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SOME ASPECTS OF THE ARISTOTELIAN DOCTRINE
OF COGNITIVE PHANTASIA

Introduction. It has been doubted whether Aristotle’s concept of cognitive
«phantasia» should be associated with Plato’s doctrine on imagination about mental
states'. Aristotle’s clear connection of cognitive pantasia with the verb ‘phainesthai
(appear) occurs in De Anima 3,3 and elsewhere. In fact Aristotle’s pioneering
treatment of the ‘phantasia’ is based primarily on the concept of reason, but it secems
to me a bit artificial to divide the Aristotelian doctrine on the phantasia between
mental imagery and the entire recognition of sensory presentations. Althought
Aristotle has not clarified the complexities of his theory concerning the logical
peculiarities of the phantasia, it remains seminal for these willing to seek a further
investigation. The conceptual mapping of phantasia is a difficult task, so the Stagirite
urges us to find new ways of connecting the particular phenomena with their
intellectual source. In this sense, if nous has a place in concept aquisition, it 1s very
likely, mainly through its role in aquiring genuine, as opposed to merely inferential
linguistic understanding.

In this sense phantasia is an experience produced by actual perception. It is a
state contemporaneous with or following immediately on sensation, but it is used of
a state which occurs when the object has ceased to be perceived. Aristotle considers
that we can remember not only what can be imagined, but also what is bound up
with that which can be imagined. Thus he tends to exclude any understanding of
phantasia in neither sense-perception, nor scientific knowledge, nor intuitive
reason, nor opinion, nor a synthesis of both sense-perception and opinion.

My chief point remains this: investigation of Aristotle’s De Anima 3.3, as well
as other aristotelian works in relation to and comparison with Plato’s theories and
the Alexandrian Commentators’ interpratations on particular issues such as
‘phantasia’ and ‘phainesthai’, ‘phantasia’ and ‘phantasma’. Aristotle considers phan-
tasia as a typical form of thinking because what really appears to us is patenly not
under our complete control. He constantly reminds us of the variety of the pheno-
mena we need to consider and urges us to proceed to a further investigation.

1. Cf. PLATO, Theaeteius 152 a-c; Sophist 264 a-b.
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I1. Definitions of phantasia. The doctrine of phantasia in Aristotle’s works?
came under fire in the writings of L. Wittgenstein and especially in G. Ryle's The
concept od Mind*. But M. Schofield states that Aristotle is primarily concerned with
the verb @aiveoBon. He maintains that Aristotle refers to «non paradeigmatic
sensory experiences»’, i. e. mental imaginaries of gaivetat, which in fact are not
Aristotle’s main concern. It was M. Nussbaum who drew our attention to the view
that “mental images are central to either Aristotelian avtaoia or our notion of
imagination is reception of sense-impressions’. An opposite view appeared in a work
of D. Modrak, who stated that the Aristotelian phantasia exlusively makes mental
images very important. In this context phantasia becomes the cause of the
«awareness of a sensory content under conditions that are not conductive to vertical
perceptions»’.

My concern here is to read carefully the Aristotelian interpretations of the
issue, taking into account these rival modern views expressed by the above-mentio-
ned authors, Certainly I shall require the assistance of some Neoplatonist Commen-
tators on the De Anima, because they have thrown much light to the problem invol-
ved®, Those Commentators often reproduced traditional interpretations of Aristo-
tle’s theories and insist on the fact that he meant a faulty which has mental images’.
But it was Aristotle who drew the necessary distinctions between the @povelv
(practical thinking) and voelv (theoretical thinking), which in no way can be identi-
fied with sensation. Relavant to these, but not the same, is the concept of phantasia,
which does not appear in any of the fragments of the Pre-Socratics, but only in

2. Cf. M. SCHOFIELD, Aristotle on the Imagination, G. E. R. LLoyp-G.E.L. Owen, (ed.) Arstotle
on Mind and the Senses, Cambridge 1978, reimpr. J. BARNES-R. SORABII (ed.), Aricles on Anstotle, IV,
London, 1979, 103-32. M. C. NussBAUM, Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium, Princeton 1978, Essay 5, pp. 221-
69. D. Mobrak, ®aviaoia reconsidered, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 68, 1986, 47-6Y. IDEM,
Anstotle: the power of perception, Chicago-London 1987, passim G, WaTsoN, ®avraocia in Aristotle, De
Anima 3,3, Classical Quarterly, NS 39, 1982, 100-13. IpEM, Phantasia, Classical Thought, Caiway, 1988, 14-
33. M. WEDIN, Mind and Imagination in Anstotle, New Haven-London, Yale University Press, 1988,
Passim.

3. Cf. L. WITTGENSTEIN, Philosophical Investigations, tr. G. E. M. Ascombe, Oxford 1958, I1. XI,
(. RYLE, The Concept of Mind, London 1948, ch. 8. M. WaRNOCK, Imagination, London 1976, pt. iv.

4. Cf. A. SHEPPARD, Phantasma and mental images: Neoplatonist interpretations of De Anima
3.3, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, Supplementary Vol. 1991, 166.

5. Cf. D. MoDRAK, ®aviaoia reconsidered, op. cit. p. 48.

6. H. J. BLUMENTHAL, Neoplatonic Elements in the De Anima Commentaries, Phronesis 21, 1976,
64-87. IDEM, Neoplatonic Interpretations of Aristotle on Phantasia, Review of Metaphysics 31, 1977-78,
242-257. Ipem, Some Platonist Readings of Aristotle, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society, NS
27, 1981, 1-16. IpEM, Plotinus' Psychology. His Doctrines of the Embodied Soul, The Hague, M. Nijhoff,
1971, esp. ch. 7: Memory and imagination, pp. 80-99.

7. Cf. A. SHEPPARD, Phantasma and mental images..., op. cit., pp. 168-169.
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Plato’s Republic® and elsewhere, where he argues that phantasia involves chiefly an
activity of sensation’. In this sense it is that combination of perception and
judgement which, according to Theaetetus, occurs when I see an instinct figure and in
any case, positively or negaively, judge it to be somebody whom I know by
accident'. In the Philebus (39 b) Plato considers imagination as the exclusive work of
a kind of painter in the mind who makes pictures of likenesses of certain things.
These pictures and likenesses are named as “pictured semplances” (pavraopata
tEwyoagnuéva), but still the phantasia is not yet used. In De Anima (3.9, 428 a25)
Aristotle refers to Plato’s ovppelEls alobioewg 80Eng and compares it with his
ovuAoxn O0Eng xai alobnoewg gavracia &v €ln, ie. imagination is neither
opinion joined with sensation, nor opinion through sensation, nor yet a complex of
opinion and sensation'’,

Aristotle seems to give phantasia a rather new sense, which is not to be
confused with Plato’s special use of the term here. In other words, the connection
between phantasia as the simple blend of perception and judgement on one hand and
the art of creating semplances or appearances on the other'. The sculptor, for
example, produces gavraopata, such as are rife in painting and fine art. He really
imposes on us false judgements by means of our senses'’. It is obvious here that Plato
uses phantasia not exaclty as an opposition to reality, but as some sort of unreality in
the object. According to this judgement, all this that has been expressed about
phantasia throws no much light on what may be called the problem of the eidwAov, i.
e. the problem, that this appearing or seeming without really being and saying
somehting which yet is not true. But the qﬁesliun still remains: how can there be
something which seems real without being real? In fact the image making, like all
other arts, includes a part of being and a part of not-being”. Truly speaking, the
image is not the reality, and the reality is not the image. How, «the not real is not

8. PLATO, Republic, B 382¢: xoudFij dpa 6 Oedg ardolv xai dAnbég av te Epyw xai Adyw
xai oUte avrog ueBiorarar olre dAdove éEamard, olite xara gavracias ovre xatda AGyovs...
Cf. Theaetetus, 152 ¢, Sophist, 260 e, 263 d, 264 a.

U, J. ANNAS, An Introduction to Plato’s Republic, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1981, pp. 80-82, 244-
245, 247-256. F. M. CornrFORD, Plato’s Theory of knowledge. The Theaetetus and the Sophist of Plato,
London 1973, p. 319: «Appearing... is not ‘imagination’, the faculty which pictures an absent of imagery
object not perceived ai the moments.

10. PLATO, Theaetetus 194 b, 195 d: ovvayig alfioews mpos dudvorav. Cf. also Philebus 38a.

11. Cf. R. D. Hicks, Aristotle De Anima, with translation, introduction and notes, Amsterdam,
Hakkert, 1965, pp. 126-127.

12. PLATO, Sophist 235 e. Cf. F. M. CORNFORD, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge... op. cit., pp. 197-199,

13. Ibid., 236 e: In this case here it is the object that appears but is not real.

14. Ibid., 257 c.

15. Ibid., 258 a.
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unrcal. but just the image, which is quite as much as that of which it is the
image»'®,

In order to understand Aristotle’s conception of phantasia, we must avoid the
basis of its scientific or poetical aspect'’. He argues that phantasia is neither sense-
perception nor scientific knowledge, yet nor intuitive reason'™. In this sense phan-
tasia is not an opinion'’,not even a mere combination of sense-perception and opi-
nion®, but sense-perception is a mere result of it*', which in any case is either true or
false™. This let Aristotle to distinguish three kinds of object of sense-perception: a)
the main objecs of the five senses, about which is very hard to make an error™, b)
things about which error is possible*! and ¢) common properties of the things, i. e.
movement and size”. It is evident that imagination is an experience produced by
actual perception, but “it is a bit artificial to divide the work Aristotle assigns to
phantasia between mental imagery and the reception of sensory or quasi-sensory
presentations. If we are to attribute to him a concept of imagination, then without
endowing it with a Kantian scope we can permit it to range beyond the confines of
mental imagery-~.

In his De Anima 3.3, Aristotle gives the most systematic account of the entire
essence of the term “phantasia’. He emphasises the distinction between thought and
perception, as well as the difference of imagination from other activities and
functioning of the soul”. In fact imagination is used by Aristotle of a state that occurs
when the actual object has ceased to be perceived. In other words. it is a function of

16, CI. F. M. CorNFORD, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge... op. cit., p. 322.

1 7. ARISTOTLE, Analvtica Posteriora 89 b 18. Poetics 1455a 32,

I8, IDEM. De Anima 3, 6, 428a 5-16.

14, fhid. . 428a 18-2,

200, Ihid. . 4284 24-b Y,

21. Ibid.. 425b 10-17,

22, Ibid.. 425b 18,

23. Ihid., 425b 19-20),

24, Ibid., 425b 20-22,

25, CL. D. Ross, Aristotle De Anima, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1967, pp. 38-39.

26. ARISTOTLE. De Anima, 3.3, 428b 30-429 a 2: el ovv unbév GAdo Exer ta eipnuéva f gavra-

oia (tobto & éoti 10 Agylév) n gavraoia &v eln xivnog o Tis alothoews Tis xar’ évépyaav
YLYVOREVT).
27. CI. M. SCioreLp, Aristotle on the Imagination, M. NussBaum-A. OKSENBERG-RORTY (eds),
Essavs on Anstotle’s De Anima, Oxford. Clarendon Press, 1992, pp. 250-251. Also see P. STRAWSON,
Imagination and Perception, L. FOSTER-J. W. Swanson (eds.), Experience and Theory, London, Methuen,
1974, pp. ©1-120. R, SCRUTON, Art and Imagination, London, Methuen, 1974, pp. Y1-120. See also G.
Ry i, The Concepr of Mind, London, Penguin, 1963, ch. 8.

28, ARISTOTLE, De Anima, 3.3, 427a 17-b 16: gavracia yap Erepov xai alofnoews xai oa-
volas aiitn te ov yiyveral dvev aloioews. xai dvev tavmns olx éomiy méAnyns.
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the primary faculty of perception, not of the five saparate senses. Here Aristotle
includes memory as the sense that what we are contemplating is really something in
the past. It is evident that Aristotle does not limit the objects of memory to things
that can be objects of imagination.

There is a tendency among certain scholars to downgrade or even restrict the
role of imagination in Aristotle’s psychology. Indeed M. Schofield, for example,
holds only a conceptual deviant status of imagination and M. Nussbaum argues that
Aristotle’s basic use of imagination as the seeing aspect of perception™. It is inte-
resting the fact that M. Nussbaum suggests that Aristotle put stress on imagination
on th view that it has a material basis which renders it an appropriate component in a
rather physiological account of movement. In this sense «the affections suitably pre-
pare the organic parts, desire the affecctions and imagination the desrere; and ima-
gination comes about either through thought or through sense-perception™'. In this
sense, imagination is the animal’s awareness of a sort of object or state of affairs®.

It is true that not every imagination of a rational creature is a rational phanta-
sia. In fact creatures with reason look to the future and to past experience, while ani-
mals can act only according to the awareness of the moment™. So Plato more often
employs phantasia or phantasma to talk of unreal appearances more generally™. The
Protagorcan concept of phantasia in Plato’s Cratylus is apparent in Aristotle’s text,
where his choice of the linguistic criterion is the guide-line for the interpretation of
phantasia®. Here Aristotle does not make the necessary distinction between imagi-
nation and perception in physical or physiological terms, nor, on the other hand,
does Anstotle adopt the procedure associated with David Hume of reflecting on the
presence of sensory features in imagining.

I1I. Pheatasia-Perception. Aristotle had once defined phantasia as a sort of week
perception in the carly Rhetoric™, but that view has been totally abandoned in De

3. Cf. M ScHOFIELD, Aristotle on the Imagination, M. NUSSBAUM-A. OKSENBERG-RORTY
(eds). Essavs ... op. cit., pp. 249 {f. M. Nusssaum, Changing Aristotle’s Mind. Thid., pp. 39-45.

31. ARISTOTLE, De mot animaliven, 8, 702 a 17-19: Ta pév yap opyaviza pépn mapaoxevalet
Emrndeiws ta aaln. n &' dpeSis va mabn v &' dpekwv N @avracia. (1 \1. NussBaum, Anstodle’s
De Mot Animaliven. Text with Translation, Commentary and Imtemprative Essans. 'ninceton, U P., 1978, pp.
261 (1.

32, ARISTOTLE. Nicomachean Ethics, VI, 1150b 28. VII,, | 1471~ -6 Metaphysics. A, 980 b 25-
27: Ta pév odv Gida taic gavraciatg EFi xai taig pvipaig, étpias 6 HETEXEL [UxQOV.

33. Ipem, De mot animalivim 433b 29-30, 434a 6.

34, PLaTO, Republic, V1 510 a, VII 582 ¢, 1 398 b, X 599 a; Sophist, 234 ¢, 236 ¢.

35, loem, Cranvlus, 387 c.

30, 1DEM. Rhetoric IV 13700 25-29: érei &° otiv 10 fdeobat, eV 1@ alobdaveobal tivog mabous,
n & gavraocia éotiv alofnois s aollevis. dei év T pepwmuévy xai 1@ éirilovr daxolovlol av
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Anima?’’, where he opts firmly for behaviorial criteria. More precisely he asks: is
believing a voluntary activity like imagining? Are the consequences of imagining the
same as those of belief*?

Aristotle is at pains to prove that phantasia is not the same as perception, for
the latter is only one kind of imagination equivalent to dreaming, while the aivo-
ueva experienced in other sorts of phantasia need not be. In this sense Aristotle’s
objection to Protagora refers to imagination as not the genus of which perception is a
species, but a species co-ordinate with perception. We are reminded here that
Protagoras'concept of alobmolg in Plato’s Theaetetus is much wider than Aristotle’s
perception of proper objects”. The problem we discuss here requires a further
examination on the question of how close each other are phantasia and pavraopa as
to be identical? A careful reading of Aristotle’s De Anima 3.3, 428a 5-16, shows that
the verb gaiveobal (appears), which in itself is appropriate and only in special
perceptual circumstances. Further, he claims that all animals have perception, but
apparently not all of them have phantasia.

Another point of this issue refers to Aristotle’s attack on Plato’s view that
phantasia is a blend of perception and belief. The Staginte first expounds Plato’s
doctrine that gaiveoBoy (appears) will be «believing exactly what one perceives»*.
He. then, argues that where one experiences a false «appearance» about what is
before, one which conflicts with the true belief one holds about it*. Elsewhere in the
Sophist, Plato argues that any belief which is formed as a result of perception is a case
of phantasia and can properly be expressed by a form of words which includes the
verb gaivetaw’. Evidently Plato’s view here is that phantasia is not exaclty a faculty
which pictures an absent of imagining object not perceived at the moment. He seems
to accept that it is this specific combination of perception and judgement which, as in
his Theaetetus indicates, occurs «when one sees an indistinct figure and, rightly or
wrongly, judge it to be someone he knows»*,

37. IDEM, De Anima, 3.3, 427b 15-25.

38. Ipem, Meraphysics, T, 1010b 3.

39. PLATO, Theaeretus, 151e-152¢c. Cf. D. Boston, Plato’s Theaetetus, Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1988, pp. 41-44.

40. ARISTOTLE, De Anima, 3.3, 428a 12-15: elra ai pév dinbeic aei, ai 6¢ pavraciar yivo-
viatr ai aielovs Yevdeic.

41. Ibid., 3.3. 428a 12-15: T6 olv gaiveoBar Eotar 10 Sokalewv Omep aibaverar, un xava
ovufefnxdc. Paiverar 6¢ ye xai YPevdn, mepi dv Gua tmodAmpny ainbi Exe.

42, Ibid., 3.3, 428b 2-4,

43. PLATO, Sophist, 264a-b.

44. IDEM, Theaetetus, 193b, especially 195d: ovvayis alothicewy mpos dudvoway.
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IV. Phantasia and Thinking. Aristotle shows himselt aware of the close relation
between phantasia and perception on the one hand and thinking on the other. He
suggests that thinking is a sine qua non condition of phantasia, for there is not VTOAN-
ig (thinking of) without phantasia®. Aristotle insists in both De Anima 3.9 and De
Motu Animalium 6-7, that thinking by itself is rather weak to lead to certain action.
Another aspect of Aristotle’s doctrine refers to phantasia as a form of thinking, but
one might argue that in different parts of De Anima 3.3, he endows phantasia with
such a different features just because he has different kinds of experience of the
phantasia we are talking about. In this sense phantasia is regarged as a necessary
condition of thought, as well as a mere after image of the sense-perception, often
false one. But what kind of vonoig (thought) and ®oioic (judgement) can we
expect phantasia to perform it which is utterly dependent on perception a more-after
image of a rather dark appearance? In fact there could be both thought and
judgement in Aristotle’s psychology: its substantial role in the collocation and
retention of sense-perceptions, and its role in applying thinking to several objects of
specific sense-perception’’. The most difficult part of Aristotle’s discussion of
phantasia and vonog (thinking) refers to his claims that phantasia is active every
time we have any thought at all, because, for him, perception is essential for practical
wisdom™®. Yet all our thinking, theoretical as well as practical, is necessarily escorted
by some activity of phantasia®. In fact there is no thinking that is abstract, for every
thought there is some kind of envisaging that provides a certain vehicle for the
thought™,

The important role of phantasia as synthesiser is conceived by Aristotle as the
mutual interaction between the object of perception and the actualized capacity. In
this sense it is not the mere passive reception of immaterial imprints®'. This leads to
the interpretation that phantasia is much more like perception than thought™.
Elsewhere he often argues that perception, which makes us aware of certain distin-

45. Cf. D. FReDE, The Cognitive Role of Phantasia in Aristotle, Essays on Anstoile’s De Anima,
op. cil., pp. 279-289.

46. ARISTOTLE, De Sensu, 1 432a 2. Metaphysics A, 980a 1-2.

47. IDEM, De Anima, 3.3, 432a 6-10: ovite puy aiotavouevos unfev av paflor ovdey av pabon
OUOE Evvein, Otav 1€ Oewpl avayxn aua qavraopd 1t Bewpelv: Ta yap qavraopara ooTep aioth-
parda ot Ay aver 0Anz. "Eoti 8 1) qavraoia ETépa Aoews xai CToqaoews.

48. ARISTOTLE, Metaphysics, A,, 1072 b-c.

49. IDeM, De Anima, 3, 3 427b 16. Cf. PLATO, Theaetetus 152 ¢, 161 e.

50. Cf. M. Nusssaum, De Mot Animalium... op. cit., p. 226.

51. ARISTOTLE, De Anima, B,,, 424a 17-18: n pev atotnois €0Tiv 10 OEATIXOV TV ailobinTay
elda@v avev tijc DAne.

52. IDEM, De Insomniis, 458b 31-33. Aristotle argues that sense-perception is a sine gua non of
phantasia.
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ctions, is essential for practical wisdom, and to a certain extent, for induction and
demonstration®, Finally he concludes that the ability to perceive is a necessary
condition for thinking in general™.

Another problem is that of Aristotle’s denial that mere thinking is physical,
which commits him t-» what we might think of “messy overcomplexity™. Still Ari-
stotle’s doctrine on phantasia has drawn the attention of scholars who have focus
their interest on the “inner sense”, or the “first sense”. To our understanding it scems
to have functions ascribed to consciousness, because it receives all the sensory
information. But the dominant role of the common sense is only indicated in De
Anima and further elaborated in the Parva Naturalia®. Aristotle ascribes to the inner
sense the ability to receive and discern different sensations and peroeptions
simultancously. In fact this inner sense is primarily responsible for the ®owva
catnta (common s@eﬁbles), the notion we feed and see. Thus, phantasia can be
separated from their origin, while perceptions cannot and in this sense they can give
us a coherent picture of a situation that transcend the immediate perception™. But
how far is phantasia itself from pure thinking? This 1s evident when phantasia once 1t
is separated from its origin, then it can be either false or misleading. Due to the
absence of a factor that keeps the faculties of the soul in order, phantasia can become
mere appearance that drift in and out of our consciousness and reapear in dreams™.
In this sense it is clear that Aristotle does not treat the uvTuoTixn as a distinct
faculty of the soul, instead it is considered as a phenomenon that supervenes on
sense-perception.

Aristotle puts emphasis on the actual meaning of dreaming as a interesting
sort of phantasia. Surely dreaming is not subject to the will, except in a freudian
way which Aristotle shows no sign of anticipating, nor is one always as completely
detached with emotion from the frequent horrors of a dreaming as a horrific
picture of the matter™. Thus, dreaming presents a challenge to the view that there
IS a unity to Aristotle’s treatment of phantasia, in all its entire functioning within
the mind, which is compatible with identifying phantasia with imagination. If it is
$0, then one might suppose that dreams involve mental imagery, as it appears in
Aristotle’s referenc to qavraoiu, with respect to dreams at De Insomniis,

53. IDEM, Analytica Posieriora, 1, 81a 38,

54. IDEM, De Anima, 3.3, 432a 6-7.

55. Cf. M. NussBauM, De Mot Animalium, op. cit., p. 267.

36. ARISTOTLE, D¢ Anima, 3.3, 426b 17-29. Cf. D. Ross, Aristotle, De Anima, op. cit., pp. 280-
281. R. D. Hicks, Aristotle, De Anima, op. cit., pp. 446-447,

57. Cf. M. ScCHOFIELD, Aristotle on the Imagination, ap. cit., pp. 271 1.

38. Ihud., pp. 272-273.

59. Cf. M. NusssAuM, De Motu Animalium, op. cit., pp. 221, 244, 297, 249,
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although elsewhere at De Anima the Stagirite forges a different link between
them®.

V. Phantasia and Motion. What exctly is the relation between phantasia and
motion? At De Anima 3.3, Aristotle argues that phantasia is identified with
movement and its activities derive from perception®. It is clear that phantasia is a
movement co-extensive with a motion which results from perception®. Dr. R. D.
Hicks states that “in virtue of this motion it is possible for its possessor to do and
experience many things”, but in his relevant commentary on the lines ®at" avmy
(with respect to it) is taken to mean, xutd v @oavraciav (with reference to
imagination), rather than ®ata v zivnowy (with respect to movement). It is evident
that Professor Hicks proceeds to the view that here phantasia is opposed to mere
presentation of his doctrine®.

It is important to emphasise here that Dr. Hicks asserts that phantasia with its
links to motion reveals its character that it can be either true of false. The question is
not how phaniasia can be true and false, but rather how the motion which derives
from perception can inded be true and false. In this case the motion which derives
from the activity of perception will certainly differ primarily on which of the forms of
perception it results from the first perception of proper objects of sense, is true so
long as perception is present, the others, perception of objects incidentally (xutc
ouviPefin1og), a perception of common objects (T@v ®owvibv), may be false, whether
perception is present or absent. Thus the truth of falsity of phantasia depends on the
character of the corresponding sense-perception. The imagination that follows the
perception of the special object of the sense is true, while the perception lasts, but 1t
can become false once the perception is over™,

The cognitive role of phantasia both in theoretical and practical thinking
according to Aristotle is based on the exclusive relation between the sensible and the
intelligible through motion. In this sense one might ascribe Aristotle’s psychology a
sort of a conception of the unity of consciousness that comprises both the senses and
the Nous, but this hypothesis is still under detailed examination and further
investigation™.

60, ARISTOTLE, ¢ Anima, 3.3, 427b 16-24.

61. Ihid., 3.3, 428b 30-429a 1: ... §j qavTaoia av e 2Vl s 1570 TS alothioems TiS xar” evepyeiay
vevopievn, Cf R, D. HiCks, Arisiotle, De Anima, op. cit, pp. 473-474. In addition see, PHILOPONUS, In de
Anima, 514, 31, THEMISTIUS, In de Anima, 93, 21.

62. ARISTOTLE, De Anima, 3.3, 428b 10-17: i &¢ qavraoia x(vnois 1is ooxel elvan xai o
COVEL alatnoeos viveoto,

63. CI. R. D. Hicks, Aristotle De Anima, op. cit., pp. 417 ff.

64, Thid., p. 46Y.

65. CI. M. SCHOFIELD, Aristotle on the Imagination, op. cit., pp. 276-277.
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The relatioship between phantasia and Nous has been linked to that between
matter and form through motion. The phantasia, even though it often funtions as
incentive for thought in the physical world, remains phenomenon in its own right.
Thus phantasia is basically a unified concept in Aristotle, but it that fully justified, i.
e., 1s there not only a more or less coherent family of psychic phenomena, a looss-
knit family concept? In fact the causal account for all imagination is more or less the
same: all gavraaia are motions in the soul caused by sense-perception. There are
sensory images or imprints which can exist independently from their original source.

Most of all the character and value of phantasia may be clear or confused, true or
false®™.

Conclusion. The activity of phantasia, as Aristotle taught, is dependent on its past as
well as its present tendencies. It is obvious that the philosopher must begin with and
return to the qawvopeva. The interest of appearing (quiveobar)as a matter of fact
underlies Aristotle’s development of a theory of phantasia, dreaming, delusion and
motivation. He includes atobinowg as the necessary condition of imagining®. From
this point of view phantasia is treated as unified concept, especially in Aristotle’s
work. But if one exludes the metaphoric meaning of ¢uvtdalewy, then at least the
causal account for all imagination is the same: all gatvTaoia are motions in the soul
caused by sense-perceptions. All these are sensory images which can exist
independently from their original source.

‘The most substantial virtue of Aristotle’s account on the soul is its recognition
of the range of psychological phenomena, which deserve to be associated in this
familiar concept. Indeed Aristotle reminds us of the phenomena we need to consider
and compels us to find ways of connecting them. Despite the existing inconsistences
in his account, he succeds to tackle problems that derive from the entire functioning
of the faculty of phantasia within the whole activities if the soul.

Constantine G. NIARCHOS
(Athens)

66. Cf. D. FReEDE, The Cognitive Role of Phantasia in Aristotle, op. cit., pp. 281 ff,
67. Cf. D. Moprak, Phantasia reconsidered, op. cit., 47-69. IpEM, Aristotle, The power of
Perception, Chicago, U.P., pp. 123-124, p. 215 and note 29.
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SOME ASPECTS OF THE ARISTOTELIAN DOCTRINE OF COGNITIVE PHANTASIA

AMMOWEIEL TINEX INEPI THE APIETOTEAIKHE AIAALKAAIAL
«H INQETIKH ®PANTALIA»

MeptAnyn

1. "Yrdaoyel el0ETL HETUED TV LEAeMTOV THS AOLOTOTEAXTIS GLAOTOIUS
N O@opd andpemv epi ™V Eounveiay TOD TEOPANNATOS TAC YVWOTIXAC
EAVTUOLUG, EV OYEOEL TROC TNV TAATWVIXNY DEmQiay TEQL THS VONTIXAC dOHGV
S @avTaoias. O "AQLOTOTEANS ELVUL AXUTIVOONIAUTIXOG £l THE doync OTL M
PAVTOOLO ELVAL UG VONTIRN AELTOVOYIC ouvpmeotdapfavovoa xal alobnta
aTOVYELd, ANV TOV vontdv. Eival 8¢ meoqaveg 6T 1o Ty Bemonowy avtiy n
@UVTUOLH glval TO ATOTEAEGILA THC Oult THS AVTLANPEMS ATTOXTMILEVNS EJLITEL-
Oelag £v CUVOLUONG TTAVTOTE TEOS Td DEOOUEVA PUVTUTTIXOD T} TOD EVOELOLE-
VG QUVTUOTLRO.

2. Katd my £0e0va pag EmuyetOeital jud vEu ATOTELQU TTROTEYYIOEWS Xl
gounveiag T aoLoTotehiriic Ndaorahiag eig 10 ITepl Yuymc Ty nuplmg, dhAd ®Kai
el (A Eoya TOD ZTUyIOITOV, £V OUYROUTIA] AVTLTUQUUETEL XUl OLUAERTIR] OFE-
OEL TTOOS GUVAPELS TAUTWVIKAS BewOlaS. "ATEPUADS N GVUGOOX TTOS TOVS (LAE-
EavOOLVOUS OZOMUOTAS KOl DITORVIUATLOTAS TMV AOLOTOTEMKMY EQV™V ElvaL EX
v mpayidtwv emfefinuévn. “H Eoevvd pag Aapfaver oofapms U oYy Tug
AMav GEWAGYOVS NEALTUS THS ouyyoovoy Pifhovougiag, pnakota O Tiveg €
aOT@OV AToTeAoV TO Deptéhov TS EpevvnTixiic mpoonddewds pac. "Evvorat mg
«(PUVTUOL KUl «paiveaburs, ®ubmg ®Ul «QUVTUaio» KUl «@AVTaOU» WTOTE-
AOUV TV AgeOLe THS HEAEMES HAg, dLi Vi GUVEYIOMIEY NE TUS EVVOIUS THS « -
VIUOTUC-CVTIANPEMS», «UVTUTIUC-VONTEMS» KUL «PUVTUGIUC-KIVIOEMS» RKUL VU
HUTUANEONEY €IS TNV AOYLANY EQEVVNOLY TEQL THS «YVIOTIKAC GUVTUOIUS» 1S
OUVTEAEGTOD TOU VOELV ®(UL TOD TTOUTTELV.

Kovotavtivog NIAPXOZ
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