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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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phantasia, and the range of psychic work it perfonns. The conception of pha11tasia 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 

Aristotle's most focussed discussion of phantasia takes place in IIl.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, Aristotle's defining is more generous, if not altogether more direct. In De Anima 

III.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 Aristotle would like to move phantasia, but also of the 

difficulty and subtlety of what he is after in his conceptualization. 

Ei ouv µ118 ev µev iOJ .. o exEt  -ra Eipriµevct � cpctv-rcta ict, -ro iho o '  ea-rl -ro 
AEX8 iv,  Ti <Pctv-rctaict &v E i'.TJ KtVT]Ot<; uno -rfl<; ctio8tjoEw<; -rfl<; Kct-r ' 
evepyEtCXV y t  yvoµeVT] . 

And so if phantasia is 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 aesthisis. 
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(hexis) present within the psyche. The narrower quality of Platonic phantasia as a type of 

opinion generated by perceptions corning 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 studyingphantasia 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.5 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, Aristotle 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 thingphantasia 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: "I 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 Esscrys on Aristotle's De Anima, eds . M.C. Nussbaum and 

AO. Rorty. 253 (Oxford: darendon Press, 1992) .  
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of his account in de Anima III .3 .  Is it a capacity in its own right, like aesthesis for example, or 

rather a hexis? 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. 

1bis text will argue that Aristotle takes care to tease out phantasia as a distinct and 

differentiated entity, which although inextricably bound to aesthesis and the perceptual 

capacity of the psyche, still retains a conceptual independence. 1bis 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 Aristotelian psyche . 

9 



II 

PHANTASIA G- THE .ARCHITECTURE OF THE PSYCHE 

We reach Aristotle's main account of phantasia in Book Ill.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. Aristotle does not, however, use Ill.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. 

<t>anaafo yap etEpov KClt cxia8tjaEwc; KClt cncxvofoc;, ClU't"ll 't"E OU ytyVE't"Cl t  
<iVEU cxia8tjaEwc;, KClt aVEU 't"ClU't"ll<; OUK ean v U7t0 A11W1.<; . 

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 locatingphantasia 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 
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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 situatingphantasia 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 recurring 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 Ctnnot be Perception 

Aristotle begins 111.3 by ref erring 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.6 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, Aristotle cannot allow the 

identification to stand, possible similarities 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.7 Two 

important points are made concerning its nature. Firstly, Aristotle describes phantasia as 

6. de Anima 427a20. 

7. de Anima 427b7- 8 .  
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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. Aisthesis, 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 aestheszs. Despite having an origin in perception, the movement that is phantasia generates 

an entity, a phantasm a, which can loosen itself from its sensory roots and acquire a cliff erent 

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

This carries implications which further Aristotle 's contention that aesthesis 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 Aristotle describes as free from error, and which are presumably the 

perceptions being referred to at 428a12 .9 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 phantasia 

differs from perception is that it does not necessarily 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 .  Aristotle asserts their reliability at de Anima 427b 1 3 .  This point is reiterated and the 

possibility of error in the two other kinds of perception is discussed at de Anima 428b1 8-25. 
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phantasia in a manner which would necessitate psychic endowments being parcelled out in 

ways that Aristotle would find untenable. 

AEt7tE1:at cipa iOEtV E i  oc5�a· ytVE1:at yap oo�a Kat <iA.11 8 11<; Kat lJrEuotj<; .  
a.AA.a oo�n µev E7tE1:Cn 7ttan<; (0uK evoexE-rm. yap oo�&(ov-ra ot<; OOKEt µ11 
7t l.01:EUE l.  v) , 1:WV oe 811p 1wv ou8Evt U1tcXPXEt 7ttan<;, cpanaa{a oe 7tOAAOt<;. 
[en 7t&an µev oo�n UKOAOU8Et 7ttan<;, 7tta1:Et oe 1:0 7tE7tEta8at ,  7tEt8oi oe 
A.c5yo<;· 1:WV oe 811p 1wv evfot<; cpanaata µev U1tcXPXEt ,  A.c5yo<; 0 .  ou .] 
cpavEpov 1:0{vuv on ouoe oc5�a µE-r ' aia8tjaE w<;,  ouoe Ot . aia8tjaEw<;, ouoe 
auµTI:AOKll 06�11<; Kat aia8tjaE w<; cpanaaia &v Ei'.TJ . . .  

It remains to be seen whether [Dhantasia] 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 pistis exists in 

none, but phantasia in many. [Furthermore, pistis accompanies each opinion, 

conviction [accompanies]pistis, and reason [logos] [accompanies] conviction. Phantasia 

exists in some of the animals, but reason does not.] It is clear then that phantasia 

would be neither doxa 'With aesthesis, nor doxa via aesthesis or a weaving together of 

aesthisis and doxa . . .  

de Anima 428al8-26 

Since one of the goals of his account in III .3 lies in establishingphantasia 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 aesthesis 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 translatingpepeisthai (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 logos that accompanies 
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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. 

Aristotle's desire runs contraiy 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 establishingphantasia 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 111.3 , is whether or not Aristotle'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. 

Is Phantasia a Gl'pactiy." 

A closer examination indicates that although Aristotle intends to grant a meaningful 

autonomy to phantasia, that autonomy does not extend all the way to grantingphantasia the 

status of a full capacity such as aesthesis. At de Anima 428a1-4, which was quoted earlier, 

Aristotle raises the question of whether one should consider phantasia a capacity (dunamis) or 

a 'having" (hexis). In that passage, he characterizes it as an entity by virtue of which we 

discriminate and, with that in mind, suggests that we look for an answer to our question by 

comparing phantasia to other identifiable discriminating capacities in the psyche, namely, 

perception (aesthesis) , opinion (doxa) , science (episteme} , 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, Aristotle declares, represent a combination of 
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two. This process , motivated by Plato's definition, does, however, only constitute part of 

Aristotle 's project of explainingphantasia. Having worked by means of negative definition, 

Aristotle 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. 

cXAA . btEtotj tan Kt vri8evtoc; 't"OUOt Kt VEta8cxt etEpov UTIO 't"OlJtOU, ri OE 
cpanaafo Kivriaic; nc; OOKEt Eivat KClt OUK avEu aio8tjaE wc; y{vEa8at aA.A. · 

aia8avoµevotc; KClt WV afo8riatc; ean v ,  ean oe y {vEa8at KlVT)Ot v UTIO ttjc; 
evEpyEfac; ttj<; aia8tjaEW<;, KClt 't"ClU't"T)V oµofov cXVcXYKT) Eivat t'fi aia8tjaE t, 
Ell") &v ClU't"T) ri KlVT)Ot<; OU't"E cXVEU aia8tjaEW<; evoExoµevri OU't"E µT) 
aia8avoµevotc; un&pxEt v ,  Kal noA.A.a Kat • aui-T)v Kal notEiv Kal n&axEt v 
't"O EXOV, KClt Eivcxt KClt cXAT)8tj KClt lJTEuotj . 

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 

concerns those things which perception does . Also, [since] it is possible 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, Aristotle indicates that aesthesis 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 aesthesis is capable of generating further movement in the 

soul in the form of phantasia.18 The causal nature of this relationship has profound 

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

18 .  de Anima 4 1 6b33-34. Also note de Anima 410a25-26 and 4 15b24. 
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Aristotle 's formulation of a capacity's requirements . On the other hand, the assertion that 

both aesthisis and phantasia 'share' the same objects takes place within an enumeration of the 

reasons why phantasia is , at one and the same time, not perception but is 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 aesthesis and phantasia. The activity of phantasia is , as Aristotle makes 

clear, triggered by a movement, namely that of aesthesis. Though they both 'concern' 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 'concerned' with the same things as 

perception in the sense that given its dependence on aesthesis to act as a trigger for its 

activities ,  it also, indirectly, looks to the same sensible objects which aesthesis 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 properly follow the methodology that Aristotle lays out for examining the capacities of 

the psyche, we should perhaps broaden our examination. The analysis at 4 15a14-22 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 Aristotle'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 Aristotle in his different discussions of both phantasia and 

aesthisis. 
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But since phantasia has been spoken of in de Anima, and the phantastikon is the same as 

the aesthetikon, but the being of the phantasikon is different from the being of the 

aesthetikon, and phantasia is a movement occurring out of the activity of aesthesis, 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 aesthetikon, and [it is] of 

this [the aesthetikon] 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 Aristotle declares to be 

the same as the aesthetikon. Although the activity of phantasia (providing the 'representation-

producing' capability of the soul) is different from that of aesthesis, 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 aesthetikon'. 

Because of this , the soul's capacity for aesthesis can potentially house two different activities ,  

perception and phantasia, at the same time, with the activity of the latter issuing from the 

work of the former. Aristotle '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 Aristotelian 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 aistherikon, 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 aesthesis not only for its causal origins but also for its physical 
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very causation. But Everson sees phantasia's need for the movements of aesthesis as solely 

indicative of cliff erent 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 aesthesis concern the 

same things allows phantasia to lay claim to an object, downplaying the fact that this would 

result inphantasia's objects not being specific to it in the way that Aristotle would normally 

demand of a capacity.30 This aspect of Everson's account reflects his discomfort with the 

psychological methodology outlined by Aristotle in de Anima II.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 Aristotle'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 risk of moving in a definitional circle with respect to one 

another. 31 Because objects may prove to be ultimately uninformative on Everson's 

interpretation, he sidesteps the methodological starting pointing identified by Aristotle (the 

object) and chooses instead to begin at the level of activity and then proceed to capacities. 

The aisthetikon 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.32 

30. Everson, 167 and 169 fn. 69 . 

3 1 .  Everson, 22 .  

32 .  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 43 1al4- 15 and 449b3 1-450al . Unfortunately, neither 

of these passages is commented on. 
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III 

PHANTASIA ./N ACTION 

Aristotelian phantasia plays a role in a range of phenomena. As Aristotle 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 

Aristotle'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 kineseis) , a term Aristotle uses in chapter 3 of 

de Insomniis) they ultimately belong to the aesthetikon 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 aesthesis, a 

similarity that is reflected in Aristotle 's characterization of the phantastikon as the same as the 

aesthetikon though different in being. But, the representations brought into the psyche 

through aesthesis 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, Aristotle returns to this point, this time in a 

more explicit fashion. 

" OJ.we; yap 1"0 cicp ' EKaO'L"TJt; aio8tjoEwc; cpriot v Ti apxtj,  EcXV µfi en'.pcx 
Kuptwn'.pcx civncp'fi . 
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specifically, as one which is mediated by time.35 While phantasia's activities take place in 

relation to aesthesis and discrimination (has krinomen) , memory, in a similar fashion, operates in 

relation to aesthesis and judgement (hupolepsis) . But the activity of the psyche that memory 

binds to most closely is phantasia, and Aristotle refers to their connection repeatedly in de 

Memoria. 

T{voc; µev ouv 't"WV i-ilc; ljruxilc; EO't"tV ii µvtjµ11 , <Pavep6v,  on OUTCEp K<Xt ii 
<Pan a a fo · 

And so [concerning] of which of these [parts] of the psyche memory is , it is clear that 

it is of [the part] that phantasia is also. 

de Memoria 450a22-3 

T{ µev ouv EO't"t µvtjµ11 K<Xt 't"O µv11µovEUEtv , E ip11i-m, on <Pavi-&aµarnc;, we; 
EiK6voc; OU <P&naaµa, e�ic; . . . 

And so [concerning] what memory and recollection are it has been said that it is a 

'having' of a phantasma . . .  

de Memoria 45 1a15- 16  

The part of  the soul that phantasia ultimately belongs to  is the capacity for aesthisis, and it is to 

this relationship that Aristotle refers at 449b24-5 in describing memory as , in one sense, 

either a hexis or an affection (pathos) of perception.36 By relating memory to aesthisis via 

phantasia, the passages cited above are suggestive of Aristotle 's account of dreaming as 'of the 

aesthetikon . . .  in so far as it is the phantastikon ' at de Insomniis 459a14-22. Despite memory's 

ultimately operating in relation to perception, its workings have more in common with the 

35 .  de Anima 428a3 

36 .  At 450a13- 14 in de Memoria, Aristotle indicates that memory has what amounts to 

incidental relationship to thought (to nooumenou) and this may be useful with respect to 

understanding the other relationship that Aristotle bestmvs on memory, namely, its 

relationship with judgement. 
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particularities (and peculiarities) of phantasia than with perception. Like phantasia, memory's 

activities exist in direct and dependent relation to other elements of the psyche. This 

manifests itself in its relationships with phantasia and with perception, both of which are 

required for its operations . 

T{ µev ouv ea-rl µvtjµTj KCXt 'tO µvriµovEUEtV ,  E ipT]'text ,  on cpcxv-rciaµcx-roc;, we; 
E iK6voc; OU cpciv-rcxaµcx, e�t<;, KCXt -r{voc; µopfou 'tWV ev iJµtv, on 'tOU 1tpw-rou 
cxia8TjnKOU, KCXt � XPOVOU cxia8cxvoµE8CX.  

And so [concerning] what memory and recollection are, it has been said that it is a 

'having' of a phantasma, like a likeness of the thing of which a phantasma is , and as to 

which part of those in us [it belongs], [it has been said] that it is of the first 

perception, and that with which we perceive time. 

de Memoria 45 1a15- 19 

The products of phantasia, as representations , are integral to what a memory is . Thus, when 

we remember a smell or colour, for example, we require the correspondingphantasma which 

has recorded the perceptual experience underlying it and which now remains in the psyche. 

But Aristotle further specifies the ways in whichphantasia plays a role in memory, because by 

describing memory as an activity involvingphantasmata, Aristotle finds himself potentially 

facing a serious question. If phantasmata remaining in the soul after a past impression are 

integral to memory, then how can we know we are remembering the original impression as 

opposed to just the phantasmata? Memory, like phantasia, exists at a step removed from the 

sensory. Everson makes a note along similar lines, " In memory, the affection is present, 

whilst the thing remembered is not" .37 Aristotle ultimately addresses this issue by 

distinguishing between representations which are considered with respect to something else, 

and representations treated as objects of contemplation in their own right. Thus , as he 

37 .  Everson, 193 .  
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Indeed it appears that these two things are [sources of] movement, desire and mind, 
if someone were to consider phantasia as a type of thinking, for many follow their 
phantasiai as opposed to knowledge, and in the other animals there is neither thought 
nor reasoning but [there is]phantasia. 

de Anima 4 33a9- 12 

In the course of this initial identification of desire and mind as the sources of movement, 

there is an interesting role attributed to phantasia. Phantasia, as it turns out, plays a significant 

role in Aristotle's account of motion, and it does so seemingly on account of implied 

similarities to thought. In order to understand what Aristotle is up to here, it is important to 

recognize that there are two important concerns underlying his account. Firstly, Aristotle 

obviously intends to describe movement in both animals and humans, but by movement he 

refers not only to locomotion in its barest sense but ultimately also to all motion and action 

that seems purposeful or intentional across living beings with different psychic make-ups . 

The second concern builds on the first. The accounts of motion and action, as contained in 

de Mo tu Anima/ium and de Anima, are meant by Aristotle to provide him not only with an 

explanation for movement, as such, but also with (at least partial) means of explaining ethical 

and unethical or akratic behaviour. The breadth that these concerns cover (everything from 

the physiological to the ethical) is substantial, and, as an ability with ties to both the sensible 

and the intelligible, phantasia proves veiy useful for Aristotle's purposes . In the same way that 

thought requires a phantasma which can represent the object of thought (as form sans matter) , 

phantasia provides representations , which serve as object and impetus in the causal chain 

underlying motion. 

-i:a µev yap opycxvtKa µ£pl") 7tCXpCXOKEUa(Et E1tt'l:T)OEtW<; -i:a 7ta8T) , rl 0 ' 
opE�t<; -i:a rr&eri , 'l:�V 0 .  opE�tV rl cpcxncxofo· CXU'l:T) OE y (vE'l:cxt � Ota 
vor)oEw<; � oi  · cxio8r)oEw<;. 
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Mind is always correct, but desire and imagination can be both right and wrong, on 

account of which although the object of desire always moves [in itself] it is either a 

good or [only] an apparent good. 

de Anima 433a26-28 

Although thought may indeed play a role in movement and activity, that role is not a 

necessary or entirely authoritative one. Indeed, one of the reasons why mind cannot be the 

source of movement is precisely because it would run counter to the obvious instances of 

ethical weakness .  As Aristotle explains , despite mind's instructions to act or move in certain 

ways those movements may not occur, and we may act in the manner of the akrates and in 

accordance with desire (orexis) .5 1 1his observation plays a role in how to understand the 

earlier mentioned likening of phantasia to thinking. 

<I>atVE'text OE YE ODO tafrm K l.VOUvta, il opE�tc; il vouc;,  E i'.  nc; tfiv Q>anaafov 
n8Et11 we; V0110tV nva· no)J.,ol. yap napa tfiv emattjµ11v tXKOUAOU8ouat 
taic; Q>avtaafotc;, Ka'i ev  tote; ct.A8otc; (�Otc;  OU v611aic; ouoe .Aoytaµoc; £an v, 
a.A.A.a Q>avtaafo. 

Indeed it appears that these two things are [sources of] movement, desire and mind, 

if someone were to consider phantasia as a type of thinking, for many follow their 

phantasiai as opposed to knowledge, and in the other animals there is neither thought 

nor reasoning but [there is] phantasia. 

de Anima 433a9- 12  

Animals do not have the option of  following reason and can only follow the phantasia 

resulting from aesthesis.52 In humans there exists another possibility: that of being guided by 

mind. The commands of thought necessarily involve phantasmata, but the representations 

5 1 .  de Anima, 433al-3 .  

52 .  At Ethica Nichomachea 1 147b5 , Aristotle uses the lack of  opinion and judgement in 

animals to explain why they cannot be considered incontinent. 
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which occur in this context operate in harmony with knowledge and reflect its essential 

trustworthiness .  When knowledge is ignored for the sake of appetite (epithumia) , we act on a 

desire which is grounded on an unreliable phantasma and engage in actions for the sake of 

what is no more than an apparent, and ultimately false ,  good. The trigger that 'prepares' the 

desire that initiates movement is , in the first scenario, knowledge as it is accompanied by 

thought and, by extension, a 'correct' phantasmata that reflects epistimi. In the second instance, 

phantasia acts as a catalyst in the services of appetite, and given that it is participating in 

movement contrary to mind's bidding, serves to provide a representation of what is no more 

than an apparent good, thus taking the place of the real good that mind would otherwise 

have furnished. 

Phantasia and i-eractiy 

In what would seem to be another echo of Plato's account of phantasia, Aristotle uses the 

beginning portion of his account in de Anima III .3 to raise the issue of error. At 428a3-4, he 

comes to define phantasia as something in virtue of which we discriminate and as something 

in virtue of which we can be either correct or mistaken. 

KCXt 1tOAAa KCXt ' a.uti)v KCXt 1tOtEtV KCXt 1tcXOXE t V to exov, KCXt El VCXl. KCXt 
cUri8fl KCXt "lfrEuofl . 

. . .  and those having this [i.e .  phantasia] both act and experience many things in 

accordance with it, and it may be both true and false .  

de Anima 428b 16- 17 
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form of opinion. One of the notable things to come from this example is the obseivation 

that the phantasma continues to have an existence in the psyche despite the fact that we deem it 

false :  the phantasama does not leave us despite our having withheld assent. An opinion, on 

the other hand, could not suivive our believing it to be a falsehood. In de Insomniis, Aristotle 

sharpens the difference between phantasia and the reasoning parts of the psyche by way of 

describing the increased power of phantasia in people suffering from delirium and strong 

emotion. During such times an 'authoritative' element in the psyche, one which can screen 

phantasia for veracity and which exists in a different part of the soul, becomes impaired. 

Ainov of; ·rnu ouµPcxtVEtV  tCXUtCX to µii KCXtcX tiiv mhiiv ouvcxµtv KptVEtv t6 
tE KUptov KCXt � tcX cpcxvtaoµcxtcx y(vEtCXl. . Toutou of; miµeiov on cpcx(vEtm. 
µev o iiA.toc; 7tOOtexioc;, avttcpT]Ot of; 7tOAAcXKt<; etEpov tt 7tpoc; tiiv 
cpcxvtcxofov .  

The reason for these things occurring is that the authoritative [element] does not 

discriminate 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 

" OA.wc; yap to acp ' eKaOtT]<; cxio8tjoEw<; cpT]Otv  i} apxtj, eav µii etepcx 
KUptwtepcx avttcp'fj . 

For, on the whole, the apchi affirms that which results from each perception, 

whenever another more authoritative one does not contradict it. 

de Insomniis 461b4-6 

The passages suggest some interesting things concerning how we might understand error 

associated with phantasia. For one thing, phantasia would, in a sense, not seem to be the 

ultimate cause for our being led into error for the simple reason that there exists another 

element in the psyche which can override it and setves as a corrective to it. Thus, it could be 
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of imagination or phantasia" .58 Aristotle 's defining statement at 428a1-2 is also seen through 

the prism of language. 

For notice that phantasia is not stated to be the faculty in virtue of which phantasmata 
occur to us, but that in virtue of which we sqy that a phantasma occurs to us . I take 

Aristotle to be intending by this formula to distinguish cases of phantasia by the 

linguistic behaviour they prompt. 59 

1bis way of looking at phantasia completely ignores the existence of a methodology at work 

in Aristotle 's psychology and the systematic nature of the way in which he analyzes the soul's 

workings . Furthermore, we are not given any sort of explanation as to why Aristotle would 

choose to go about accounting for phantasia by appealing to people 's common-language 

usage; instead, Schofield refers to the usage of phantasia in Plato and discusses examples of 

the use of phantazdo in pre-Hellenic literature and the tragedians . Schofield's omission of any 

substantial examination of discussions outside of de Anima 111.3 is severely limiting, and that, 

combined with his insistence on phantasia as illusory, produces a strained and often frustrated 

reading, as was alluded to earlier.60 It is precisely in the discussions outside of 111.3 that we 

see examples of how phantasia operates ,  both in highly misleading and helpful ways. 

Recognizing that he is open to criticism on this front, Schofield does touch on some of these 

texts but with often perplexing results . Speaking to Aristotle's account of motion, he 

concludes that in that particular context phantasia should in fact be regarded as concerned 

with judgement, in contrast to Aristotle's account of thinking where "he is not concerned 

58 .  Schofield, 269 . 

59 .  Schofield, 267- 8 .  

60. See pages 8 and 64. 
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with phantasia as a faculty of judgement at all" .61 Indeed, he seems to conclude that Aristotle 

alternates in describingphantasia as more like thinking than perception in some instances 

while implying the opposite in others.62 And in an attempt to reconcile dreams with other 

instances in which phantasmata seem to be very much related to ordinary experiences of 

aesthisis, he is forced into arguing that Aristotle's imagination should be regarded as being of 

two kinds, normal and abnormal.63 No such massaging of Aristotle 's account is required. The 

difficulty with the 'sceptical' intetpretation of phantasia (whether it is argued by means of 

common-language usage or not) is that Aristotle articulates clear instances of non-

duplicitous phantasia. A example of this is readily found by looking to the role of phantasia in 

animal imagination, which is perhaps most readily associated with Aristotle 's account of 

movement. This is an activity which can hardly be associated 'With artistic 'imagination' or 

thought of as mendacious in any meaningful way. Schofield admits that all of this is true, and 

then proceeds , in spite of the lengthy discussions of animal imagination in both de Motu 

Animalium and de Anima, to dispose of it neatly as "an obscure comer of Aristotelian 

doctrine" .64 Another point at which a 'sceptical' intetpretation falters badly is in relation to 

Aristotle's assertion at de Anima 428b25-29 that phantasia associated with the perception of 

special sensibles is reliable as long as the sensation is present. This statement, and the 

passage it is part of, cause Schofield no end of consternation. Firstly, in addition to 

suggesting that phantasia can be 'true', it also indicates that, at times, it can be very much like 

61 .  Schofield, 255 .  At Schofield, 276, he cites judgement as representative of the 

'inconsistencies' in Aristotle's account. 

62. Schofield, 272 . 

63 . Schofield, 270-271 .  

64 . Schofield, 255 ,  fn.20. 
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treatment', results in no more than a 'familial concept' stranded somewhere between 

perception and thought.67 

67. Schofield, 277. 
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suggest that it would be misleading to characterize Aristotelian perception as no more than 

passive reception of raw sensory data. Perception must have some propositional content if 

Aristotle's account is to be intelligible . It would be very difficult, for example, to understand 

what Aristotle means at 425a25-27 when he says that we incidentally perceive that an object 

is , in fact, Oeon's son as opposed to merely a pale object, if we were to deny aesthesis some 

sort of propositional nature. But we might also look to de Insomniis, where the suggestion of 

perception serving a propositional role is made. 

" OA.w� yap to acp ' eKcXOtT]� aia8tjaEw� cf>riaiv  i} apxtj,  eav µfi en:pa 
KUptwn:pa cXV'tl.cf>tl · 

For, on the whole,  the starting [point/ element] affirms that which results from each 
perception, whenever another more authoritative one does not contradict it. 

de Insomniis 461  b3-5 

The authoritative element of the soul being referred to would presumably be nous (or some 

other reasoning element in the psyche) but what of the starting point or element? To think 

of phantasia as a 'starting' point v.rith respect to instances of perception would be odd given 

its causal dependency; aesthisis would seem to be the most likely candidate, a contention 

supported by its designation as a discriminative element in the psyche.  Beings capable of 

action act on the basis of faulty phantasmata whenever a more authoritative element does not 

intervene, and there is the further point that a faulty phantasma may become an opinion, but 

neither of these either implies or necessitates that the faulty proposition is generated by the 

activity of phantasia. Fortunately, in addition to the above, we also find that the propositional 

role of aesthisis is mentioned quite explicitly by Aristotle . 

to µev ouv aia8civEa8ai 0µ0 1.0v n{> cpcivai µ6vov Ka'i voEiv ·  otav oe tjou i1 
AUTCTJPOV,  oiov Katacf>ciaa i1 an:ocpciaa, 01.WKEt i1 cpEuyEt 
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de Anima 4 34a6- 10 

As was suggested earlier, it is both unnecessary and highly dubious that Aristotle intended 

this passage to represent the creation of two different sorts of phantasia. The number of 

questions that could potentially arise out of this (whether or not the two phantasiai were 

different in kind, location, etc .) would be substantial, and there is no reason to think that 

Aristotle was pointing us toward that sort of project. Thus, what we have is a single phantasia 

conducting its activities in the context of perception and calculation. In the latter half, we see 

calculation occurring out of the work of judgement and phantasia. It should be noted that this 

passage has presented many problems to scholars, not least of which, to those who reduce 

the idea of representation to crude sorts of mental pictures .  The depiction of calculation as a 

judging or unifying of many cliff erent mental pictures is very difficult to square with this 

passage.78 ulculation can, however, be thought of as the judgement or evaluation of 

representations which carry with them differing propositions . It might be suggested that this 

only applies to phantasia as used in calculation and not in sensation, but that would be to 

misunderstand Aristotle's account of animal movement. Animals are not endowed with 

reason, but their movement still represents quasi-intentional and focussed behaviour. 

Aesthesis spurs the phantasia which spurs the desire and, ultimately, the movement toward a 

clearly identifiable object. The phantasmata implicated in this process serve to propositionally 

represent the object either as something which is desirable or something to be avoided. 

78 . Nussbaum, M.C. Aristotle 's de Motu Animalium Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1978 , 263 . Nussbaum refers to Ross '  rather strained sounding "collage view of 
deliberation" in which "the deliberating man combines elements from the different pictures 
in his head, ending up with a single picture" . 
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One of the reasons given for attributing some form of relationship between phantasia and 

propositionality was because of its potential implications in understanding how Aristotle 

attributes error to phantasia. There is no doubt that Aristotle relates falsity to phantasia: as an 

example, one might note that within the space of a couple dozen lines in III.3 he informs us 

of this possibility no less than three times .79 We also have a rather detailed discussion at 

428b1 8-30 of how to understand the error in phantasia as a reflection of the type of 

perception underlying it, but within the discussions of III .3 .  In other texts , Aristotle 's 

discussions suggest while falsity applies to phantasia, it does so in some cliff erent and 

particular fashion. 

ean 0 '  TJ cj}etV'tetafo i:'!Epov cj}ciaEU><; Kett U7tOcj}ciaEU><;· auµ7tAOKTj yap 
VOT}µcX'tU>V ea'tt 'tO UAT}8e<; ,, 1JTEUOO<; . 

Phantasia is different from assertion and denial, for what is true and false is a 

combining of thoughts. 

de Anima 4 32a10- 12 

This passage seemingly echoes the already mentioned passage from III.3 in which Aristotle 

denies that phantasia can be judgement. 

'tOU'tO µev yap 'tO 7tci8o<; ecj) . i]µiv eanv, O'tetV pouA.wµE8et (7tp0 oµµchwv 
yap ean n 7tOttjaeta8m, W07tEp oi ev  'tOt<; µVT}T}OVl.KOt<; n8eµEV01. Kett 
E iOU>A07t01.0UV'tE<;) ,  oo�ci(El.V  O '  OUK ecj} ' T]µtv ·  avciyKT} yap i) 1JTEUOEa8m i) 
UAT}8EUE1.V .  

For this condition is ours whenever we wish (for we can make something [an image J 
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 . 

79 . de Anima 428a4, 428a13 ,  and 428al 8 .  
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Ilpciyµata µev OUV lJTEUOtl oihw A.eyEtat, i) t4> µfi Elvm. m'.mx, i) t4> tfiv cm: '  
alJtWV <f>avtaaiav µfi ov1:0c; Elvm. .  

Thus it is said that things are false :  either in the sense that they themselves are not, or 

in 
.
the sense that the phantasia of them [emphasis mine] is of something that does not 

eXISt. 

Metapf?ysica 1024b25-27 

The implications of this passage are significant. Firstly, the concerns that Aristotle expresses 

here v.rith respect to falsity relate to 'things ', and the truth-value of the object in question 

represents the key to whether or not it will satisfy the requirements of being true. Phantasia as 

an activiry, in other words , would not be subject to examinations of falsity and consequently 

could not, in itself, be termed false .  But the meaning of Aristotle 's definition goes further, 

because not only is he not bringing truth and falsity to bear on phantasia (the activity) , he is 

also, and more significantly, not bringing it to bear on its product, the phantasma. The falsity 

that Aristotle attributes to phantasia relates to the veridical nature of the o�jects that phantasia 

represents through its activities .  This result, though perhaps striking at first, is consistent 

v.rith Aristotle's discussions of phantasia. The account of dreaming, a phenomenon where 

falsity is clearly of central importance, is an important case in point. 

cXAA ' EhE Ofi tetU't"OV Ei'.8 ' etEpov to <f>etvtetattKOV 'tflc; lJTuxflc; Kett to 
eti8TjttKOV, ouoev �HOV OU y tVE'tat aveu 'tOU 6p&v Kett etia8civEa8et{ 'tl :  1:0 
yap 7tetpop&v Kett 7tetpetKOUEtV  6pwvtoc; aA.ri8ec; n Kett cXKOUOvtOc;, OU 
µevtot 'touto o oiEtm. .  

Now whether the phantastikon and aesthetikon of the psyche are the same or  different, 

none the less nothing occurs v.rithout seeing and perceiving something. For to see 

and to hear incorrectly, is to have seen and heard something real, though not the 

thing which one thinks . 

de Insomniis 458b29-459a5 
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As we recall, a dream is a phantasma and is 'of the aesthitikon in so far as it is the phantastikon '. 

The activity of phantasia is clearly at work and functioning and not 'false'  in any sense which 

Aristotle considers relevant. On the contrary, he is quite emphatic that a genuine act of 

perception (in the broader sense) has occurred and, furthermore, that something 'real' has 

been produced. In other words, there is , strictly speaking, nothing false about the phantasma 

that has come out of the affection of the sense organs . It really exists and as a genuine entity. 

The sense in which phantasia may be taken as false rests on those instances when that which is 

being represented doesn't actually exist. A somewhat different point is being made in the 

reference to times when we 'see or hear or incorrectly'. This passage takes place within the 

context of Aristotle's account of dreaming, and we shall limit our discussions to that 

phenomenon, though it could also be discussed with respect to aesthisis. What Aristotle does 

here is to bring in the propositional aspects incidental to phantasia by pointing out that the 

falsity we experience when we mistakenly think we see something in a dream may be 

understood at precisely the level of proposition. In such cases,  the phantasma entails a 

proposition (what we think we have seen) but without anything real corresponding to it. 

Although the phantasma, as a representation, is not false in itself, the proposition that comes 

with it can be, and in a dream would be expected to be. As has already been mentioned, an 

account of the falsity of statements is also included among the three sorts of falsity outlined 

in Metaplysica V. It is with these two different sorts of falsity in mind that we can now return 

to the original passages comparing judgement to phantasia. Judgement serves to "determine 

whether something is false or true" and presumably involves a judgement of different 

propositions or statements , as in the case of dialectic . In contrast to this , phantasia serves to 

generate representations which although they may contain propositional content incidentally 
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nor is it hupolepsis or doxa. But if phantasia is not thought in any form, Aristotle is equally 

emphatic that it is required in its operations, both in its practical and theoretical aspects . 

Aristotle 's account of movement serves as an illustration of phantasia's relations to practical 

thought. Action, as Aristotle indicates ,  requires that the psyche be able to envisage 

something as either a thing to be desired or a thing to be avoided and, in the case of 

thought-mediated action, calls on the activities of judgment and the ability to think of the 

future and potential consequences . When humans act for the sake of things which are 

outside of our sensory range or with a mind to the future, it is nous in its practical form that 

serves as the impetus for the movement towards an established end.82 Phantasia, with its 

ability to linger in the psyche apart from immediately present sensory objects , provides 

thought with the representations it requires to form judgments about whether an item is 

desirable or to be avoided. In the following passages , Aristotle expands on how this is so. 

'ttl oe OtClVOflnK'fi wuxn 'ta cpan&aµa'tCl oiov aio8tjµa'ta umipxEt .  O'tClV oe 
aya8ov il KClKOV cptjon il cX7tocptjon ,  cpEuyEt il OtWKEl. . Oto OUOE1tO'tE VOEt 
aVEU cpanaaµawc; ri ljfuxtj . 

To the thinking psyche, perceptions exist as phantamata. Whenever it affirms them as 
either good or bad, it either flees or pursues them. For this reason the psyche never 
thinks without a phantasma. 

de Anima 43 1a14- 1 8  

'ta µev  OUV E iOfl 'tO  VOflnKOV ev 'tote; cpancioµaot VOEt, KClt we; ev eKElVOt<; 
wpto'tClt ClU't� 'tO Otc.UK'tOV KClt cpEUK'tOV, KClt eK'tO<; 'ttjc; aio8tjoEwc;, O'tClV e1tt 
'tWV cpanaaµa'tWV TI ,  KtvEt'tat ·  oiov aio8avoµEvoc; 'tOV cppUK'tOV on m)p,  
'ttl KOtv'fi yvwpf(Et ,  opwv KtvouµEvov, on 1tOAeµioc; ·  O'te oe 'tOtc; ev 'ttl wuxn 
cpan&aµaat v il votjµaotv, W01tEp opwv, A.oyf(E'tClt KC:d pouAEUE'rat 'ta 

82 .  Aristotle specifies the involvement of practical mind in cases of movement at 

433al4- 1 6  and foreshadows it at 432b27-29 .  
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what is perceptible,phantasia is not bound to what is immediately available to perception, 

and, more importantly, is not bound to the particular in the same way as is the case with 

aesthesis. While phantasia serves to provide representations of specific perceptible objects , 

there does not necessarily need to be an existing specific perceptible object that corresponds 

to a given phantasma. It is in this sense that phantasmata are 'like' aisthemata but without matter, 

operating at the level of representations of the fonns of sensible particulars provided by 

perception. By, in effect, serving as the form of a form, phantasmata have taken a step away 

from sensible particulars toward what is more universal and thinkable . Because of this , 

phantasia can aid in bringing the universal attributes of sensible particulars into the psyche, as 

we shall see in Aristotle's account of empeira. It is precisely because of this access to the 

universal that phantasia's role in thought is not limited to practical aspects , and it can also play 

a part in abstract thought . 

. EnEt oe 7tEpt cpetvi- etafo<; EipE'tcxt npchEpov ev 'l:Ot<; 7tEpt ljJUXfl<; Kett VOEtV 
OUK ean v cXVEU cpetn&aµet-i:oc; ·  auµPettVEt y&p 1:0 mho n&8o<; ev -i:0 vodv 
07tEp Kett ev  -i:0 OietypacpEt v ·  EKEt 'tE y&p ou8Ev npoaxpwµEvot -i:0 1:0 
7t000V wptaµEVOV El Vcxt 1:0 1:pt  ywvou, oµw<; ypacpoµEV wptaµEVOV Ket'tcX 1:0 
7t000V "  Kett 0 VOWV WOCl\hW<; KcXV µii 7tOOOV, VOTI 1:i8E'tcx t  7tp0 oµµa'tWV 
7tOOOV,  VOEt 0 '  OUX tl 7tOOOV .  

As has been said earlier in de Anima-, it is not possible to  think without a phantasma, 

for the same condition accompanies thinking that accompanies drawing. For in the 

latter, although we in no way use the determinate magnitude that belongs to the 

triangle, nevertheless we draw it a determinate size.  Similarly, the one who thinks, 
although he thinks about [something] without a size, places [something] with a size 

before his eyes and thinks it to not to have a size . 

de Memoria 449b30-450a7 

Here again, the representational activity of phantasia serves as an aid to thought, paralleling 

the drawing of a triangle by a geometer. The sensible attributes of the phantasma are not of 

use to the geometer in his abstract contemplation but are nevertheless present, and it is in 
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this sense that we might understand Aristotle's assertion that " one would neither learn nor 

understand anything without having perceived."83 In the case of contemplating 'triangle' as 

such, the phantasma represents a universal although in itself still being possessed of a sensible 

magnitude. Given this assertion that the objects of thought reside in perceptibles, the 

necessity of phantasia, with its ties to perception, acting as accompaniment to thought 

becomes apparent. Perception's range limits itself to perceptibles ,  to sensible, particular 

objects , while thought restricts itself to the thinkable via univers al fonns . Phantasia by 

providing a representation of the fonns of sensible particulars both makes perceptions 

available to thought and allows thought access to the source of learning and understanding, 

the fonns contained within sensible objects. 

Empeira 

Phantasia's ability to bridge the realms of perception and thought is reflected in Aristotle's 

account of empeira, or experience .  Empeira would seem to be limited to reasoning beings , but, 

as in the case of phantasia, it is not entirely clear how often Aristotle believed it to occur in 

animals . As Aristotle suggests , humans come possessed of capabilities that go beyond that of 

perception, in the form of thought, calculation (logismos) ,  science (epistime) and art or tekne. 

The latter two occur as an outgrowth of experience (empeira) wherein a universal becomes 

83 .  de Anima 432a7- 8 .  
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established, in some sense, in the psyche.84 Experience in tum relies on memory and, by 

extension, on the activities of phantasia and perception. 

exEt. yap ouvaµtv ouµcj>utov KptnKtjv,  flV  KClAOUOtV ai'.a8YJOtv ·  EVOUOTJ<; O '  
aio8tjoEwc; 'tote; µev 'tWV (4>wv Eyy{yvE'tat µovfi 'tOU aio8tjµa't0c;, 'tote; o '  
OUK EyytyE'tat .  <5aotc; µev oov µTj Eyy{yvE'tat, il oA.wc; fi 7tEpt & µTj 
Eyy{yVE'tat , OUK ean 'tOU'totc;  yvwotc; e�w 'tOU aio8&vEo8at ·  EV otc; 0 '  
evEon v aio8oµevotc; ex E t  v en EV 'ttl lfrux'fi . 7tOAAWV oe 'tOtoU'tWV 
ytyvoµevwv ijori oiacj>op& nc; yiyvE'tat, wo'tE 'tote; µev y{yvEo8ai A.6yov EK 
'tfl<; 'tWV 'tOtOU'tWV µovtjc;, 'tote; oe µ tj .  
' EK µev oov aio8tjoEwc; y {yvE'tat µvtjµri , W07tEp A.eyoµEv,  EK oe µvtjµric; 
noA.A.&Ktc; 'tOU au'tou ytyvoµevric; EµnEt.pfo· ai  yap noA.A.al. µvtjµat 't0 
apt8µ0 Eµ7tEtpfo µfo EO'ttV. EK 0 '  Eµ7tEtpfoc; fi EK 7tetV'toc; tjpEµtjoanoc; 
'tOU Ket86A.ou EV 'ttl lfrux'fi,  'tOU Evoc; napa 'ta 7tOAAcX, o &v EV anaat v ev EVTI 
EKEtVotc; 'tO ClU'tO, 'texvric; apxfi Kett E7tto'ttjµric;, Eav µev 7tEpt yevEotV , 
'texvric; ,  Eav oe 7tEpt 'tO ov , e7tto'ttjµric; .  

For there is an inborn discriminating capacity which they call perception and while 

there is perception, in some animals there occurs a persistence of the perceptual state 

but in others it does not occur. In those animals [in which] it does not occur, it does 

not occur either in general or with respect to things; there is no knowledge in these 

[animals] outside of perception. In those in which it does occur, perceptions 

continue to exist in the psyche. When many of these [persisting perceptual states] 

occur a difference now presents itself, such that in some a logos occurs out of the 

persistence of these things , but not in the others. 

And so, memory arises from perception, as we have said, and out of repeated 

memories of the same thing, experience. For memories that are many in number 

constitute one experience. When out of experience or in its entirety the universal has 

settled in the psyche, the one as opposed to the many, which is identical to itself in 

all of them, [it is] the source of tekne (art) and episteme (science) , tekne, with respect to 

coming into being, and episteme with respect to what is . 

Ana/ytica Posteriora 99b35- 100a9 

Though phantasia is not referred to by name, the 'persistence of the perceptual state' that is 

referred in the passage clearly corresponds to Aristotle's accounts of phantasia, or more 

84. Metaprysica 98 1a5-7 
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allo'WS the universal a toe-hold in the psyche, as Aristotle maintains at Ana!Jtica Posteriora 

100a15- 100b3 . But its importance goes further, as he indicates ,  because by being free of the 

requirement of immediately available perceptibles, phantasmata can remain and be repeated 

and gathered in the psyche allowing the universal in its fullest and stabilized form, empeira, to 

establish itself. It is the presence of the universal in the psyche which can then allow for tekne 

(art) and episteme (science) . As Frede puts it, "the scientist . . .  has to have not just a view of this 

or that leopard in front of him, spotted in this or that way; he has to form a picture of 

'leopards ' and, among other things, this specific spottedness before he can go into the more 

abstract business of his science" .88 Intellectual activities ,  such as science, entail the 

contemplation of universals and require their presence in the psyche.  It is this latter task 

which empeira, with the aid of phantasia, is meant to accomplish. Repeated exposure via 

perception to sensible particulars of the same kind can allow, eventually, for the discernment 

of the universals contained within them It can also, perhaps more importantly, allow the 

universal to persist, in some fashion, in the psyche and permit knowledge to occur. 

88 .  Frede, D .  "The Cognitive Role of Phantasia in Aristotle" In Essqys on An.stotle 's De 
Anima, edited by M.C. Nussbaum and AO. Rorty, 29 1 .  Oxford: Oarendon Press , 1992. 
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CONGZUSION.· THE LIMINAL ASPECTS OEPHANTASIA 

Phantasia's activities may, in a narrow sense, be seen to occur at two levels : on the first, to 

provide representations for the psyche, and on the second, to provide those representations 

in a subservient role as 'helper' to other activities and capacities in the psyche.  But in a larger 

sense, phantasia can also be seen to have a 'bridging' role, and it is with its operations in 

empeira and thought, that its liminal qualities become most apparent. Indeed, although 

helping to explain a host of different phenomena in the psyche through the number of 

activities which it subserves , phantasia's most important role may be in providing Aristotle 

with a means for trying to bring together the perceptible world with the intelligible one. 

The attention which Aristotle pays to this issue of bridging the intelligible and sensible stems 

from his belief that Plato was unable to bridge the gulf between the particulars of perception 

and the universals of thought. Thus, while seeking to establish thought and perception as 

meaningfully distinct, Aristotle wishes to do this in a way which does not leave them 

permanently estranged and isolated from each other. In de Anima III.4, the domains of 

thought and perception are staked out by what is thinkable and perceptible respectively, thus 

differentiating the two. An important step toward linking the two is taken in III. 8, where 

Aristotle locates the objects of thought in the universal forms within sensible objects . What 
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is required at this point is a psychic element that can provide thought with access to these 

universal forms which because of their location within sensible particulars are not available 

to thought directly, and his conception of phantasia is clearly intended to help fulfil this task 

The necessary positioning of phantasia somewhere between perception and thought occurs 

from the outset of de Anima III .3 ,  where Aristotle places noticeable importance on separating 

phantasia from both perception and elements such as thought and judgement. By the end of 

the chapter, phantasia is established as a distinct activity, but one which ultimately does not 

represent a full capacity, serving instead as both a direct outcome of perception and a 

necessary aid to thought.89 But even this is not sufficient in itself, and we find instead that 

the linking of the perceptible and the thinkable is ultimately done in stages, in contrast to 

Plato, who tries to make a much more direct leap from the world of sensible particulars to 

that of the Forms . 

The progression from perceptibles to thinkables can be seen in Aristotle's account of 

phantasia as a linking element, but it begins even earlier in his treatment of aesthesis itself, 

where Aristotle distinguishes between perception of the special sensibles, and common and 

incidental perception. By doing so, Aristotle allows the form of sensible objects to be 

separated out from the matter of sensible particulars things through the individual workings 

of sense organs committed to objects specific to them But, importantly, he also allows form 

to then be brought together through the overarching sensibility of the common sense which 

allows for perception of common sensibles and incidentals and which operates without the 

requirement of a dedicated physical sense-organ. The results of these perceptual workings 

89 .  Indeed, the atypical status of phantasia would seem to reflect a certain reticence on 

Aristotle 's part with respect to dividing the soul into portions . Passages such as de Anima 
432a3 1-432b3 may be seen as indicative of this . 
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are then reflected in the operations of phantasia which represents form independent of the 

presence of sensible particulars altogether. Even at the level of incidental perception, 

Aristotle is already allowing perception to begin to be 'of the universal', and when, as he 

says, we see Callias , we see not only him as a sensible particular individual, but also as 

'man'.90 Thus, with phantasia we see a further stage in the separation of form from its 

existence in sensible particulars, as it provides thought with a representation of its object. 

Phantasia's activity of creating representations of the forms of sensible particulars allows the 

universal contained in the sensible object to come, in some sense, into the psyche either as 

individual occurrences or in a more lasting sense, after repeated exposure has allowed 

experience to develop and provided the possibility for knowledge. In either case, the 

universals required by thought become accessible. Through phantasia, Aristotle not only finds 

a means to explain how thought can come into contact with the sensible world but also 

provides a way by which knowledge and the apprehension of universals , as contained in the 

form of sensible particulars, can be attained. 

90. Ana!Jtica Posteriora, 100b1 .  
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449b30-450a7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 8  

9 9  



de Anima (cont.) 

449b3 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39, 48 

449b3 1-450al . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 

450a10- 12  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 

450al- 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49 

450a12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47 

450a13- 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44, 49 

450a22-3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 

450a24-5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49, 50 

45 1a15- 1 6  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 

45 1a15- 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  45, 46, 47 

45 1a3-6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  46 

45 1a9- 1 1  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  46 

458b29-459a5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33, 82 

459al 4-22 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 1 ,  44 

459a19-22 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 

459a28-32 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 

460a33-460b2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 

460b14- 15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 

460b16- 1 8  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 

460b16- 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20,  60,  61 

460b23-5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 

460b27-46 1a3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42, 61 

461a4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  61 

461b3-5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  77 

461b4-6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60, 6 1  

461b4-7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 

de Motu Animalium 
700b17-22 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 1  

701a32-36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76 

701a35-6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53 

702a17- 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53 

Metapf?ysica 
980a28-980b22 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  48 

980b25-27 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 1  

98 1a5-7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  90 

lOlObl-4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  63 

1022b4- 10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 

1024b25-27 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  82 

Ethica Nicomachea 
1 1 14a3 1-b l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 1  

1 1 14a33 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 6  

1 147b4-5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  92 

1 147b5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  57 

Ethica Eudemia 
1235b26-29 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56 

100 



PLATO 

Theatetus 

Sophist 

Protagoras 

3 1 8  . . . . . . . ' · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·  152b-c . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2 3 ,  17 . . . . . . . . . . . . ' 264a-b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . .  4, 56 356d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 




