kod 10 T0DTO 1| Srévorn Kivel, ST dpyly adTig 0Tt TO
OpeKToV.’

¥ See 433a23: ‘kai 1| pavtooio & dtav Kwij, o0 Kivel dvev OpéEeme. &v &1 TL TO Kwodv, TO
dpeKTikdv. gl yap S00, vodg kai dpefic, Ekivouy, kKatd KooV &v Tt ékivovy £l60g” VIV 88 6 pév
voUg o0 Qaivetal Kv®dv dvev opé€emg (N yap Podinoig Opegig, dtav 8¢ Kot TOV AOYIGUOV
Kwijton, kol katd fovAnow kwvettar), 1y 8" 6pe€ig kel kai Tapd TOv Aoyiopov: 1 yap mbopio
Opekic tig éotv.’

* “voic pév odv mic dpOoc dotv: Bpefic 8¢ kol pavtaoia kai OpoT Kod ovK OpdY. 10 del kel
pEV TO OpektOv, GALN ToDT €otiv §| TO ayabov §| 10 eawvopevov ayafdv: ov mhv 08, GALL TO
TPOUKTOV GyoBov. Tpaktov &' £0Ti 10 £vdeyouevoy kai A mg Eyewv.’

> See 433b: ‘611 puév odv 1) TotadTn dvvapc Kvel THG Wuyfic, 1| kohovpévn Spetic, avepov. ...
£10e1 pgv &v av &in 10 Kvodv, 1O OPEKTIKOV, T OPEKTIKOV-TP@DTOV 88 TaVTWY TO 6p8KTéV' T00TO
yap KIvel o0 KIVOULEVOV, O von@nvou 1 pavtacHfvar-apoud d¢ mieim ta Kwvodvra.’

‘6hoog pév ovv, domep gipntar, 7 OPEKTIKOV TO LHOV, TOVTY ADTOD KIVNTIKOV: OPEKTIKOV 8¢

00K (vev pavtociog @oavtacio 6¢ maca §j AoyloTikn 1| aicOnTKn. TavTNg UeEV oV kol T dAAN
{da petéyet.’
" See 434a6: | pév odv aicOnTiky poaviacia, Gomep gipnron, Kai &v Toig GALoig {doig drapyeL,
N 8¢ Povievtikn €v 10ig Aoyiotikoig (moOtepov yap Tpael 100 §| T0de, Aoyiouod fidn £otiv
gpyov: kai avaykn &vi petpelve 10 ueilov yap Oubker dote dOvatar &v €k mAEdvov
QOVTAGUATOV TOETV).’
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So, in order to understand how Aristotle thinks of imagination, we have to
refer to the desire. Aristotle thinks of the desire as belonging to several mental
functions. So, desire is connected to imagination. In a way, desire is expressed
through imagination, since the object of the desire, which is supposed to
prevail, is mediated by the intellect or the imagination.

Our conclusion, then, is that Aristotle, while trying to attribute ideas to
intellectual functions, he always return to the result of those functions, that
means the idea. As far as the ideas of the imagination are concerned, they
resemble to those of the senses, but they are not the senses themselves, neither
their images while working. The images of imagination seem to arise suddenly,
without being able to know how they do so or where they come from. What
Aristotle declares about the procedure of desire, make us wonder as follows.
What exactly is the role of the desire in the production of the idea of dpexov?
Aristotle says that the dpexrov comes first. If the image, indeed, of the dpextdv
comes first, then it brings with it a sort of meaning, and makes this meaning
exist as a certain desire. From this point of view, the desire does not produce
the image in question. When we say “I want to do this” or “I want this”, the
thing in question is not the “object” of an operation of the human mind. The
desire of whatever form is contained in its objects. The images of the objects
are prevailing. Those images, | repeat, come about without knowing their
source or be in a position to understand why they last so much as they last.

So, Avristotle, instead of locating gavracio as a mental function whatever,
he presents it as the reality of intellectual images, which are the content of
several mental states. What is important is that the mental states in question are
only a way to refer to the ideas which, in the final analysis, matter the most.
Aristotle’s analysis of the mental functions mentioned, far from being acute, is
indicative of the fact that mental content prevails whatever the procedures of its
production may be, or whatever the names one invents, in order to describe
those procedures.
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