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ABSTRACT

This text will argue that Aristotelian phantasia does not form a full capacity in the
psyche and, instead, by drawing on its causal origins in perception, acts as an
activity serving in the role of helpmate to capacities and other activities. Despite its
seemingly simple role in providing representations in the psyche, phantasia proves a
rich concept which Aristotle uses to explore many phenomena, such as dreaming,
movement and action, and memory. Its position between perception and thought and
its role in allowing universals to begin gaining entry into the psyche not only allows
it to participate in various psychic activities but also proves of importance in
Aristotle’s philosophy in a larger sense. Indeed, this text will suggest that phantasia
plays an important role in linking the perceivable and the thinkable in the

Aristotelian psyche.
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INTRODUCTION

Anstotle’s conception of phantasia is significantly broader than our conception of
‘imagination’, the term which is often used to translate it. This becomes readily apparent
once one realizes the range of work phantasia is put to in Aristotle’s accounts of dreaming,
movement, and memory, among others things. This thesis will seek to examine Anistotle’s
account of phantasia in the different activities where it manifests itself, but it will also look at
phantasia as 1t is positioned with respect to Anstotle’s broader psychology and philosophy. In
de Anima, Anstotle locates his discussion of phantasia between his accounts of perception and
thought, and it is in this role of bridging the perceptible and the thinkable that the larger
importance of phantasia within Anistotle’s overall philosophy becomes visible. In addition to
serving a pivotal role in accounts of a number of phenomena displayed by living beings,
Aristotelian phantasia presents a response and critique of Plato’s earlier conception. Driven
by the gap between the sensible world and the intelligible that Plato’s philosophy seems to
produce, Aristotle uses phantasia to help satisfy this missing element in his predecessor’s

philosophy.



Given that the Anstotle’s account of phantasia draws noticeably on Plato, it would be
appropriate to beginning with a modest introduction to the latter’s account. It should be
noted from the outset that this thesis will not, and does not pretend to, provide an adequate
examination of Plato’s conception of phantasia, rather it will speak to Plato solely in terms of
certain passages that are of particular relevance in its examination of Arnstotle’s treatment.
As we shall see, there are many points at which their respective concems intersect. The
introduction of the term phantasia can, in fact, be attributed to Plato, and it is in his dialogues,
particularly in the Theaetetus and the Sophist, where the first, though in comparison with
Anistotle more narrowly focussed, examinations of phantasia are to be found. It is in the latter
dialogue that Plato defines phantasia as a type of opinion (doxa), specifically as one that arises
from our perceptions.

EE. Ti{d’ 6toav pnkad’ adto dAra 61" aicbnoewg mapn Tivi 10 TolobTOV

ob Td0og, &p 016V Te OpORG einelv ETepdy T1 TANY Ppaviaoiav;

OEAL Ovév.

Stranger: But what if on occasions such a condition [an opinion] occurs in someone

not through itself but on account of perception, would we rightly call it anything

other than phantasia?

Theaetetus: No.

Sophist 264a-b

Plato’s examinations of phantasia take place within the context of investigations into
knowledge and truth, and represent only a part of larger epistemological and ontological
preoccupations. Plato seeks to establish truth as objectively based and is keen to argue that
any subjectively based conception of truth cannot be valid, thus, in the Theaetetus, we find

Plato arguing strongly against the proposition that perception (aestbésis) and the opinions

1. All translations are the work of the author.



based on perceptions (phantasiar), which he locates within the subjective individual, are
knowledge.” This placement, Plato argues, means that perception and the opinions springing
from it, namely phantasiai, cannot be true in any full or meaningful sense of the word. If one
relies on phantasia for knowledge, the wind, to use Plato’s example in the dialogue, may end
up being both cold and not-cold depending on whomever one asks. Phantasia is, ultimately, a
mere appearance. In the Sophisz, Plato uses his definition of phantasia as a type of opinion to
implicate it in the cognitive activities of the soul, and indeed he indicates that the formation
of these perceptually-based opinions stems from a silent dialogue found within the psyche.
This ‘dialogue’ means that the opinions that are phantasiai are at a fundamental level related
to speech. Once he has made this linkage, Plato is quick to point out that given the falsity
that comes with phantasia, the Sophist must admit that speech can, contrary to the latter’s
protests to the contrary, be false.
EE. Ovkolv éneinep Adyog &AnOfg v kal Peuvdrig, tovtwv 8 éddvn
ddvola pev abTng Tpog éxvtnv Yuxng OrdAoyog, d6&a &€ dravoiag
arotedevtnolg, “Ppaivetar” 0¢ 0 A€yopev oUppigig aiobnoewg kai d6&ng,
Gvaykn E’Sf] Kol TOUTwVY TQ A0Yw EVYYEVOV OvTwV Peuvdn T€ adTOV Evia Kal
gviote eivat.

Stranger: And so seeing that speech is true and false, and that thought appeared after
this to be a dialogue of our psyche with itself, and opinion an outcome of thought,
and that the [phrase] which we use “it appears” [paivetar] is a blending of
perception and opinion, then it is indeed necessary that as these things are connected
with speech that some of them are sometimes false.

Sophist 264a-b

Looking at these references to phantasia, it becomes fairly clear that for Plato phantasia plays a
rather modest role in his larger project of examining knowledge and of determining what is

genuinely knowable. Indeed, part of Plato’s epistemological and ontological project

2. The passage at Theaetetus 152b-c is a particularly clear example of this.



necessarly involves determining the opposite of these very things, namely, those things
which cannot be known in themselves, and in understanding the lapses from knowledge that
occur during moments of error. Phantasiai figure prominently (and notoriously) in the latter.
Given their clear connection to the epistemologically unreliable world of perception, Plato
concludes in the Protagoras that phantasiai, given their nature as (predominantly) illusory
appearances, almost inevitably lead the psyche astray.’ But in addition to pointing to their
roots in perception, Plato takes pains to link phantasia to speech, which like phantasia can be
false, and this argument allows him to tackle the other philosophical project in which
phantasia figures: the repudiation of Sophism and sophistic subjectivity. The preceding
outline points at the basic character of Platonic phantasia; it is a concept which is raised with
epistemological and ontological concems firmly in mind. Thus we find that although
phantasiai would appear to be regular and not unnatural elements in the activity of the
Platonic psyche, they do not, for example, play a role in the tri-partite psychology. Phantasiai
are used by Plato to give us insight into what is 7oz as opposed to what is, specifically and

significantly, into what it not real and what is not true.

The account of phantasia that we find in Aristotle presents us with is a radical and wholesale
reworking of the concept, but one that is nevertheless wntten with Plato’s account firmly in
mind. Indeed, one of the readily noticeable aspects of Aristotle’s treatment (particularly in 4e
Anima 111.3) are the references, both direct and indirect, to Plato, and how it quite
deliberately sets itself the task of countering key aspects of the latter’s account while at the
same time speaking to many of the same considerations. An immediate and striking

difference between their respective accounts is the often constructive role Arstotle allows

3. Protagoras 356d



phantasia, and the range of psychic work it performs. The conception of phantasia that we find
in de Anima and other of Aristotle’s texts is a much broader and more ambitious undertaking
than Plato’s, one which speaks to a whole host of philosophical ideas, and, although
Anistotle’s most focussed discussion of phantasia takes place in I11.3 of de Anima, the concept
is revisited and further expanded on in a number of other texts, most notably de Memoria, de
Motu Animalium, and de Insomniis. The range of topics in which phantasia is implicated is wide
and varied: in ‘altered’ states of consciousness such as sleeping and madness, in memory and
the acquisition of experience (empeira), movement and action, and error, even in the workings

of thought.

It is perhaps the very expansiveness and the sheer range of tasks attributed to Aristotelian
phantasia that cause immediate and often-noted problems for the aspiring reader. The first
and most immediate issue to be confronted revolves around definition. In contrast to Plato’s
frustratingly spare definition of phantasia as a special type of opinion growing out our sensory
experiences, Anstotle’s defining is more generous, if not altogether more direct. In De Anima
I11.3, considerable time is devoted to elaborating on the various things that phantasia is not.
But having said that, we are also given two defining statements which are indicative not only
of the rather new direction in which Anistotle would like to move phantasia, but also of the
difficulty and subtlety of what he is after in his conceptualization.

€l 00V unO&v pév dAro éxer o eipnpuéva | paviaoic, todto &' £0Ti 10

AexBév, 1 davtaoia av €in kivnoig KO THe aiobnoewg The kat'

EVEPYELQAV YIYVOUEVN.

And so if phantasiais in no way different from the things having been mentioned, and

is that which we have said, then phantasia is a movement occurring on account of an
activity of aesthésis.




de Anima 428b30-429a2

ei &M éativ 1) davrtaoio kad ' fv A€yopev pavtaopd T iy yiyveoOor
Kol p) €l TL kotd petadopav Aéyopev, {&pa} pia Tig £0TL ToUTWY dUvaplg
N €€1¢ kb’ g kpivopev kol ainbevopev f| Yevdopebo;

If phantasia is that by virtue of which we say that a phantasma occurs to us and if it is
not that which we speak of metaphorically, then is it a single capacity (dunamis) for
these things or a ‘having’ (bexis) with respect to these things [i.e. phantasmata] in virtue
of which we discriminate and are right or are mistaken?

de Anima 428al-4

In the defining statements, we see phantasia characterized as a movement resulting from the
activity of aesthésis and find Aristotle raising the question of whether phantasia is a capacity or
a hexis (‘having’). By speaking to phantasia in these particular ways, two fundamental and
striking differences between Plato’s and Aristotle’s respective accounts become immediately
apparent. With Aristotle we have shifted from Plato’s account of phantasia as something very
much like an entity (an ‘appearance’) to a depiction of phantasia as an active principle
(something ‘by virtue of which’ a phantasma (or representation) exists in the psyche). Like
Plato, Anistotle identifies the original impetus for phantasia as lying in acts of perception but
sees it as an activity (or more precisely, a movement) that occurs as a direct result of the
activities of the perceptual system of the psyche. Where Plato’s phantasia sounds rather like a
noun, Aristotle’s has begun to sound more like a verb, an ability to ‘be appeared to’ or ‘to
create representations’. These last phrases, although capturing the distinctly active quality of
Aristotelian phantasia, speak to the definitional difficulties alluded to eatlier. Despite the
common use of terms such as ‘imagination’ and ‘appearing’ to denote phantasia, they are not
without their problems, inasmuch as these translations, although helpful when dealing with

some facets of his account, ultimately fail to cover the full extent of psychic terrain which



phantasia inhabits. The creative connotations of ‘imagination’, while working happily in the
context of dreaming, fit less comfortably when addressing the less exotic phenomena
addressed by Aristotle’s account, such as the movement of animals. In the other instance,
‘appearing’ (with the connotation of ‘mere’ appearing) undercuts the very real potential of
phantasia to be true and to work constructively within the psyche, something which Anstotle,
in his broadly-based and often positive account, surely seems to have tried to argue. Because
of these considerations, phantasia will be referred to in the onginal Greek for the most part,
while on a number of occasions, the products of phantasia, phantasmata, will be referred to as
‘representations’. This term is intended to express the ability of phantasia to render perceptual
experiences from across the whole range of senses (not only the visual, as terms like ‘image’
might suggest) and to lessen the taint of falsity, which becomes somewhat less of a factor
with Aristotle than it was with Plato. The misleading appearances that are phantasiai in the
Theaetutus, Sophist, and Protagoras shift to a conception of phantasia as an activity that, while
useful in explaining how the feverish might ‘see’ serpents on the wall, is no less useful in

helping to explaining how we conduct intellectual exploration of the geometry of triangles.

A second difference in the accounts of Plato and Aristotle is found in the observation that
Anstotle, in a sense, locates phantasia both inside and outside the psyche. Phantasia (and the
capacity of sensation) requires what is outside the psyche, namely the sensual world, at the
same time as requiring a soul-possessing body to house it* But from the outset, Aristotle
frames his examination of phantasia in terms of its existence as one of a set of abilities that
can be present within living beings and as an entity that possesses a regular and established

function within the psyche, either in the form of an actual capacity, or at least as a ‘having’

4. de Anima 416b34 and 415b24



(hexis) present within the psyche. The narrower quality of Platonic phantasia as a type of
opinion generated by perceptions coming from outside the soul, as essentially a by-product
of the outer world impinging on the psyche, and thus an entity which is essentially alien to it,

is absent.

The difficulties that come with studying phantasia are not limited to issues of definition and
translation. Aristotle has on numerous occasions been accused of generating an account of
phantasia which teeters on the incoherent or is burdened with outright and irresolvable
inconsistencies.” The reason for these difficulties lies mainly (though not exclusively) in
trying to understand how the many different manifestations and tasks assigned to phantasia
can be brought together under a single intelligible and workable concept. Where Platonic
phantasiai serve as irritants and obstacles to true knowledge and being, Anistotle not only
attempts to demarcate an identifiable activity that will speak to a variety of psychic
experiences but also tries to account for experiences and capacities across the full range of
different psyches, both human and otherwise. Thus, animals, as well as humans have the
ability for phantasia. Despite the complexities of Aristotle’s various accounts of phantasia, this
text takes the view that they result in a fundamentally workable and consistent concept.
Part of the challenge in establishing this consistency lies in addressing the question of what

sort of thing phantasia actually is; the very question Aristotle himself raises at the beginning

5. Malcolm Schofield provides a useful and emphatic example of the bewilderment and
criticism occasioned by examinations of Aristotle’s account of phantasia: “1 shall suggest (and
have already hinted) that Aristotle can be fairly interpreted as adopting different but
complementary vantage-points on a more or less coherent family of psychological
phenomena. But it would be a triumph of generosity over justice to pretend that he manages
to combine his different approaches to phantasia with an absolutely clear head.” Schofield, M.
“Aristotle on the Imagination” In Essays on Aristotle’s De Anima, eds. M.C. Nussbaum and
A.O. Rorty. 253 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992).



of his account in de Anima I11.3. Is it a capacity in its own right, like aeszhesis for example, or
rather a fexis? And how can we know that phantasia actually is something in its own right and
not merely an aspect of some other capacity, such as perception or opinion, as Plato had
maintained? Given the sheer number and range of activities into which phantasia is drawn,
activities which are both sensual and cognitive, determining what phantasia is and what sort

of structure it occupies within the soul becomes of critical importance.

This text will argue that Aristotle takes care to tease out phantasia as a distinct and
differentiated entity, which although inextricably bound to aeszhésis and the perceptual
capacity of the psyche, still retains a conceptual independence. This independence does not,
however, extend to bestowing the status of full capacity on phantasia. What we find instead is
that phantasia accompanies and serves the role of helpmate to a range of other established
capacities and activities. It is the very absence of the status of capacity and the lack of an
object proper to itself that allows phantasia, with its more modest status, the flexibility to
participate in such a range of roles in the psyche and to prove useful in the accounts of so
many phenomena. As the ‘simple’ ability to produce representations, its activities can be
called on in a range of tasks where sensible objects need to be rendered. The other question
that will be spoken to revolves around what might be called the ‘transgressive’ aspects of

phantasia. Indeed, this text will make the suggestion that phantasia plays an important role in

linking the perceivable and the thinkable in the Anstotelian psyche.



V/4

PHANTASIA & 7HE ARCHITE CTURE OF 7HE PSYCHE

We reach Aristotle’s main account of phantasia in Book I11.3 of de Anima, appropriately
enough, between his examination of perception, which ends with a discussion of the
common sensibles and the awareness of perception in the psyche, and the yet to come
examinations of thought and movement. The discussion begins by outlining the ways in
which thinking might be seen to be similar to perceiving, an association which Aristotle
attributes to philosophical predecessors. Anistotle does not, however, use II1.3 to expand on
the relations between thought and phantasia. It is only after a little while that phantasia is
brought, almost unexpectedly, into play and described as seemingly occupying a position
somewhere between the two.

davtaoio yap €tepov xal aiogbnoewg kol draevoiag, aitn T€ o yiyvetal

dvev aiobnoewg, kal &vev Taitng ovk 0TIV VTTOANYNG.

For phantasia is different from both perception and dianoia, and it does not occur
without perception and without it there is no judgement.

de Anima 427b14-16

By locating phantasia in a place apart from both perception and thought, Aristotle becomes
obliged to explain how phantasia is in fact different from both capacities. On the other hand,

by placing it into necessary relationships with perception as well as thought, he gives

10



phantasia a role in the psyche that is both more significant and potentially more useful than
the one granted it by Plato. This task of situating phantasia in relation to perception, thought,
and judgement, and of establishing his own conception of phantasia occurs alongside a
significant portion of the chapter which serves as a response to the Platonic definition of
phantasia as opinion arising out of perception. In this response, he systematically critiques
Plato’s definition by denying that phantasia can be either perception, or opinion, or any
combination of the two. This critique speaks to many recurmng elements in Aristotle’s
treatment, and an examination of its main points would be helpful before proceeding into a

discussion of other aspects of his account of phantasia.

Phantasia Gaznot be Perception

Aristotle begins II1.3 by referring to a similarity between perception and thought, namely,
that both perception and thought are discriminative and that both allow the psyche to come
to know things which genuinely exist.® It was a similarity which his philosophical
predecessors observed and which led them to go so far as to identify the two. Intent as he is
to establish the independence of perception and thinking, Anistotle cannot allow the
identification to stand, possible similanities notwithstanding. Having made the observation
that though all animals are capable of perception only a small number are possessed of the
capacity for practical thought (to phronein), phantasia is brought into the argument.” Two

important points are made conceming its nature. Firstly, Anstotle describes phantasia as

6. de Anima 427a20.

7. de Anima 427b7-8.

11




being both dependent on perception and a requirement for judgement; secondly, he
charactenizes thought as a combination of judgement and phantasia. Given these descriptions,
phantasia might be seen as serving a bridging role between aeszhésis and cognitive elements in
the psyche: phantasia resembles a form of perception, something “by virtue of which... a
phantasma [or representation] occurs in us”, as at 428a1-2, but it is also something ‘in virtue
of which we discniminate and are either right or are mistaken’ (428a1-4), or even more
radically, as Aristotle will say at 433210, something that might be considered a sort of
thinking. Despite his suggestions of similarities between perception and thought, I believe
that Aristotle’s interests at this point lie first and foremost in distinguishing the two, and in
that respect, phantasia, although it might be seen to serve as a bridge, could just as readily be
seen to serve as a sort of fence. As suggested earlier, Anistotle’s definition of phantasia leans
heavily on the establishment of what phantasia is not, and what it is not, he will argue, is
either perception or thought (or, it might added, opinion, as Plato maintains). By working to
tease phantasia out in this way, Arnistotle not only begins the task of establishing phantasia as a
basic element in the soul, but he also simultaneously clarifies and strengthens the distinctions
between aesthésis and thought by identifying a legitimate and genuine psychic activity that is

located between them.

After an important passage in which phantasia is compared with thought and judgement
(doxagein) (a passage to which we shall be returning), Arnistotle takes a substantial step in the
process of distinguishing phantasia as a full-fledged psychic activity by providing an argument
for why it cannot be synonymous with the capacity for aeszhésis.

6t1 uev obv ovk EoTiv aioBnaig, dfov ¢k TdVSe. aioBnoig pév yap rfitor
dvvaplg 1 Evépyera, olov GYig kol dpaoig, paivetar O€ TL Kl LndeTEPOu

12



UTEPYOVTOg TOUTWY, 010V T& v Tolg VTvolg. €ita aioOnoig pév del
Tapeatl, Gaviacia &' oU. €l 68 T Evepyeln TO AT, TAOLV &V €VOEXOLTO
101 Onpioig daviaoiav OTdpyelv: Sokel &’ ol, olov pipunkt fj peAitty,
kel OKWANKL. €lto ol pév aAnOeic del, ai 88 Ppavrtaciol yivovtal ai
TAetoug Pevdeig. Emert’ ovdE AEyopeV, OTaV EVEPYDUEV AKPLPDOG TEPL TO
aigOntdv, 611 dpaivetar todto NUiv &vOpwmog, dAAL paAAOY OTov: U1
gvapy®d¢c aiobavodpeba tétepov aAnONC 1) Pevdng. kol 6mep O EAEyopev
TPOTEPOV, PaiveTal Kol LUOVOLY OPARATA.

That it [i.e. phantasia) is not aesthésis is clear from the [following points]. For aesthésis is
in truth either a capacity or an activity, which is sight or seeing, but something can
appear even when neither of these is present, as do the things in sleep. Accordingly,
aesthésis is always present and phantasia is not. And if it were the same thing in its
activity, it would allow phantasia to exist in all animals; but it does not seem to, as for
example in ants or bees or grubs. Furthermore, these things [perceptions] are always
true, but the phantasiai which occur, these are mostly false. In addition to this we do
not say, whenever we act accurately with respect to our senses that it appears to us
that this thing is a man, but rather whenever we perceive indistinctly whether
something is true or false. And as we said earlier, visions appear even with our eyes
shut.

de Anima 428a5-16

Although there are several points that can be made about this passage, we shall touch on
onlya few of them at this juncture. Firstly, dependent as phantasia is on aesthésis (being a
movement resulting from it), it does not seem to be entirely dependent. On the contrary,
Anstotle indicates that it has some form of existence apart from it and draws our attention
to this, both at the beginning of the passage and at the end, by specifying that the activities
of phantasia can occur even when perception, in the conventional sense, does not. ‘Images’
can appear in our sleep, as well as, after we have shut our eyes to the sight of something.®

The typical prerequisite for perception, the employment of the sense organs, would not seem

8. As indicated in the introduction, the use of the word ‘image’ in translating phantasma
presents problems because a phantasma (and an aisthema, for that matter) potentially reflects
the activities of any of the different sense organs, not only sight. Thus a phantasma could just
as readily result from an experience of smell, for example. In the case of this particular
passage, Anstotle is referring to what is clearly a visual representation, a dream, and speaks
of ‘visions’.

13



to be necessary. In other words, a representation (or more properly, a phantasma) generated
by phantasia has being apart from the objects of perception, and this is the case even when
perception is not strictly speaking possible, either because we are unable to exercise the
capacity for perception or simply aren’t exercising it at a given time. Aisthésis, which occurs
when the capacity for, say, seeing is actualized through the eyes coming into direct contact
with what is capable of being seen, simply cannot do this. Thus, phantasia cannot be the same
as aesthésis. Despite having an origin in perception, the movement that is phantasia generates
an entity, a phantasma, which can loosen itself from its sensory roots and acquire a different

sort of existence, one apart from its origins in perception.

This carries implications which further Aristotle’s contention that aesthésis and phantasia are
essentially different activities. Because the type of relationship that phantasia has with objects
of perception differs fundamentally from that of the perceptual capacity with objects of
perception, their relative veridical powers need not be the same. This is particularly the case
with perception of the special objects of sense by their respective sense organs, a perceptual
activity which Anstotle describes as free from error, and which are presumably the
perceptions being referred to at 428a12.” Because a direct and binding tie to sensible and
particular objects is not, strictly speaking, necessary for phantasia, phantasmata need not
always, or even mostly, be true. Lastly, one of the fundamental ways in which phanzasia
differs from perception is that it does not necessarly accompany it as an endowment in the
psyche: in other words, creatures who can perceive do not thereby automatically have the

ability of phantasia. Given that the activities of the two are essentially different, there is no

9. Anstotle asserts their reliability at de Anima 427b13. This point is reiterated and the
possibility of error in the two other kinds of perception is discussed at de Anima 428b18-25.

14



necessity for them to be concurrent in the soul. Thus, Aristotle suggests that there exist
certain animals which can perceive but lack the ability to generate representations.'® The
whole issue of distinguishing the relative abilities of animals and humans, with respect not
only to phantasia but also other activities that might arguably be linked to it, such as opinion,

plays an important role in how Anstotle frames his account of phantasia, as we shall see.

Phantasia Across the Psyches

One of the grounds on which Aristotle bases his critique of the Platonic definition of
phantasia stems from a central feature of the de Anima. Aristotle’s psychology seeks to
provide a comprehensive account of the different constitutions of the psyche across living
beings, and an important goal of the treatise is to show not only the differences in psychic
endowments but also the continuities. The different abilities that are outlined in Aristotle’s
psychology are not, of course, evenly distributed. Plants are endowed with neither
perception nor ‘mind’ (nous), animals are granted the former (but not the latter), while
humans are permitted both. The ability for phantasia would not seem, on first blush, to be
quite as clear-cut: it is denied to plants and reserved for most, if not all, animals and for
humans. " These distinctions between various living beings become pivotal to Aristotle’s

discussion of phantasia and his critique of Plato, inasmuch as the latter’s definition formulates

10. de Anima 434a4 and Abnalytica Posteriora 99b36-38.

11. There is some debate as to whether or not Anistotle attributed phantasia to all animals
without exception and this seeming inconsistency has helped bolster accusations that his
treatment of phantasia is problematic and confused. The question will be returned to in the
sections on movement and experience.
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phantasia in a manner which would necessitate psychic endowments being parcelled out in

ways that Anstotle would find untenable.
Aetmeton dpa idelv ei 06w yivetar yap 068a kol dAnON G kol Pevdnc.
&AL BGEN pev Emetar miotig (0Vk £vdéxetar yap doEdlovta oig dokel pf
ToTeveLY), TOV 8¢ Onpiwv ov0evi vTdpyel TioTig, pavtaoia 6¢ ToALOIG.
[t maom pev 86En dxoAovOel miotig, Tiotel 8¢ 10 memeioOat, merboi &€
A6yo0g TOV 8¢ Onpilwv éviorg davtaoia pev OTApyeEL, Adyog &' ov.]
davepov toivuv 6T1 000E 068 pet’ aioBnoewg, ovde 01’ aicBnoewg, ovde
OV TAOKT 06ENG Kol aicOnoewg Ppavtaoia v €in...
It remains to be seen whether [phantasia) is opinion, for opinion can be both true and
false. But pistis [belief] accompanies opinion (for those things which we do not
expect to believe cannot be matters of opinion), and of the beasts piszs exists in
none, but phantasia in many. [Furthermore, pistis accompanies each opinion,
conviction [accompanies] pistis, and reason [/ogos] [accompanies] conviction. Phantasia
exists in some of the animals, but reason does not.] It is clear then that phantasia
would be neither doxa with aesthésis, nor doxa via aesthésis or a weaving together of

aesthésis and doxa...

de Anima 428a18-26

Since one of the goals of his account in IIL.3 lies in establishing phantasia as a distinct entity
in the psyche, Aristotle must demonstrate that its operations represent something more than
a variation on the products of an already existing capacity. In this regard, the question of
whether or not animals are capable of phantasia becomes a matter of some importance. While
Aristotle readily attributes aesthésis to both animals and humans, he is much less ready to do
the same with the various cognitive capacities. Thus, he argues not only for the restriction of
opinion, but also of conviction and reason, to the human realm. The use of the word
‘conviction’ in translating pepeisthai (although less awkward) obscures an important part of its
meaning, specifically its reference to persuasion, and the ability to find oneself in a state of
having been persuaded. This reference to persuasion invokes the very human practices of

dialectic (and philosophy): activities which call on reasoning, the /ogos that accompanies

16



conviction. For a Platonic conception of phantasia to hold true, both the capacity for
perception and the ability to hold opinions (the two ingredients of phantasia) would need to
be attributable to animals. Given the ties to conviction and, ultimately, reason that opinion
possesses, Aristotle maintains that this latter attribution simply cannot be the case. What he,
in effect, concludes is that phantasia cannot be both a feature of animal psyches and a species
of opinion. One of them must go, and since phantasia helps to explain not only human
psyches but also animal ones (by accounting for movement, for example), Anstotle decides

to reject the latter.

Phantasia 2z Moz Opznzor

The need to provide an account of phantasia that will both allow for and explain its presence
in animals 1s cited by Anistotle as one blow against Plato’s account of phantasia as a form of
opinion. But, there is also a second major point of contention for Aristotle which revolves
around what he sees as an implication of Plato’s willingness to blend perception and opinion

in his definition.!

Q. Iétepov obv t6Te adTd £d’ €avtod TO TVEDpa Puxpdv fi 00 PuypoVv
dnoopev; 1| terodpeda Td Hpwtaydpa 6TL 1@ pev pryodvtt Yuxpdv, 6 O
pun ov;

OEAIL. "Eouwkev.

2Q. Ovxodv kal dpaivetol oUTw EKATEPW;

OEAI Noadi.

2Q. To 0¢ ye paivetor aioBaveobatl éotiv;

12. In the passage in question (de Anima 428a18-26), Anistotle refers to three somewhat
different definitions of phantasia by Plato (though he is not mentioned by name). The only
one in which the term is actually used is found in the Sophisz (264a-b) and it is to this last
definition that our discussions of Plato refer.
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Socr.: Then will we say that the wind in itself is cold or that it is not cold? Or will
we be persuaded by Protagoras that it is cold to the one who shivers and not so to
one who does not?

Theae:  So it seems.

Socr.:  And so it also appears in such a wayto each of them?

Theae:  Yes.
Socr: And for it to appear [a certain way] is for it to have been perceived [a certain
way]?

Theae: That is so.

Socr: Then phantasia and perception are the same with respect to warmth and all
such things. For in the way that each man perceives things, in such a waydo they
seem to be.

Theaetetus 152b-c

In this passage, Plato’s treatment of phantasia goes beyond blending and actually assimilates
opinion to perception, so that they form a seamless whole. The aesthésis (the shiver-inducing
feeling of cold) leads seemingly inevitably to the phantasia (an opinion that the wind is cold),
in effect, depicting a scenario in which a sensory event comes accompanied by a
corresponding opinion which is then automatically and unreflectively adopted. In other
words, the example suggests that if perceiving is in no essential way different from
appearing, and if appearances necessarily lead to opinions, then whatever opinion would
seem to be implied by one’s perceptions will necessarily be espoused. One of the results of
this is a dramatic loss of autonomy for both opinion and judgement as cognitive activities,
something which Aristotle explicitly takes issue with.

daivetor 8€ ye kol Pevdt, Tepl v Gpa vméANYY 4AN6OH Exer, olov

daivetar pev 6 fArog modraiog, motevetal O eival peilwv ¢

oikoupéveg: oupPaiver obv ftor dmofePAnkévar thv txvtod &ANOH dSEav,
fiv elxe, cw(opévov 100 TpdyLatog, ki) EmAaOdpuevoy unde
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petameloBévta, fy €l &t Exel, dvdykn THv adThv &ANOT elvor kel Yevdd.
GAAQ Pevdng €yEveTo, 6Te AaDol pETATECOV TO TPAYL.

But what appears can also be false at the same time that there is a true judgement
(hupolépsis) conceming it, such as when the sun appears one foot wide but it is
believed to be larger than the inhabited world. And so one is [left]in a situation
where either one has discarded the true opinion about it, which he had, with the
circumstances remaining the same, [despite] having neither forgotten nor changed
his mind, or, if he still holds to it [the opinion] then it is necessary that it be at once
both true and false.

de Anima 428b2-8

Judgement, for Aristotle, is possessed of a certain independence from perception and need
not move in lock-step with it. Thus, the opinions that are suggested by perceptions will not
necessarily be adopted by us. The altemnative to this, as Anstotle suggests, is absurd. One
would, on account of one’s perceptions, be possessed of the opinion (or more precisely,
have a phantasma) that the sun was a foot wide, while at the same time having the firm
conviction, and presumably the (second) opinion, that it was far larger. On the contrary,
Anstotle maintains that we are both able and indeed compelled to evaluate and judge the
opinions that our perception suggests. Thus, phantasiai simply cannot be perceptually based
opinions that operate at the level of opinions that we unquestioningly hold to be true.
T00T0 PEV yYap 10 TdBog €' Mpiv €oTiv, 6ty PovAdpeba (Tpd Oppdtwy
yop €0t TL Toujocobal, domep ol €v Toig pvnnovikoig TiOépevor kol
€idwAomolo0vTeg), dokdlelv &' ovk € Muiv: avdykn yap 1| Petdeabar 7
aAnOeverv.
For this condition is ours whenever we wish (for we can make something [an image]
in front of our eyes, just as those making mental images and placing [them] in their

memories), but to judge is not up to us; for it is necessary to determine whether
something is false or true.

de Anima 427b17-21
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Because we don’t always believe the information conveyed to us by our senses, there is
clearly some cognitive ability in the soul to withhold assent from the phantasmata that are
received via perception. Indeed, in de Insomniis, Aristotle briefly comments on how it comes
to be that if a fever is not too severe, the sufferer retains the ability to recognize that the
animals which appear on the chamber walls are only illusions, before returning again to the

sun example of de Anima.’

Aitiov 8¢ t00 oupPaivery tadto T PN katd THY adTHV dUvapLy kpivelv 16
e xUplov kol ¢ té pavidopata yivetal. Tovtov 8¢ onuelov 611 paivetan
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dbavtaoaiav.

The reason for these things occurring is that the authoritative [element] does not
discnminate using the same capacity by which phantasmata occur. The proof of this is
that the sun appears a foot wide but some other thing often contradicts the phantasia.

de Insomniis 460b16-19

The authoritative element (z0 £xrion) mentioned by Aristotle, and which operates by means
of its own separate disciminating activity, is not specified, but the point remains that phantasia
simply does not in itself have the authority required to ensure that the opinions implied by it
are taken up. Because of this, phantasia cannot be bound to opinion in the way that Plato
suggests. It is important to note that it is not only the autonomy of opinion as a cognitive
capacity that is undermined by Plato’s treatment. The other capacity that is undermined, of
course, is the capacity of phantasia itself which, on Plato’s account, becomes an amalgam of
more basic and primary psychic components, namely, perception, as triggered by the external
world, and opinion, which comes out of the dialogue that takes place within the soul.

Phantasia, as a consequence, is left with no independent existence as such. Its existence

13. de Insomniis 460b14-15.
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becomes one that is mediated by other psychic capabilities, and its occurrence is limited to
the instances when its psychic ingredients have been brought together and blended.
Anstotle’s desire runs contrary to this, of course, inasmuch as he seeks to formulate phantasia
in such a way as to have it serve as a specific definable activity within the soul. Although
Plato clearly has no interest in establishing phantasia as separate from other elements in the
psyche, Aristotle does. The degree of independence which phantasia ultimately has, and a key
question that arises from de Anima 1113, is whether or not Anistotle’s account saw fit to grant
phantasia the autonomy of a full capacity or, rather, gave it in a somewhat more dependent

role in the psyche.

/s Phantasia # Cgpacztys

A closer examination indicates that although Anstotle intends to grant a meaningful
autonomy to phantasia, that autonomy does not extend all the way to granting phantasia the
status of a full capacity such as aesthésis. At de Anima 428a1-4, which was quoted earlier,
Anistotle raises the question of whether one should consider phantasia a capacity (dunamis) or
a ‘having” (hexis). In that passage, he charactenzes it as an entity by virtue of which we
discniminate and, with that in mind, suggests that we look for an answer to our question by
comparing phantasia to other identifiable discnminating capacities in the psyche, namely,
perception (aesthésis), opinion (doxa), science (epistéme), and intelligence (nous). The discussion
that follows concludes that phantasia is not perception, nor is it science, or intelligence, and

not, contra Plato, opinion. It also does not, Anistotle declares, represent a combination of
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them." Immediately thereafter, he defines phantasia without the use of either of the terms
‘capacity’ or bexis but as a movement (k:7ésis), and one that cannot exist without perception.
The way in which Aristotle goes about this discussion, by refusing to identify phantasia with
other disciminating psychic entities which he describes as having the state of a full capacity
(dunamis), and by instead ending the discussion with the deliberate (and repeated) use of the
term movement (k:zésis), suggests a couple of things. Firstly, the structure of the argument
hearkens back to a suggestion already made, namely, that phansasia is clearly meant to be seen
as some sort of separate and distinct element of the psyche. By the end of the discussion,
phantasia is not identified with any of the options Aristotle lists as possibilities, but by having
gone through the exercise of comparison some of its attributes have been staked out, and we
are plainly left with some sort of psychic entity. Phantasia exists, and an account of 1t is
needed, but however we understand its activity as a movement in the psyche, it cannot be
subsumed under the already established parts of the soul. The second point that should be
considered speaks to the type of psychic part phantasia might be. Given Aristotle’s reticence
and seeming deliberate avoidance of the term dunamis (or something similar), we might
wonder whether phantasia represents the second possibility suggested in his original question,
namely that of a ‘having’ (fexzs).”® Aristotle never explicitly indicates this to be the case, nor
does he eliminate it as a possibility. In the lexicon contained in book V of the Mezaphysica,
Aristotle defines the term in two senses, the first of which seems compatible with the

account of phantasia in de Anima I111.3.

14. de Anima, 428b8-9.

15. The term ‘having’ is admittedly an awkward translation though one used frequently in
scholarship (along with ‘habit’). Since ‘having’ succeeds in providing a sense of the verbal
quality that Arnistotle is after it will be used here despite its clumsiness.
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In one sense, a ‘having’ is said to be an activity of what has and what is had, as [in the
case of] an action or a movement, for whenever a thing makes and a thing is made
there is [an act of] making in between them. Thus between the clothing that is had
and the one who has the clothing there is a ‘having’. And so it is clear that it is not
possible to Aave a ‘having’, for the matter would proceed without end if one could
have the ‘having’ of what one has. [italics mine]

Metaphysica 1022b4-10

A hexis, on Aristotle’s definition, would seem to be compatible definitionally with actions
and movements (k:zésis), and it is, of course, this last term which he chooses to use in his
defining of phantasia at de Anima 428b30-429a2 and elsewhere.® Thus, the possibility that
phantasia represents a hexis would seem to be a real one. But whether a case could be made
for identifying phantasia as a hexis or not, we are nevertheless left with an account in which
Anstotle conspicuously and repeatedly neglects the term capacity (dunamis), describing

phantasia as a movement instead.”

I have already touched on the substantial portion of de_4nima 1113 which sets itself the task

of differentiating phantasia from perception and opinion, as well as any combination of the

16. The term ‘movement’ is also used in the discussions of phantasia in de Insomnis.

17. Particularly careful readers may have noticed that the recently cited passage from e
Insomniis might be seen as suggesting that phantasia is in fact a capacity in its own right. “The
reason for these things occurring is that the authoritative [element] does not discnminate
using the same capacity by which phantasmata occur.” [italics added] (de Insomniis 460b16-18). But,
as we shall argue, the capacity ‘by which’ phantasmata occur is ultimately the aesthétikon, or the
capacity for perception, and it is this capacity which is being referred to. Aesthesis possesses
the power of discrimination according to Anstotle and thus also satisfies the requirements
suggested by the passage (de Anima 428a4).
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two. This process, motivated by Plato’s definition, does, however, only constitute part of
Anstotle’s project of explaining phantasia. Having worked by means of negative definition,
Anstotle also sets out to answer the question of what phantasia might be in positive terms,
and how we should understand its workings. His explanation examines the origins and
objects of both, while also drawing a causal relationship between phantasia and the capacity

for perception.

&AL émerdn €0t KivnO€vTog Tovdl kivelabol €tepov LT TovTOL, 1) 68
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But since it is possible for a thing having been moved to move another thing by
means of this [movement], and phantasia seems to be some form of movement which
does not occur without perception but rather in those beings having perception and
concems those things which perceptlon does. Also, [since] it is p0551b1e for
movement to occur out of the activity of perception, and of necessity [the
movement] is similar to the perception, the movement itself would occur neither
without perception having taken place nor without perceptions being present, and
those having this [capacity] both act and experience many things in accordance with
it, and it may be both true and false.

de Anima 428b10-17

In de Anima’s account of perception, Anstotle indicates that aeszbésis constitutes a movement
of the psyche and one which has its origins outside of the soul; in the passage above, he
indicates that the movement that is aesthésis is capable of generating further movement in the
soul in the form of phantasia’® The causal nature of this relationship has profound

implications. For one thing, it means that phantasia finds its u/timate origins in the sensory

18. de Anima 416b33-34. Also note de Anima 410a25-26 and 415b24.
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world, as a movement generated out of the sensual acts of perception. But Anstotle lists
further specifications which serve to link phantasia to aesthésis. Phantasia cannot occur ‘without
it having admitted of perception’, and both require, at minimum, a psyche with the capacity
for perception. Finally, he also indicates that the movement coming out of aesthésis will bear a
necessary resemblance to the original perceptual movement. All of these attributes bind
phantasia quite strongly to aesthésis, and given that the dependency runs solely in one
direction, from phantasia to aesthésis, it also lends support to the argument that phantasia does
not have the autonomy of a full capacity like perception. On the other hand, as Everson
suggests, by having different causal histories, and thus different causes, Aristotle can point to
phantasia and aesthésis as different at the level of definition."” Sensible objects provide the
cause for aesthésis, while aesthésis itself provides the cause for phantasia, and this bolsters
Anstotle’s argument for the recognition of phantasia as a separate activity in the soul. There is
one other aspect of the passage which is critical to understanding phantasia’s relative status in
the psyche. At 428b12, Aristotle indicates that phantasia concerns the same things that
aesthésis does. Given the importance Anstotle’s psychological method places on the analysis

of capacities by looking to their objects, this charactenzation is very significant.

In the early stages of book II of de 4nima, Anstotle prepares to make a fresh start of
exploring the psyche, and, as part of this task, lays out a method for how one should

approach researches into the soul.
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19. Everson, S. Aristotle on Perception. Oxford: Clarendon, 1997, 169.
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It is necessary for one who is preparing to examine these things [the parts of the
soul] to determine what each of them is, then to inquire into its properties and then
the other things. If it is necessary to speak to each of these things, to what sort of
thing the thinking capacity is or the perceiving or the nutritive, it would instead be
necessary to speak first to what thinking and perceiving are [in themselves]. For in a
reasoned account activities and actions are prior to their [respective] capacities. If
this is so, it is necessary to have considered , even before this, what lies even further

back, and it would be necessary to first distinguish those things by virtue of their

very causes [objects], as for example, what is edible, what it perceptible, and what is
thinkable.

de Anima 415a14-22

With this passage, Anistotle outlines a methodology that requires us to fold back the layers of
the psyche’s workings. To attempt to explain the soul by enumerating its parts at a single
level is simply not enough. Thus, to speak to the psyche fully the capacities must be spoken
to, but in order to do this an account must be provided of their activities inasmuch as
activities (erergeiaz) and actions (praxeis) are prior to capacities (tn dunamein). Furthermore, to
provide this necessary and proper account of activities one must, Aristotle maintains, also go
back to their very causes, namely, their objects.” In order for phantasia to be considered a
faculty it would apparently need to satisfy this requirement of having an object proper to
itself. Finding an object for phantasia does not, however, prove to be a straightforward task.
In 428b10-17, where Aristotle distinguishes phantasia from perception, he quite clearly
indicates that aesthésis and phantasia concemn the same things, a comment which would
suggest that they share the same objects. On the one hand, this might be seen as suggesting

that phantasia and perception may, after all, be the same capacity at least as far as satisfying

20. Anstotle makes the same point of looking to the objects of the soul’s capacities at 4e
Anima 402b13-23.
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Aristotle’s formulation of a capacity’s requirements. On the other hand, the assertion that
both aesthésis and phantasia ‘share’ the same objects takes place within an enumeration of the
reasons wWhy phantasia is, at one and the same time, not perception but 7s an entity that lies in
some sort of dependent relationship with it. How to understand these two seemingly
conflicting points lies in returning to the main point of the passage which seeks to outline
the relationship between aesthésis and phantasia. The activity of phantasia is, as Anstotle makes
clear, triggered by a movement, namely that of aesthésis. Though they both ‘concemn’ the same
things, phantasia does not in the final analysis have objects proper to itself which would serve
as catalysts as in the case of full capacities. Phantasia is ‘concemed’ with the same things as
perception in the sense that given its dependence on aesthésis to act as a trigger for its
activities, it also, indirectly, looks to the same sensible objects which aeszbésis needs to prompt
its workings. Thus, if we are to consider sensible particulars as ‘objects’ for phantasia, they
should, at most, be regarded as some form of ‘indirect’ or incidental objects and not ones

that comply with in the manner required by Aristotle’s methodology.

To propetly follow the methodology that Anistotle lays out for examining the capacities of
the psyche, we should perhaps broaden our examination. The analysis at 415a14-22 presents
us with a number of basic components to the workings of the psyche: capacities, activities,
and objects. These components identify primary elements which can then be subjected to
more thorough research into what sort of things they are and how they carry out their
operations. Wedin, in his study of Anstotle’s account of phantasia (which he decides to
translate with the term ‘imagination’), performs an interesting comparison in which he
examines the terminology used by Anstotle in his different discussions of both phantasia and

aesthesis.
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We may begin with a list of the terms of Anstotle’s discussion of perception: (1)
aioBearg (perception), (2) aioOnTikdv (that by which perception occurs), (3)
aioOnpa (perceptual state), (4) 2iocOnTév (perceived thing), (5) aicOritnpiov
(perceptual organ), and (6) ioOdveoBar (perceiving).”

The thesis that there are no objects of imagination is displayed dramaticallyin the
tally of [phantasia’s] ingredients. We may give these as follows: (1°) pavtaoie
(imagination), (2’) ¢pavtioTiKGV (that by which imagination occurs), (3°) ddvtaopae
(image or [re]presentation), (4) ... ., (5) ... ., (6)) davtdaeoOar (imagining or
imaging).
One thing that this analysis reveals is that in Anistotle’s discussions of phantasia there is no
regularly used term that would correspond to the aisthéron (as Wedin indicates with the
numbers 4 and 4’ respectively). In other words, we do not find the workings of phantasia
explained by references to a ‘phantaston’ Normally an object that is apprehensible by a
specific capacity would serve as the cause of its activity. Thus, what is see-able (say, colour)

would spur on the capacity for sight. Aristotle, as Wedin notes, points to these objects that

serve as catalysts to the soul’s operations consistently in his psychological discussions.

Anstotle is not sparing with the form. Besides “aicOntév” (object of perception),
“vontév” (object of thought), and “6pext6v” (object of desire), “pvnpovevtév”
(object of memory) occurs in De Memoria at 449b9 and 450224 (and also in Rhbetorica

1367224 and 1370b1), and “émiotnTév” (object of knowledge), a favored
expression in Categoriae V11, occurs unproblematically in De A4nima at 430a5, 431b23

21. Wedin, M. V. Mind and Imagination in Aristotle. (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1988), 30.

22. Wedin, 58.
23. There is one sole mention of ‘phantasmata’ in the corpus and its validity is

questionable on account of textual concerns. We will explore the passage in question during
our discussion of phantasia and memory.
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and b27. The ¢avtaotdv, on the other hand, makes no uncontested appearance in

the corpus.”*
Because there is no object specific to phantasia (no phantaston) which can account for its
activity in the standard fashion, Aristotle must explain its workings in some other way. In
accordance with Arnistotle’s methodology, the movement of aesthésis occurs when the object
of perception (the perceivable aisthéton) comes together with the organs of perception
(aisthéterion). But it is this initial perceptive movement (not an object) that generates the
movement of phantasia, clearly differing from Anstotle’s methodology. Tracing the chain of
causation of phantasia back to its beginnings, we do not find an object that is specific to it but
instead another movement, that of aesthésis, which has as its cause the aisthéton, or perceivable
object. The need for an initial perceptual movement underlines the necessity of aesthésis to
phantasia, and, even more significantly in light of the discussion at hand, the absence of a

phantaston points to phantasia as lacking of one of the necessary criteria of a full capacity.

Given what has been said above in terms of phantasia’s dependence on perception for its
causation and its lack of an object, we might be surprised to find that in IIL.9 of de Anima
Aristotle speaks of what would seem to be a capacity corresponding to the activities of

phantasia, a phantastikon.
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TOTOV 1) £TEPOV EX€EL TOAATV dopiay, €l Ti¢ O1j0€l kexwpPLopéva popro
MG Yuxne.

There is in addition the phantastikon, which is thus to be considered different from all
the others in the manner of its being, to which of these [other capacities] it is to be
considered the same or different is very much a problem, if one posits separate parts
to the soul

24, Wedin, 59.
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de Anima 432a31-432b3

The complications suggested by this passage are more apparent than real. Indeed, this
manner of speaking to what is ostensibly a capacity immediately calls attention to itself by
undercutting what would seem to be its principal assertion. While apparently trying to point
to the phantastikon as distinct by adding it to a list of capacities in the soul, Aristotle, at one
and the same time, limits this distinction to a difference “in the manner of its being”. He
then raises the possibility that it may be the same as some other capacity of the psyche,
echoing the manner of investigation used back in III.3. On that earlier occasion, it was
suggested that Aristotle systematically denied the possibility that phantasia was identical to
perception, opinion (doxa), science (epistéme), or intelligence (nous), without explicitly
disallowing that phantasia might be a capacity in its own right apart from the ones mentioned.
With this passage, Anistotle allows for the possibility of phantasia being housed in some sort
of capacity of its own while at the same time indicating that its uniqueness may be limited to
“its being”, inasmuch as the capacity for phantasia mayalso be the same as some other
capacity in the psyche. The capacity to which the phantastikon would most readily be
assimilated would clearly be the aesthérikon, given the dependency of phantasia on perception.
In de Insomniis, Anistotle returns yet again to the issue of whether phantasia, in the form of the
phantastikon, is identical with some other capacity and formally links the two together.
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But since phantasia has been spoken of in de Anima, and the phantastikon is the same as
the aesthétikon, but the being of the phantasikon is different from the being of the
aesthétikon, and phantasia is 2 movement occurring out of the activity of aesthésis, and
since the dream [appearing] in sleep seems to be some sort of phantasma (for we call
the phantasma[occurring] in sleep a dream, whether it occurs simply or in some
particular fashion), it is clear that dreaming is [a thing] of the aesthétikon, and [it is] of
this [the aesthétikon] in so far as it is the phantastikon.

de Insomniis 459a14-22

The dependency of phantasia on perception to serve as a catalyst to its activity is underlined
by its dependency at the level of its capacity, the phantastikon, which Anstotle declares to be
the same as the aesthétikon. Although the activity of phantasia (providing the ‘representation-
producing’ capability of the soul) is different from that of aesthésis, the ingredients that go
into its activities draw, in the furthest extreme, on the same perceptible resources that allow
for the psyche’s capacity for perception. It is in this sense that a dream, which is a phantasma
and thus a product of phantasia (and the phantastikon), ultimately becomes ‘of the aesthetikor’.
Because of this, the soul’s capacity for aeszhésis can potentially house two different activites,
perception and phantasia, at the same time, with the activity of the latter issuing from the
work of the former. Anistotle’s psychological method lists three key elements: capacities
(which house activities), activities (which are initiated by objects particular to them), and the
objects themselves. Phantasia sits somewhat awkwardly with respect to them. As a movement
in the soul that would seem to represent a distinct activity, it does not arise out of its own
objects. But, activities in the Anstotelian psyche are regularly associated with capacities
(thinking, perceiving, desiring, etc.), which allows for the possibility that phantasia represents
something rather like a capacity. Thus, the phantastikon exists as a ‘capacity’ different ‘in being’
from that of the azsthétikon, insofar as it represents a unique activity in the psyche. At the
same time, its lack of objects as a cause means that it fails to meet the full criteria of capacity-

hood. With its dependence on aeszhésis not only for its causal origins but also for its physical
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apparatus (the sense organs), it is housed in and, in this sense, remains the ‘same’ as the

aesthétikon.

7he Workings ofPhantasia

Phantasia’s status as a sort of sub-capacity that is dependent on perception raises the question
of how we are to understand its operations. By having two different though related activities
within the same capacity, Anistotle is faced with the need to explain how both come to be
carried out. In his initial defining statements distinguishing phantasia and aesthésis, Anstotle 1s
already speaking to precisely this issue.
6t pév obv ok EoTiv aloBnoig, dSHidov ek TOVde. aioBnoig pEv yap ftor
dUvapig 1) Evépyera, olov OYng kai Opaoig, paivetal O€ T1 kal undetépouv
VTLAPYOVTOG TOUTWV, 010V TG €V TO1G UTVOLG. €ita aigOnoig pév del
Tapeatl, Gpavtaoic O ob.
That [phantasia] is not aesthésis is clear from the [following points]. For aesthésis is in
truth either a capacity or an activity, which is sight or seeing, but something can

appear even when neither of these is present, as do the things in sleep. Accordingly,
aesthésis 1s always present and phantasia is not

de Anima 428a5-9

In both phantasia and aesthésis, ‘something can appear’. But the difference between them is

that what appears (or is represented) through phantasia, in the event of a dream, for example,
although like perception, occurs without perception’s normal requirements. Thus, one seems
to be engaged in seeing or hearing without seeing or hearing actually going on, at least in the

way in which we would normally understand it.
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Now whether the phantastikon and aesthétikon of the psyche are the same or different,
none the less nothing takes place without seeing and perceiving something. For to
overlook and to hear incorrectly, s to have seen and heard something real, though
not the thing which one thinks. But in sleep it is assumed that one neither sees nor
hears nor perceives at all. That one sees nothing is true, but that one experiences
nothing with respect to perception is not; for it is p0551ble that sight and the other
senses experience something, each of them as when one is awake; in some way it sets
the sense in motion though not in the same way as when one is awalke,

de Insomniis 458b29-459a5

While having different causal histories, both phantasia and perception operate via the same
fundamental mechanism: a stimulation, or affection, of the sense organs. In perception, the
‘movement’ of the eye by the colour ‘red’ begins the process of perceiving ‘red’, and this
event could not occur were the eye to shut. And yet, Anstotle tells us, there is in a sense
another way of perceiving, and that is phantasia. This is because the representations that issue
from phantasia represent very real activations of the sense organs, albeit in a different
manner. Perception results from the senses being set into motion by external perceptible
objects, in contrast, phantasia also depends on the sense organs being stirred, but external
‘triggering’ objects need not be immediately present for its initiation. In other words,
whether one sees a man in a green hat in a dream or crossing a street, there is a very real
sense in which one is still engaged in an act of ‘perceiving’ a man, the colour ‘green’, and a
hat, whether the event occurs with one’s eyes open or when closed in sleep. The key

difference between the two is that a phantasma has a life apart from perceptible objects.
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With respect to the question from the beginning let us then suppose one thing,
which is clear from the things having been said, that even when the external
perceptible object has gone the perceptual states remain existing as perceptible
objects [in their own right]...

de Insomniis 460a33-460b2

A similar point is made at de Anima 425b22-25. The stirring of the sense organs can result in
‘perception’ either in the narrower, formal sense of aesthésis or in the broader and looser
sense of phantasia acting, for example, in a dream. All of this harmonizes with an observation
issuing from the analysis of Aristotle’s terminology by Wedin which was cited previously.”
In it, phantasia lacks two terms that would correspond to the ingredients that Aristotle
attributes to aesthésis. One of them, the absence of a phantaston, or object for phantasia to
parallel the aisthéron, has already been mentioned, but the second has yet to be discussed. The
aisthéterion, or sense organ, also does not find a counterpart, a ‘phantasterion’, in Anstotle’s
account of phantasia. There is, in other words, no mention of a dedicated organ for the
representation-generating activity of the psyche. This omission makes sense in light of the
just-mentioned passage from de Insomniis. To ‘see’ or ‘hear’, whether the particular
‘perception’ springs from aesthésis or phantasia, is, in either case, the result of a sense organ
having been set ‘in motion’, and these are none other, of course, than the organs normally
involved in aesthesis. This facet of phantasia’s workings helps to explain Aristotle’s assertion at
de Anima 428b14 that ‘of necessity [the movement of phantasia] is similar to the perception’.

Both activities produce items composed out of the impressions on the senses; the initial

25. Wedin, 30 and 58. The earlier discussion took place on page 28 above.
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experience of aesthésis brought on by direct contact with the sensible world, and the
movement of phantasia representing a rippling-out of the sensual experience of perception by
generating related representations which are able to exist loosened from sensible existing
objects and that have the autonomy to become part of other activities in the psyche.?
Inasmuch as both phantasia and aesthésis are grounded in sensory impressions and both
generate entities that reflect the experiences of sensible particular things, no special organs
are needed for phantasia. On the other hand, because the activities and products of both
come out of the same basic affection, the setting in motion of the senses, their movements
are also ‘of necessity’ similar. Thus, the phantastikon can ultimately be the same as the
aesthétikon while also possessed of a difference at the level of being via the different activities

they represent.

Scholarly judgements conceming phantasia’s claim to the status of full capacity have come
down on both sides of the question, and it would be useful at this stage to examine another
way of interpreting Anstotle’s account. Stephen Everson, in his study of Anstotelian
perception, takes a position distinctly different from the one being argued here. In it, he
maintains that phantasia constitutes a full capacity in its own right, and, moreover, that
perception’s relationship with phantasia consists in its operating as a ‘subclass’ of phantasia. As
he says, “Phantasia can thus have a general sense— and when so employed, perceptions will

form a subclass of phantasiai— and a more restrictive sense, where perceptions are distinct

26. The notion of phantasia as a ‘nippling out’ of perception is not used by Anstotle but
he does convey a similar idea at de Insomniis 459a28-32 where uses the image of a projectile
being able to move the air around it though no longer in contact with the original agent of its
own motion.
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from phantasiai”’? In line with this, Everson takes Aristotle’s contention that phantasia
involves an affection of the sense organs, and that it can allow something ‘to appear’ even
when the sense organs are not utilized in the manner typical to aeszhésis, to support his view
that perceptions can represent a subtype of phantasia, “That Anistotle does allow that
perceptions can be phantasiai is confirmed by the De Insomniis, where he claims, as we have
seen, that things not only appear (phaineta) when there is a sense-object bringing about the
change, but also when the sense is changed by itself (460b23-5)”.% This aspect of Everson’s
interpretation rests on placing significant emphasis on the use of the verb phainetai and on
the implied linguistic connections between it and the term phantasia® Everson does not take
phantasia to be involved in the production of representations in any broad sense, but chooses
instead to focus his attention on the activities of phantasia that correspond to non-standard
perceptual activities, such as dreaming and hallucinating. Anistotle’s use of the verb phaineta:
in the passage just cited is seemingly taken as evidence that phantasia represents what is, in
essence, a more general and over-arching capacity (a genus), which can speak both to quasi-
perceptual states (such as dreaming) and to more conventional and narrowly defined acts of
perception, which represent a species of phantasia’s otherwise broader activities. The two
capacities are linked by the observation that both of them involve an affection of the sense
organs. All of this seems contrary to the dependency on aeszhésis which Anistotle repeatedly

attributes to phantasia and particularly so given phantasia’s dependence on perception for its

27. Everson, 181.

28. Everson, 181.

29. It is worth noting in this regard that Aristotle does speak to the etymology of the
term phantasia at 429a2-3 in his account. There he indicates that phantasia comes from phaos,

the word for light, because light is a necessity for the workings of the most treasured of the
senses, sight.
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very causation. But Everson sees phantasia’s need for the movements of aeszhésis as solely
indicative of different causal histories which then provides the basis for distinguishing the
two as fundamentally different activities. The need for a movement, instead of a proper
object, to serve as cause to phantasia’s activities seems to be overlooked by Everson, who
instead argues that Aristotle’s assertion at 428b12-13 that phantasia and aesthésis concemn the
same things allows phantasia to lay claim to an object, downplaying the fact that this would
result in phantasia’s objects not being specific to it in the way that Anstotle would normally
demand of a capacity.™ This aspect of Everson’s account reflects his discomfort with the
psychological methodology outlined by Aristotle in de Anima I1.4. Although quite at ease
with the insistence that a capacity cannot be understood without first understanding the
nature of its activity, he seems troubled by Anstotle’s insistence that the study of activities
can only take place after a study of objects. Finding this problematic, he describes objects
and activities as ‘correlative’ and at nisk of moving in a definitional circle with respect to one
another. * Because objects may prove to be ultimately uninformative on Everson’s
interpretation, he sidesteps the methodological starting pointing identified by Anstotle (the
object) and chooses instead to begin at the level of activity and then proceed to capacities.
The aisthétikon and the phantastikon are NOT the capacities of perception and
phantasia but rather what possesses these capacities. Given that capacities are defined

by reference to their corresponding activities, and the activities of perception and
phantasia are different, the capacities must also be different.”

30. Everson, 167 and 169 fn. 69.
31. Everson, 22.

32. Everson, 158.
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It is difficult to know what one is to make of this assertion. If the aisthétikon and phantastikon
do not refer to capacities, then we are left with the question of what Aristotle intends us to
take them to be. To say that theyare ‘what possesses these capacities’ is unhelpful and far
too vague inasmuch as it can also be said that the soul ultimately possesses all these
capacities, but this is presumably not what Everson means. Furthermore, if the aisthérikon
and phantastikon do not refer to capacities, we are left with the question of why Aristotle
would consistently use terms to name an activity and the entity that ‘possesses’ the capacity
related to it but not the capacity itself, a question which Everson does not answer. Given
Anistotle’s assertion that the aisthétikon and phantastikon are the same while different in being,
Everson’s decision to define capacities solely with respect to activities leaves him with no
choice but to argue that the aisthétikon and phantastikon cannot refer to capacities. As he
himself says, “whilst it makes perfectly good sense to think of what possess(sic) the two
capacities as numerically the same, whilst different ‘in being’, it will not make sense to think
of two capacities as essentially distinct but somehow the same” ” A similar awkwardness
occurs when Everson tries to make sense of Aristotle’s assertion at 428a8-9 that all animals
have perception, but not all have phantasia. Instead of his earlier distinction between phantasia
as a broad category capable of encompassing perception (and non-standard perception)
within its workings, and perception as a capacity distinct from phantasia, he finds himself forced
to differentiate between two new senses of phantasia, “one in which it is used to refer to all
states in which there is a perceptual or quasi-perceptual appearance, and another more
restricted sense when it is used /o pick out those states in which there is a quasi-perceptual appearance”
[my italics]. These new senses leave Everson having reversed the manner in which he

originally distinguished perception from phantasia. Finally, given Everson’s penchant for

33. Everson, 158.
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focussing on phantasia as involved in quasi-perceptual activities, it is difficult to know how to
reconcile this aspect of his account with Aristotle’s assertions that phantasia plays a necessary
role in thought in passages like those at 431a14-15 and 449b31-450a1. Unfortunately, neither

of these passages is commented on.
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PHANTASIA /N AC770N

Anistotelian phantasia plays a role in a range of phenomena. As Anstotle puts it at 428b18, “in
virtue of its possession many things are done and experienced in accordance with it”. One of
the reasons why a range of phenomena can be linked to it is that phantasia, although being a
‘perception-like’ movement can, unlike perception, occur even when the sense organs are
not actively engaged with their objects. Quasi-perceptual states such as dreaming or
hallucinating, where sensory impressions occur without direct perceptions of material
objects, can be explained with the help of precisely this sort of element. But quasi-perceptual
activities do not, by any means, exhaust phantasia’s possibilities. Indeed, it is precisely in
Anistotle’s accounts of seemingly more mundane activities like memory and movement and
action that we find some of the more intriguing aspects of Aristotelian phantasia. In the latter
instances, we get access to the much broader range of possibilities that phantasia possesses
because these cases require phantasia to take part in activities which can often take on a more

mental, or cognitive, quality.
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Dreams

As has already been suggested, quasi-perceptual events in the psyche constitute a distinctive
part of phantasia’s repertoire of activities, and we have already touched on a number of
aspects of phantasia which pertain to dreams in the course of examining the status of phantasia
within the psyche. The causal history of phantasia that was discussed earlier is central to
understanding Aristotle’s account of dreams. Dreams in themselves are defined as
phantasmata occurring during sleep in de Insomniis at 459a19-22, and inasmuch as they are
‘residual motions’ of perception (or hai huloipoi kinéseis), a term Aristotle uses in chapter 3 of
de Insomniis) they ultimately belong to the aesthétikon indirectly as products generated by the
phantastikon. In the account of dreams, the perceptual nature of phantasia comes to the fore.
Because hearing a violin in a dream and hearing one at a concert both involve an affection of
the same sense organs, there is a sense in which both are representative of aesthésis, a
similarity that is reflected in Anistotle’s characterization of the phantastikon as the same as the
aesthétikon though different in being. But, the representations brought into the psyche
through aesthésis can become detached, via phantasia, from their original perceptual source
and continue to operate in the psyche where their truth-value can no longer be counted on.
In his example of the sun appearing one foot wide in de Anima, Aristotle suggests that we
have at our disposal some sort of means by which can effectively opt out of believing what
the phantasma of a foot-wide sun is suggesting and ensure that we continue to believe in its
true (and larger) dimensions. In de Insomniis, Anstot<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>